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Section 2: Making the lottery more responsive to the needs and
priorities of communities

2.2 Public Awareness of the Lottery

The majority of responses felt that Camelot’s recent campaign promoting good causes had
little or no effect in raising awareness of lottery projects or encouraging applications for
funding.

Although many did not believe raising awareness would increase ticket sales, some felt that it
could help keep lottery players who hadn’t won from stopping playing.

There was support for work to be increased (but concern about costs involved) in raising
awareness and strengthening the Lottery brand, primarily at a regional or local level.

MPs and Government:

There was a recognition that more needed to be done in this area and most agreed that
while the national campaign had shown little impact, regional publicity had helped raise
awareness of local/regional lottery funded projects. There was support for increasing local
awareness of the type of projects/organisations Lottery funding is aimed at. Suggestions on
how to achieve this included the use of local networks, information on local awards at point
of sale and the inclusion of a small sum to allow recipients to use local media to publicise
their award.

Voluntary and Charity:

The Voluntary sector and charities were also of the opinion that the Camelot campaign
failed to significantly raise awareness and were unaware of any applications that had been
generated by it. They were concerned that the costs of promotion should not outweigh the
benefits, and suggested that costs should be met by Camelot and kept to a minimum. It is
worth noting that there was some support for raising awareness in order to underpin the
post purchase satisfaction of those playing, thus improving ticket sales.

There was support for the measures already taken (DCMS database and joint portal), and
many called for a generic “Lottery funded” brand to cut through the complexity of Lottery
branding and to balance public awareness of local projects with high cost Lottery projects
like the Millennium Dome. They leaned towards local promotion through the existing
network of volunteer councils and local authorities or frequent local/regional campaigns
delivered through press and local news and radio. There was also a suggestion that charities
could display “ Lottery Funded Recipient” on their websites.

One respondent pointed out that raising awareness of projects and charities that have
received awards from the Lottery is also a useful way of promoting the recipients, which
could be most valuable for smaller charities or those who find it difficult to attract publicity.



Distributing bodies & Camelot:

Views on the success of the Camelot campaign were split between those who saw a limited
short-term impact on the public’s awareness of the good causes and those who believed the
national campaign had no effect. Some distributors recognised the joint work already being
done by Camelot, and the Heritage Lottery Fund suggested that DCMS might bring alive the
Lottery grants and activity by including case studies and features on the DCMS databases
accessed via the website.

A number of distributors, especially those from the Devolved Administrations, felt that
increasing understanding of the way the Lottery has impacted at local, even community
level, was the key to real public awareness, while some called for a balance between a UK
wide campaign and local promotion. A few felt that some form of (cost effective) research
should be carried out to demonstrate the effect of awareness on the propensity to buy
tickets. It was felt that a balance was needed between promotion, effectiveness and value
for money.

While most distributors were already committed to improving public awareness, some felt
that promoting the Lottery and stimulating applications were, at this stage of the game,
two different things. A few agreed that while they must be pro-active in stimulating
applications, this should be done by targeting towards strategic priorities and areas of low
take up, alongside any generic nation wide promotion. A few were also cautious about
raising expectations while income from ticket sales was declining.

Local Authorities:

There was general agreement that the Camelot campaign had not significantly raised public
awareness, and that local authorities were unaware of an increase in applications. Many
commented that the campaign was too short and would need to be repeated more regularly
to have any true impact.

Most agreed that there was work to be done in raising awareness, especially as a means to
capacity building and to provide ‘accountability’ to lottery players for the use of their
money. This said, the majority felt that the focus should be at the local level rather than
national campaigns with broad messages. A number of respondents felt that one aspect of
the campaign that had been particularly successful was the display of local award
information at the point of sale. One said that local advertising of this sort “increases public
confidence that part of their Lottery £1 is reaching their community”.

There was general concern about the cost of future campaigns. Several responses stressed
the need to ensure that the potential benefits of promotional activity were not outweighed
by the financial costs. In regard to the future, opinion was generally divided as to whether
Camelot should meet the cost of further campaigns, or whether efforts should be
concentrated on raising awareness at grass roots level, through Local Authorities and the
voluntary sector. Some recommended putting the onus on award recipients to advertise
locally through local newspapers and radio, with one suggesting that an additional amount
should be attached to the award to meet these costs.

There was broad support for a single Lottery brand. It was felt that this would reduce
confusion among the public and help to raise awareness of Lottery funded projects at a local
level.



2.3 A Joint Approach

There was broad support for Camelot and distributors to work together on promotional
activities but little support, mainly on cost grounds, for a separate body to do this.

MPs and Government:

Limited response. General support for joint working and promotion. Though support for the
creation of a single promotional body was balanced by caution that the running costs of
such a body should be proportionate to benefits received.

Voluntary and Charity:

While the majority supported joint promotional work, there was concern that it would
introduce an additional layer of administration and that the public may perceive it as funds
being diverted from good causes.

Some supported a single promotional body (with reservations about the cost) to improve
knowledge of the Lottery generally, promote the huge range of successful projects already
funded, to tackle the misconceptions about the Lottery, and to raise awareness of how to
apply. Again there was support for improving local awareness and using award recipients to
advertise locally. One respondent made the point that with many charities finding it
difficult to get publicity, the promotion of an award locally would be an ideal opportunity
for them.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

There was strong support here for a professional, coherent and consistent approach to
promotional activities. Many believed that this work should not duplicate or detract from
the individual distributor's work in promoting their own programmes amongst their
specialised audience.

The majority supported the creation of a single body to promote and market the generic
value of the Lottery and the causes it supports. This was balanced with a call to ensure that
the role, aims and objectives of this body would be defined before a final decision is made.

Some concern was voiced that a UK wide promotional body would have no regional
distinctiveness, and would not have the capacity to respond to issues in the Devolved
Administrations or to target messages effectively. There were various suggestions to
combat this, including developing a devolved structure for the Devolved Administrations,
and also establishing a link between regional Government offices and the Devolved
Administrations.

Many responses suggested that there was a need to balance promotion with strict
consideration of effectiveness and value for money, and many of the distributors expressed
concern about the public perception of top slicing funds for the promotional body directly
from the NLDF.

Several distributors suggested the use of a well briefed and quality controlled professional
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agency, which could be accountable to a joint steering group. Others suggested that the
licence holder should meet the costs of promotion, and that this could be built into the
bidding process. It was felt that it would be within the licence holder’s interest to encourage
ticket sales, especially at a time when ticket sales were falling. There was also support for a
continuation of the current joint working with Camelot, distributors and DCMS.

Local Authorities:

There was overwhelming support for Camelot and the distributors to carry out joint
promotional activities to raise awareness of a single cohesive brand for the Lottery.
However, there was little support for a separate body to achieve this. Local Authorities were
concerned about the administration costs of such a body, and possibly more criticism of the
use of Lottery money. They also had concerns that the public were already confused by the
number of lottery bodies and an additional body would add to this. Having said that, many
recognised the benefits of a joint promotional body that could provide an integrated
approach to marketing and had the ability to move quickly and effectively to counter
negative stories.

A number of Local Authorities suggested that a promotional body could be created by
pooling ability from existing resources from distributors in a joint initiative with Camelot. A
few responses suggested that a single promotional body would need a Regional
infrastructure, and suggested cross working with the government offices.

2.4 National Lottery Day

divided responses on this issue

concerns that it would cost too much, achieve little and take money away from good causes.
Also that there were already too many themed national days.

Others thought it could be a good idea and should be linked to heritage open days etc,

much of the support was for focusing events locally and regionally.

MP’s and Government:

Limited response. The general feeling was that it could help raise awareness if marketed
correctly, on a national and local basis, and in conjunction with work being done by
individual distributors within their own sectors and with other campaigns that might arise
form the creation of the single promotional body.

Voluntary and Charity:

Many had mixed feelings about this. Although it was considered a good idea, many
registered their concerns that having too many national days can reduce their effectiveness
and levels of public interest. There were also worries about the costs involved in staging
such a day and whether this would be better spent on the good causes.

Some were concerned that as Camelot was a profit making company, the day must be
linked to the good causes and the charities that benefit, and that the day should not
undermine perceptions that the distributors were independent.




Other respondents were more positive about having a National Lottery day, with many
reflecting that it would provide an opportunity for the media to focus on the Lottery's
success stories. Suggestions included 100% of the ticket sales going to the good causes in a
special draw, ensuring good local and national media coverage, and the use of the single
promotional body to implement — working alongside the voluntary sector and local
stakeholders. There was also support for using the day to foster community spirit.

One recommendation was for a link to local businesses to find out which projects needed
help, allowing companies to lend staff and resources for a day. Individuals could also be
encouraged to give up a day to support local activity, by sharing skills or expertise. It was
also suggested that, if free/ reduced price entry to Lottery funded projects, be included as
part of the day, it should be restricted to local residents.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

There was support for this from most of the distributors. It was seen as a focus for
promotional efforts to increase awareness of the achievements of the Lottery, and again
good television and media coverage was considered essential to maximise impact.

There was concern about the costs involved. Many questioned the feasibility of introducing
free entry to organisations which have received Lottery funding. This could have an adverse
effect on the viability of attractions and would involve a net cost, thus they would seek
some form of reimbursement. There were also concerns that the implementation of such a
day would be complex and resource intensive.

Local Authorities:

The responses we had from Local Authorities on this issue were divided into three groups.
Many had concerns about cost and public perceptions related to a National Lottery day,
some put these concerns on the record but went on to support the idea and many were
keen to see a National Lottery day run in conjunction with local agencies.

Those respondents with concerns about the resources and costs involved in setting up and
running such a day, were also concerned that a public with a poor perception of the way
their £1 was allocated may see this as a further waste of money. Some were dubious that
with so many “National days” this could be lost and may not add any further value than a
well-targeted campaign that might be delivered for the same cost. Several respondents
mentioned that this was not necessary since the Lottery was already associated with
particular days, Wednesday and Saturday.

However, there was also strong support from others for a “National Lottery” day to show
players what was being done with their money and to boost local/ community interest and
involvement. The majority of Local Authorities that supported the idea said that it must
have a regional and local emphasis. A number of respondents suggested the organisation
should be based on Local Authority areas, allowing LA's to coordinate local agencies and
successful applicants. Others suggested that, should a single promotional body be
established, they could coordinate the day.

It was felt that since many lottery funded projects were revenue based the success of such a
day would depend on good media coverage at National and local level and many were keen
to see such a day based on the Comic Relief/Children In Need models which had a proven
track record. Several suggested linking a central studio to a network of central regional



events, to report on local activities etc. There was general agreement that there should be a
link to the National Lottery draw and some agreed that there could be a special jackpot.
Others suggested that for that one draw all proceeds could go to the good causes.

2.5 Consultation

recognition of work distributors already do (particularly at the regional level)

support for piggybacking on to existing consultation networks where possible (e.g. Citizen’s
Panels)

general opposition to tickboxes and local referenda largely because of concerns that
“unpopular” projects will lose out

concerns over cost of additional consultation/local consultation fatigue/building in delay —
needs to be managed carefully

MPs and Government:

General consensus for greater consultation (apart from GO East) using local partners (e.g.
voluntary groups, LSPs, etc.) Some MPs (Challen group) felt that tick boxes were a good
idea, particularly with an option for players to decide on a proportion of money to be
earmarked for their locality.

Voluntary & Charity:

Although there is broad support for greater consultation, this tends to be with local
organisations and umbrella groups rather than individual members of the public. Where
there is support for consulting the public there is a tendency to go for the proposals of using
Citizen's Panels and Regional workshops to determine priorities and programmes, rather
than consulting on individual projects. There is great opposition to the possibility of ‘tick[l
boxing’ or using local referenda to decide where Lottery money should go - many
respondents felt that small and ‘unpopular’ charities would receive much lower levels of
funding in future.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

Distributors tended to feel that wider consultation was important, but were concerned as to
what this might entail. They believe that they already consult widely as part of the
development of their strategic plans. Heritage Lottery Fund’s consultation for its latest
strategic plan was particularly comprehensive using a wide variety of methods. Distributors
were most concerned at using methods such as tick-boxing and local referenda, as they felt
this could lead to greater support for popular causes at the expense of the minority.
Camelot provided a number of suggestions for greater public consultation.

Local Authorities:

General consensus for greater consultation by using existing mechanisms. Most local
authorities thought that tapping into existing research about the priorities of the local area,
mainly through the development of Community Plans and Cultural Strategies, would save
money and also reduce the possibility of consultation fatigue. Local Authorities, LSPs and
voluntary umbrella organisations and Citizens’ Panels could feed into consultation and coll
ordinate with the public if this was needed. There was strong support for consulting on



priorities rather than individual awards and that any consultation should be on actual
proposals rather than seeking blue skies proposals. A few LAs thought that consultation was
pointless as there was a perception that priorities had already been set centrally and that
their views were unlikely to be acted upon.

2.6 Public involvement in national and regional awards committees:

broad support for existing arrangements

Some local authorities suggested councillors should be involved

many of the other respondents, particularly voluntary organisations, were against this

MPs & Government:

Limited response. Three respondents were against councillors’ involvement, one believed
that they should be involved as they would be aware of local issues. There was some
agreement for locally appointed representatives on awards committees.

Voluntary & Charity:

There was broad support for the current system of appointing members to regional awards
committees - Heritage Lottery Fund'’s open advertisement and interview method was
supported and so was Community Fund’s ‘by lot’ (as long as the participants were
experienced/had the capability). There were also some suggestions to include both
community leaders and representatives from a wide range of voluntary organisations on the
panels. There was no support for involving councillors, local politicians and MPs as it was felt
that this would politicise the process and such members would be open to local lobbying. It
was felt that this could also blur the concept of additionality.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

There was general agreement to the setting up and use of regional committees, apart from
Northern Ireland distributors on grounds of scale. Most committee members are appointed
through open advertisement and interview. Although some distributors (Arts Council
England and Sports Council Wales) involve local authorities in their awards committees,
most distributors were against the involvement of councillors and representatives from the
regional assemblies, as they believed this would compromise independent decision taking.
There was however some support for looking at the Community Fund'’s ‘by lot’ approach.

Local Authorities:

Many thought that existing committees were fairly effective, but agreed that they should be
extended to include representatives from a wider variety of backgrounds and local
organisations. This sector showed much stronger support for involving local councillors on
the committees than any other, arguing that they were best placed to assess local needs
and they were generally aware of other projects going on. One also argued that, while they
were democratically elected, councillors would add a level of accountability. Many
respondents also felt that members of public and representatives from the voluntary section
should be appointed through an open process. There was broad support for HLF and CF
models, so long as appropriate training was involved.



2.7 Local decision-making

broad support for regional decision making (following local consultation for strategic
priorities)- seen as striking the right balance between local knowledge and impartial
decisions.

some support for smaller grants to be delegated to local panels and some support
(particularly in Wales) for devolution to countries.

Some concerns about delegating decisions to a more local level, particularly over cost,
additional bureaucracy and delay in making decisions.

MPs & Government:

Delegation of decision-making was supported by most of these respondents and a couple
thought that delegating funding to other umbrella/local groups could be useful.

Voluntary & Charity:

There were mixed views about this section. Some believed that devolving decision-making
further could increase bureaucracy and administration costs. Others felt that decisions
should be made as locally as possible and there was a view that capacity may need to be
built to facilitate this. There was reasonable support for the concept of allowing distributors
(as with NOF) to allocate funding to local organisations for distribution - most of those who
supported this felt that local voluntary umbrella organisations would be best for this role as
long as their costs were covered and there was enough local capacity. (A couple of
respondents suggested Local Authorities could distribute funding.) There were some
concerns that this could increase administration costs overall, and that Lottery funding
should be application led.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

Most distributors have already devolved many of their decisions to a regional level and
there was general consensus that this achieved the right balance between local priority
setting and regional strategic overview. There were concerns that devolving to too great a
level would incur greater administration costs and delay applications, although NOF has
said that it will look to greater devolvement with some of its programmes in the future.

Local Authorities:

Although Local Authorities believed that distributors were not doing too bad a job in
assessing local needs, there was a general consensus that they should be more involved.
Views about local decision making were mixed - some felt that LAs and local partnerships
should make decisions on awards as they were the best placed, while others believed that
regional decision making (with awareness of local needs) provided a good balance between
cost and strategic overview. There were also mixed views about allocating funding and
NOF’s awards partners. Some felt that distributing funding in this way provided a better
chance of funding for those who would not otherwise be successful at bidding, and that this
would encourage applications. Others felt that it made Lottery funding indistinguishable
from other forms of funding.



2.8 Micro Grants

support for this as a first step on the lottery ladder’— could be used for capacity building
using a very simple application process such as that adopted by “ community chest”.

some thought that it would add another layer of admin costs and that several other funders
already provided these types of grants. Also a belief that Lottery money plugs a gap in larger
additional funding and that is where the need is.

If micro grants were introduced local authorities, voluntary organisations and an expanded
Awards for All were variously suggested to administer it.

MPs and Government:

Respondents welcomed the proposal to make smaller grants available at local level, though
it was suggested that a Micro Grants scheme might not be the best way to do this. There
were concerns that, even with streamlining, the scheme would be costly to administer for
the amount of money involved.

Various alternatives were suggested, including delegation of distribution using the award
partners’ model via Local Authorities and Local Strategic Partnerships. There was also a
suggestion that DCMS could consider the Small Grants Action Plan proposal to deliver all
government funding via a single grants distributor in each (appointed by the Government
Office for the Regions).

Voluntary and Charity:

These respondents were broadly supportive and recognised the benefits of running such a
scheme and saw it as an opportunity to bring hard to reach groups into the funding
mechanism. Mencap believed that it would be “a speedy way to get small grants to the very
grass roots with a strong emphasis on good use of the money and maintenance of low
overheads”. The Black Environment Network agreed, saying that they have previously even
given out “£20 or £50 to great effect for groups to do things. This is one of the truly
infrastructural ways of allowing people to grow through undaunting small scale projects.”

There were, however, concerns that cost of administration should not exceed the value of
the grant, and calls to strike a balance between decision making on a local level and
disproportionate cost. Again there was agreement, in line with the consultation document,
that success would rely upon keeping applications simple and keeping administration,
monitoring and related paperwork to a minimum.

There were some requests for an evaluation based on the cost efficiency of administering
small grants, delegation of grant making at this level and whether there were already
sufficient sources of funding for such sums, while others suggested a trial scheme to assess
take up and costs.

Some Voluntary Organisations suggested that the scheme should compliment local
Authority “Grant Aid” to prevent a reduction of the Community grants that Local
Authorities already administer at a similar level. Most, however, favoured using umbrella
voluntary organisations to administer the scheme at local level. There were a number of
respondents who praised the work of Awards for All and suggested that they could
administer the scheme, with decision making happening at a sub-regional level, allowing the
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involvement of local stakeholders and utilising their knowledge of local circumstances and
need.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

Opinion was divided on this. Many were supportive, seeing the scheme as an opportunity to
promote joint working, local decision taking, innovation and community benefit. Some
distributors commented that they are already providing grants at this level. For example,
the Millennium Commission mentioned that its Millennium Awards Scheme “already gives
out what may be described as ‘Micro Grants’ to individuals, and it has proved both
successful and popular.”

Like many other respondents, there were concerns about administration costs exceeding
grants, inability to monitor on a value for money basis and duplication of effort across the
country (substitution or collision with other funding sources such as trusts and LAs).

The majority of respondents felt that, should the Government decide to go ahead, Awards
for All should administer the scheme from the joint pot, through further delegation to local
level. Based on an analysis of their applications, Awards for All have suggested that there
may not be significant demand for awards under £500. However, they recognise that there
are other sources of funding in the Micro Grants sector and that the market for Micro
Grants may have different characteristics from the Awards for All market. They are
interested in further research and have put forward a proposal to pilot the delivery of Micro
Grants on a targeted sub-regional geographical basis. This would require a radically
streamlined application process, and officer delegated decision making at, or shortly after,
the point of application.

Local Authorities:

Many Local Authorities welcomed the idea of Micro Grants delivered at the local level, and
agreed that small grants could have a tremendous impact at grass roots level. However,
there was concern that considering the small scale of the grants, it would be imperative to
keep administration costs and bureaucracy to a minimum. Some felt that since many
localities already had access to Micro Grants through various funding sources, an additional
funding source may cause confusion, lead to abuse (double funding) and flood the capacity
to spend at this level. Several respondents suggested a cost benefits analysis.

There was general agreement that the decision making process must reflect local needs and
priorities. Some suggested that the scheme could add value to the work with Local Strategic
Partnerships, regeneration activities and other local providers. Decision makers would have
to be aware of these activities.

The potential for Micro Grants to assist in capacity building, alongside the funding role, was
identified. The process of application would develop the skills of organisations and
individuals, enabling them to get on the first rung of the ladder. For many groups success at
this level may encourage them to apply for larger grants.

A number of respondents suggested that through joint working at the local level Micro
Grants could be used as a targeting scheme for pockets of deprivation that were not
counted in larger indices. This could help neighbourhoods that missed out on other forms of
small scale funding.

The majority of respondents favoured the use of local agencies to administer the scheme,
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including CVS's, Community Councils and Local Authorities. They felt that delivery through
existing conduits for funding would save setting up and administration costs, avoid
duplication, prevent the confusion that a number of different funding bodies could cause,
and would make best use of their knowledge and expertise. Others felt that rather than
create an additional body, or layer of bureaucracy it would be simpler and equally effective
to extend the Awards for All scheme, if changes could be made to the decision-making
structure and quicker turnaround for assessments was introduced.

Section 3: Ensuring that funding is more fairly distributed to all
areas and communities across the UK

3.2 Capacity Building

There was a general acceptance of the need for this, but opinion was split between the need
for building capacity generally and targeting deprived areas.

Opinions also varied as to who would be most suited to provide and fund this role - Lottery
distributors, Local Authorities or the voluntary sector (the last two possibly funded by the
Lottery).

Some favoured an ad hoc approach with local arrangements to suit local conditions

MPs and Government:

The Regional Coordination Unit (RCU) believed that capacity building should be universally
applied but with specific targeting to deprived areas and that distributors should engage in
the current Community Capacity Building Review led by the Active Community Unit in the
Home Office. They also suggested that Lottery distributors address capacity issues with the
neighbourhood renewal teams in the Government Offices (GOs) and the Regional
Development Agencies (RDAs).

Kevin Hughes MP (Doncaster North) said: "a multi sector approach building on existing good
work. Local authorities and local voluntary sector have good local knowledge but sometimes
lack the detailed knowledge about Lottery funding processes. The reverse can be true of
Lottery distributors.”

Voluntary and Charity:

The majority of responses from the voluntary sector felt that the greatest deficiencies exist
in areas of the greatest deprivation. They favoured a universal approach but with extra
positive action towards those groups and geographical areas where take up is low. Citizen’s
Advice Scotland said: “There should be universal provision to ensure equality as not all
problems are known, or are obvious.”

Respondents welcomed the work done by Local Authority Lottery Officers in many areas to
provide advice and support to local voluntary sector organisations and commented that in
many parts of the country the CVS received funding to carry out advice and outreach work.
However the level of support was patchy and not necessarily available in the areas with the
greatest need. Some respondents felt there was scope for distributors to fund more
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external organisations to carry out capacity building in areas where there is an identified
need.

Distributing bodies & Camelot:

Lottery distributors (LDBs) are keen to work with partner organisations to build on existing
strength and expertise rather than duplicate existing provision. The majority expressed the
view that it should be universal and take into account the Treasury Cross Cutting Review.

Some distributors thought the concept of support should be applied throughout all the
stages of a project, not just at the application level, and especially after admission to a
programme or a grant has been awarded.

Local Authorities:

Local authorities (LAs) were split between those who favoured either universal or target