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Introduction 

 

Since 2006, the Big Lottery Fund’s Growing Community Assets grant programme (or GCA) 

has been using National Lottery funding to enable communities throughout the length and 

breadth of Scotland to become stronger by acquiring and developing assets that matter to 

them. These have usually been physical assets like land and buildings, but other types, 

such as renewable energy, have also been funded. Communities then use the assets to 

generate income to support quality services and amenities that are viable and sustainable 

in the long term.  

 

To date, a truly diverse range of 170 projects totalling £85 million have been funded under 

GCA, the final awards from which will be made in March 2017.  

This report details the findings of a survey of 58 GCA projects undertaken in the Spring of 

2016. 

 

Executive summary 

 The main motivation for community hub projects seeking GCA funding was to replace 

unsuitable, existing facilities. The next most quoted reason why projects applied to 

GCA was to compensate for the loss or potential loss of a local asset or service. 

 

 Most projects claimed to be performing ‘very well’. Only one project – an island 

community renewable energy scheme – admitted that things were not going well. This 

project had encountered significant problems finding suitable wind turbines. 

 

 Some projects had turned out as expected while others had turned out differently. The 

main reasons why differences had occurred included building, operational and staffing 

problems. 

 

 A variety of types of projects would have done various things differently, including  

estimating the time and resources required to get projects up and running more 

accurately, paying more attention to getting governance, recruitment and 

procurement right, and making provision for more and ongoing consultancy support. 

 

 A majority of projects said the Big Lottery Fund had been professional, helpful and 

supportive. However, a number suggested ways to improve the Fund’s support 

including, predictably, the application process. 

 

 The support projects obtained from Social Investment Business (SIB) and Community 

Energy Scotland (CES), in particular, was warmly welcomed, as was, in some cases, the 

advice projects received on a variety of issues from a range of other bodies. 
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 As might have been expected, many GCA projects received funding from sources other 

than the Fund and, in many cases, from multiple sources. Partnerships with, and 

support from, local authorities were particularly important for projects. 

 

 Various types of project would have welcomed further support with a range of issues, 

particularly from their local authorities. The sorts of issues projects would have liked 

help with included operational and management policies and procedures, 

sustainability, state aid and VAT. 

 

 Projects forecast their long term prospects as ranging from ‘excellent’ at one end of 

the spectrum to ‘challenging’ at the other. 

 

 Perhaps unsurprisingly, support with funding was identified by most projects as the 

issue with which they most needed ongoing help. An equal number thought they would 

benefit from being part of an ongoing support network.   

 

 The Fund has taken some of the challenges encountered by the GCA projects on board 

in the design and delivery of that programme’s successor – Community Assets – 

including introducing an application process devoid of application forms, the re-

engagement of SIB, and the establishment of a nationwide network of Capital Mentors 

to help guide applicants through the complexities of the technical process.   

 

 

Purpose of the study 

One of the Big Lottery Fund’s objectives is to make the best use of knowledge and 

evidence. We do this not just to improve our own effectiveness, but also, and more 

importantly, to improve the effectiveness of the projects we fund and to help potential 

applicants thinking about applying to us for money to carry out similar projects. The more 

that we can share this knowledge and evidence, the more, we hope, people can learn 

from one another and avoid making some of the mistakes that others might have made 

before them. 

With this in mind, a questionnaire was issued to 58 GCA projects on 10 February 2016 

asking them to tell us about their experience of operating the projects and the learning 

they had gained. 

 

Methodology 

The 58 projects contacted were a mix of community cafes, bunkhouses, hubs, shops, 

renewable energy schemes and petrol stations. 

The questionnaire contained the following ten questions: 

Question 1 – Why did you want to do this GCA project? 

Question 2 – How is your project going? 

Question 3 – Have things turned out differently than you expected? If so how? In a good 

way? Or in a bad way? 

Question 4 – Is there anything you would have done differently? 
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Question 5 – Do you think there is anything the Big Lottery Fund could have done 

differently? 

Question 6 – Apart from your grant(s), did you receive any other support from the Big 

Lottery Fund? If you did, what kind? How was it? Could it have been better? 

Question 7 – Have you had help from anyone else (such as another funder)? Is there 

anything they could have done differently? 

Question 8 – Do you feel that you needed more support? Who do you think could have 

provided this? 

Question 9 – What are the long term prospects for your project? 

Question 10 – Do you feel that you would benefit from support? If so, what kind of support? 

And who might be able to help you? 

Respondents could provide as much or as little information as they chose. 

Projects were originally given until 11 March 2016 to return their completed 

questionnaires, but the deadline was later extended to 19 April 2016.  

28 completed questionnaires were submitted by the deadline, a response rate of 48%. 

The following table sets out the number of each category of GCA project contacted, and 

the number and percentage of projects that responded.  

 

Type of project Number contacted Number responding % response 

Community cafe 10 3 30 

Bunkhouse 4 2 50 

Community hub 20 10 50 

Community shop 4 2 50 

Renewable energy 
scheme 

18 9 50 

Petrol station 4 2 50 

Total 58 28 48 

 

 

Question One – Why did you want to do this GCA project? 

Most of the projects that responded to this question were community hubs who explained 

that their aim was to replace unsuitable, existing facilities. In one case, the activities 

operated under the project in the rural community in question had outgrown the 

accommodation available to them and so the project wanted to build a multi-purpose 

facility capable of housing all the activities under one roof. 

The next most quoted reason for applying to GCA was to compensate for the loss or 

potential loss of a local asset or service, such as a bunkhouse, a community hub, shop and 

petrol pumps. The closure of local services can have a devastating impact, particularly in 

rural communities with poor public transport links, and especially for residents with no 

access to private transport. And as well as supplying important services or activities for 

locals and/or visitors, local assets of the type funded through GCA provide much needed 

employment, especially in small, rural communities.  
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Three projects want to help regenerate their area, while another three (two hubs and a 

petrol pump project) just want to provide new types of asset in their communities. One 

community explained that when faced with the prospect of a slow, terminal economic and 

social decline, as well as a lack of investment and no job opportunities for young people in 

particular, they decided that the best way to tackle these problems was to take action 

themselves.  

Two grants contributed to bigger renewable energy projects. As well as providing cheaper 

power, renewable energy projects are a good source of income for communities, and six 

of the projects stated that this was their reason for seeking funding. Another renewable 

energy project simply aimed to provide a reliable power supply for a small island 

community. 

Other reasons given by projects for applying for a GCA grant included to spearhead 

sustainable development on a small island in an effort to prevent further depopulation, 

and the preservation and bringing back into use of a derelict (but significant) cultural and 

socially important local asset in the north of Glasgow. 

Some projects wanted to exploit the existing experience possessed by their trustees or 

Board members, or to help these people develop new skills. Others were trying to 

empower their communities and improve community cohesion. 

 

Question Two – How is your project going? 

Most projects claimed that they are doing ‘very well’. These were mainly hubs, but also 

included a couple of cafes, one bunkhouse and one renewable energy scheme. 

One of these cafes had achieved all of the goals they had set themselves in their original 

GCA application. They now employed one full time and seven contracted part-time 

members of staff, as well as three others on zero hours contracts. They had recently 

applied to the Big Lottery Fund for additional funding to take over a local shop and post 

office, something they had not anticipated doing for at least another five years.  

Two hubs stated that they were doing ‘very well’, but that progress had been slow.  

A community shop on an island off the west coast had also successfully achieved all of its 

major milestones early on and was now nearing the end of its grant. The shop business was 

doing well. Turnover was higher than expected and community support remained strong. 

However, some of the project’s initial priorities had changed as it evolved and learned 

more. And there was still work to be done to drive costs down (especially electricity bills) 

and to ensure operational arrangements were sustainable. It had faced challenges with 

day to day issues like staffing and finding a finance solution that works, nonetheless even 

these had provided extremely valuable learning opportunities which they had shared with 

others. Volunteer fatigue continued to be a cause for concern, particularly as it was also 

being experienced by other community groups across the island. The aim of the project in 

this respect was to strike a balance whereby volunteers would be able to support the shop 

over the long term without their contribution becoming overly onerous and untenable.   

Six more projects said they were doing ‘well’. The six projects in question were four 

renewable energy schemes and two petrol pump projects. 

A hub confessed to having had ‘mixed’ success. In the four years since it opened the 

project had succeeded in devising and managing a programme of exhibitions and events, 
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maintaining artists’ studios and running cultural events. It had won a number of 

architectural awards, and was acknowledged as an exemplar of community-led, cultural 

regeneration. Despite having suffered from quite serious construction problems initially, 

the project’s reputation was spreading and it was beginning to receive an increasing 

number of visitors from outwith the local area. It won the ‘Best Village’ category in the 

Great British High Street Awards in 2015 and a Creative Place Award in 2016. A talent 

incubator project had also been launched successfully. Nevertheless, it needed a 

marketing plan and to strengthen its Digital Media youth project. By the project’s own 

admission, local people had not been kept as up to date as they should have been, and 

assuming responsibility for the café in the building had proved challenging : there had 

been early problems with financial reporting and cost control.      

Another rural hub described its progress as ‘so-so’. It had developed new income streams 

and continued to be patronised by local organisations. However, it was facing stiff 

competition from free accommodation elsewhere in the village which the project had 

been led to believe would not be available. 

Two urban hubs highlighted sustainability problems, caused mostly by their inability to let 

out accommodation, and a rural bunkhouse project indicated that it was taking time to 

become established.  

Only one project – an island renewable energy scheme – admitted that things were not 

going well. Due to its extremely exposed geography, the project had encountered 

significant problems finding suitable wind turbines. This stood in sharp contrast to a rural 

renewable energy project in Aberdeenshire where the turbine had produced more income 

than had been projected which, in turn, had permitted the employment of two part-time 

members of staff.   

As indicated above, the economic recession which hit towards the end of GCA1 was felt 

most strongly by those projects (mostly hubs) which had planned to earn income from 

leasing out accommodation in their facilities. In some cases, this has exacerbated the 

challenge involved in achieving a balance between earning income through lets to outside 

organisations while still making sufficient, affordable accommodation available to the 

local community.  

This is an example of an external influence having a damaging impact on projects. 

However, another such influence has been good for one very rural petrol pump project. 

The extension of the UK Government’s rural fuel subsidy to mainland communities had the 

effect of making this GCA project more competitive, to the extent that its sales were 

more than double those achieved in the last full year prior to the pumps being taken over 

by the community. 

Competitiveness was a major issue for another very rural petrol pump project, this one 

located on an island. The project reported that their service was ‘bedding in well’ and 

that because their prices had been kept as close as possible to those charged in the 

island’s main town, this made it a viable economic choice for local residents, as well as a 

practical one, and, as a result, it was being used regularly. Local people also liked the 

convenience of having a 24 hour service. The main issues going forward for this particular 

project are on-going maintenance costs, and the need to find sufficient budget to do this 

and to pay for fuel refills as required.   
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Question Three – Have things turned out differently than you expected? If so how? In a 

good way? Or in a bad way? 

Three hubs – two in urban areas and one in a rural setting – said they had turned out 

better than expected. However, building delays were identified as the main reason why 

projects had turned out differently than anticipated. The delays had adversely affected 

renewable energy, hub and bunkhouse projects. 

Two hubs had been slow to build custom, and another two projects had been adversely 

affected by the economic downturn. Both of these factors had obviously impacted on 

income generation. An island renewable energy scheme mentioned earlier had been 

similarly affected by the failure of the wind turbines purchased. 

The other reasons given as to why projects had turned out differently than expected 

generally fell into three categories, the first being ‘staffing’. For example, in the case of 

one café, none of the people who had been successful in getting the grant were still 

involved with the project now it was operational. While it can sometimes be better for the 

people who take a project forward to be a different group from those who worked on the 

funding application, succession planning was identified as a potentially serious problem for 

some projects in the independent evaluation of GCA undertaken between 2008 and 2013. 

At the time of this survey, the project in question was advertising for a Business Co-

ordinator. They were convinced that if the correct person was appointed to this position, 

then the commitment of the Board should reduce. Reduced footfall at this same project 

over the immediately preceding winter had also resulted in reduced revenue and therefore 

they had been made acutely aware that they badly needed to build up a significant 

financial surplus over the summer to see than through the winter months.  

In another café, the full time staff had been completely swamped by their responsibilities, 

and managing a large volunteer group had proved challenging for them. A hub project had 

also encountered problems due to an over-reliance on volunteers. And the demands placed 

on the board of a renewable energy project on a small island had proved excessive. 

The second category of reasons why projects turned out differently was ‘operational’. 

While one island café was struggling to cope with increased business, another was not 

getting sufficient custom. Yet another café was under pressure due to its operating costs, 

while energy costs were causing problems for a rural hub. An urban hub had run into 

difficulties when it outsourced one of its services, and a rural hub had had to radically 

revise its business plan. 

The final category concerns building problems, with six projects having encountered 

delays. The installation of a renewable energy scheme on a west coast island had been 

delayed by bad weather. An urban hub had to rethink its design when it realised the 

accommodation planned was unsuitable, and a petrol pump project experienced 

installation problems that were so serious that the whole system eventually had to be 

replaced. Building problems, and particularly problems with the heating system, had taken 

up too much time during the first year of operation of a rural hub, and these problems 

were only really resolved when the contractors, a major international company, were 

replaced by local tradesmen! Identical problems had hindered a hub in another rural part 

of the country which had experienced much higher than anticipated running costs, and 

especially utility charges. This project felt that it badly needed to devote time to securing 

income streams, but its capacity to do so had been severely curtailed due to the attention 

that had to be devoted to dealing with ongoing operational issues. 



 

8 
 

Activities at a rural hub had grown more slowly than had been anticipated and had 

prevented the project from breaking even financially. Nevertheless, the project now 

believed it possessed much more growth potential than had originally been thought, and 

while they expected growth to continue to be slow, they forecast that this growth would 

be more prolonged. Moreover, the project expected that the growth would be driven by 

new activities and ideas rather than those originally planned. 

Another rural hub had discarded plans to set up two small community businesses after 

feasibility and business studies had shown this would be too risky. The hub would 

concentrate instead on consolidating its existing activities.    

Once again renewable energy schemes reported contrasting fortunes. Two wind turbine 

projects had been so successful that they had managed to generate more funding to invest 

in community activity. However, while a hydro scheme was proud to have secured nearly 

£4 million through a complex matrix of funding, this had proved frustrating and had taken 

much longer than anticipated.   

 

Question Four – Is there anything you would have done differently? 

A community shop on an island off the west coast confessed to having underestimated the 

time and resources needed at project set up stage. Writing policies and procedures, as 

well as dealing with general day-to-day operational matters, had all demanded 

considerable attention. A rural renewable energy scheme on the opposite side of the 

country had also struggled long and hard with governance. Not only that, but they had 

gone through a protracted legal process to lease the land they required. 

The community shop project mentioned earlier felt that it should have made provision for 

some sort of ongoing or staggered consultancy support to help with the sorts of issues 

highlighted above. They had also found it challenging to recruit a project manager with 

the correct skill set, and had not anticipated that the successful candidate would need 

ongoing support from the Board, support which this group of volunteers struggled to 

supply.  

Three projects (two hubs and a renewable energy scheme) that ran into problems with 

contractors and consultants said they would take more care during the procurement 

process. Another three hubs would reconfigure their layouts to make their premises more 

fit for purpose. One of these, in a rural setting, is now fully licensed and answered that 

they would have incorporated a purpose-built bar area. Indeed, two projects (a bunkhouse 

and a hub), if given the chance again, would have built bigger buildings in the first place. 

And an island renewable energy scheme said it would have built more wind turbines.  

The confidence of these projects was at odds with the pragmatism reported by an island 

community energy scheme. A ruling on state aid had led to the capital funding awarded to 

this project having to be converted to revenue and, with hindsight, a community transport 

scheme which they had piloted had initially proved much too ambitious and taken too long 

to get up and running, causing sustainability problems. Nevertheless, the learning gleaned 

from this experience had given the project the ability to tackle other projects. A rural hub 

also suggested that while the mistakes it had made had been painful, the slower than 

expected growth that resulted from these had given the project time to build capacity and 

to learn incredibly valuable lessons.   
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The Project Manager of a café wished he had put more pressure on the contractor building 

the premises to complete the finishing works more quickly. Another café would have 

sought better advice about VAT and employed more core staff. Yet another café would 

have taken more care to employ the correct staff and an urban hub would have put a 

different staffing structure in place. This same project would not have contracted out as 

many of its activities and services. 

A number of projects would have given more time and attention to planning their 

different elements – business, activity and long term ambitions. 

A rural hub explained that it would have applied for more core and staff costs because 

trying to operate with insufficient staff had impacted negatively on the project. They 

would also have obtained more detailed advice from VAT specialists. The project had been 

dismayed to discover that they could not reclaim VAT on non-business expenditure. This 

had reduced their generated income by 20% and therefore unexpectedly increased running 

costs.   

 

Question Five – Do you think there is anything the Big Lottery Fund could have done 

differently? 

The majority of respondents, across a range of project types, said that the Fund had been 

professional, helpful and supportive, and three were particularly appreciative of the swift 

processing of grant claims. However, there were some negative comments too. For 

instance, an urban hub highlighted inconsistencies in the advice and quality of advice 

provided by the consortium engaged to support applicants through GCA1, and another hub 

complained that a similar problem occurred when their Finance Officer went off on 

maternity leave and was replaced by another. 

A couple of projects would have welcomed more advice, training or support from the 

Fund, especially on procurement, contracts and VAT. An island community shop suggested 

that it might be useful for the Fund to provide ‘starter packs’ or a helpline for projects 

setting up completely new businesses. Projects needed a ‘trigger’ to prompt the careful 

consideration of issues like recruitment, HR, financial forecasting and strategic planning, 

as well as quick and easy support which people can dip in and out of. 

The application process also attracted some complaints. Aspects that caused unhappiness 

included perceived repetition between stages one and two, the length of time taken and 

the complexity. One project (petrol pumps) that had received a relatively small amount of 

grant funding (in relation to much larger capital projects) suggested that the process was 

not proportionate. A community shop felt that it could have been made clearer to them 

that application assessment times had had to be increased.  

 

Question Six – Apart from your grant(s), did you receive any other support from the Big 

Lottery Fund? If you did, what kind? How was it? Could it have been better? 

Most of the respondents to this question welcomed the support and advice they received 

from Social Investment Business (SIB) the social enterprise engaged by the Fund to help 

projects with governance, and with strategic, financial and operational planning (though 

one rural hub declared themselves unimpressed). However, an island community shop 

suggested that it would be useful to have six or 12 monthly follow ups with SIB as changes 
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in Boards of Directors and in the day to day running of businesses often led to the plans 

agreed with the contractors being overtaken by events.  

A community hydro-electric scheme praised the advice, mentoring, workshops and training 

provided by Community Energy Scotland, who had also been engaged by the Fund as a 

support provider for renewable energy projects. 

Hub projects, who constituted the majority of the respondents to this question, also 

appreciated the operational and funding advice they received from Fund staff, and various 

types of projects praised the other sorts of advice that the Fund was able to provide, 

including with public relations. A café that had encountered various problems throughout 

its long journey to becoming established mentioned the support it had received from the 

Fund’s capital and senior staff in particular. A rural community energy project stated that 

their grant officer had been particularly helpful when they were hiring their first member 

of staff, providing excellent advice on recruitment processes and procedures. This same 

project appreciated the informal manner in which Fund staff provided support, and were 

grateful for being signposted to resources that could help them.  

A petrol pump project was grateful for Investing in Ideas funding, while another urban 

hub, which had also encountered a number of problems, appreciated the Fund allowing it 

to convert some of the revenue funding it had been awarded into capital funding.  

However, a rural hub complained that the only support they received from the Fund was 

financial. They felt that if they had received advice from the Fund on the final design and 

layout of their premises, a problem they experienced in relation to VAT might have been 

identified and tackled earlier. 

 

Question Seven – Have you had help from anyone else (such as another funder)? Is 

there anything they could have done differently? 

As might have been anticipated, many projects received funding from sources other than 

the Fund and, in many cases, from multiple sources. A rural community hydro-electric 

scheme said that although this funding and advice was welcome, they found the 

organisations providing them to be much more bureaucratic than the Big Lottery Fund and 

not nearly as supportive. However, this project reinforced the point made in the  

independent evaluation of GCA which stressed how important partnerships with, and 

support from, local authorities could be for projects. 

The additional or match funding came from a range of funding streams including the 

Scottish Government’s Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP), whose practice of 

only reimbursing projects three months in arrears came in for considerable criticism. 

Indeed, this practice had forced two GCA projects to borrow money to cover cashflow 

problems.  

Two projects had received funding from their local windfarm trusts. 

A renewable energy project thought it was unfair of funders to take account of a project’s 

reserves when considering applications. A similar island project had supplemented their 

GCA capital grant with a loan from a commercial lender, but they felt that, as a 

community project, they were treated very differently from a private business borrowing 

money from this lender. Their experience seemed to mirror that of another island 

community renewable energy project who borrowed money from the investment arm of 
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the national economic development agency. The project reported that they found the due 

diligence process lengthy, unwieldy and very expensive, due, they suspected, to the 

lender’s lack of experience of a community project like theirs. This was in contrast to the 

plaudits awarded by a mainland community energy project to Social Investment Scotland, 

who the project found to be very understanding about loan repayment, especially in the 

earliest stages when the scheme needed funding for a grid connection and interest 

payments were due, but no income was coming in. This project was operated by a 

development trust, so they had taken advantage of the support offered by the 

Development Trusts Association Scotland (DTAS), including directors/trustees training.  

Also, as might be anticipated, one café project was critical of funders all requiring the 

same information or variations of it in different formats. They made a strong plea for 

standardised application and reporting information across funders.  

Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) had supported two petrol pump projects, one 

community hub and an island store. Plunkett were another support agency that had lent 

support to a rural community shop, as well as the island store just mentioned. 

An urban hub had managed to join networks operated by its local authority and local 

regeneration agency. However, a rural hub was less than impressed with the support it 

had received from the Fund’s appointed consultants.  

 

Question Eight – Do you feel that you needed more support? Who do you think could 

have provided this? 

Various types of project would have welcomed further support with a range of issues. 

Two cafes would have liked help with putting together their operational and management 

policies and procedures, and especially those relating to their Boards. They thought this 

could have been achieved through mentoring. Another café and a rural hub would simply 

appreciate more support from their local communities, not only in the shape of their 

providing more custom, but also by their being more prepared to actually get involved in 

running the projects. 

A rural hub project would have welcomed more help through its early stages and in 

putting together its stage two application to GCA. An urban counterpart of this rural hub, 

however, thought that the Fund could provide more support with sustainability. A 

renewable energy project was looking for help with funding (though they did not say that 

they expected this to come from the Fund). Another such project would have welcomed 

more support to purchase the correct type of wind turbine, while a rural hub could have 

done with support when they were procuring a design team. 

A bunkhouse would have liked help with state aid and VAT. 

Two hubs, both located in rural areas, would have appreciated more support from their 

respective local authorities. 

In contrast, an island community store reported that at times they felt they were being 

overwhelmed by support from Plunkett and other consultants. In some respects this 

support became counterproductive because the recommendations made by the consultants 

just seemed to add to the project’s already overflowing ‘to do’ list! The project had also 

been given the opportunity by the Fund to access more support from SIB for an 

organisational health check. They unfortunately had to decline this offer because it 
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coincided with them trying to assimilate two other sets of consultants’ suggestions and 

more community feedback. What the project really needed was more resources to relieve 

some of the pressure on day to day activities, and with improving and expanding the skills 

of the board of directors. It also faced staffing challenges, which was a common problem 

across the whole island. 

Another two renewable energy projects – one on an island and one on the mainland – had 

very different views about the support the Fund had contracted Community Energy 

Scotland to provide (one criticised it and one liked it). At the outset the mainland project 

had made a point of meeting with communities embarking on similar schemes so as to 

understand better the potential pitfalls they faced. 

 

Question Nine – What are the long term prospects for your project? 

Descriptions used in responses to this question ranged from ‘excellent’ at one end of the 

spectrum, to ‘challenging’ at the other. 

Only one project – a bunkhouse – described their long term prospects as ‘excellent’. Three 

rural hubs thought their long term prospects were ‘very good’, but by far the largest 

number of projects thought their prospects were ‘good’. Even some of these projects, 

however, recognised that they faced challenges. For example, a rural café needed more 

local custom, while a renewable energy scheme was being hindered by restrictions on 

connecting to the national grid. The success of another very isolated café hinged on its 

successful management and on there being more people willing to get involved in its 

running in the future. 

One rural hub was ‘confident’ about its long term outlook, while another was ‘optimistic’. 

A rural café said it was ‘getting there’, while an urban hub described its chances as no 

more than ‘so, so’. 

Two projects described their long term prospects as ‘challenging’ – a petrol pump project 

and an urban hub, though this last project also claimed to be ‘optimistic’ about the 

future. 

One renewable energy project illustrated their confidence in their future by reporting that 

they were in the middle of preparing two new funding submissions. However, the 

confidence and optimism of several similar projects was tempered by their 

acknowledgement that if reductions continued to be made in subsidies like Feed in Tariff 

(FIT), then this could have a seriously detrimental impact on project viability. 

 

Question Ten – Do you feel that you would benefit from support? If so, what kind of 

support? And who might be able to help you? 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, support with funding was identified by most of the projects that 

responded to this question as the issue with which they most needed ongoing help. What is 

perhaps more surprising, however, is that three of the four projects that responded in this 

way are renewable energy schemes, one of whom demanded more financial support from 

the Fund. 

The same number of projects that identified finding future finance as their most pressing 

need also thought they would benefit from being part of an ongoing support network. 
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However, some others already appear to be part of networks that can provide them with 

ongoing support. 

A rural hub badly needed the continued support of its local community, while a very 

isolated café was on the look out for more volunteers and a good business co-ordinator. A 

rural bunkhouse still hoped to overcome problems with VAT, while an urban hub was 

seeking flexible funding. 

A renewable energy scheme made a plea for local authorities and governments to support 

community projects to deliver services in rural areas. Another such project thought they 

might need help building their capacity so that they could research their community’s 

needs, and especially those of harder to reach individuals and households. They also 

thought that, depending on the types of projects they took forward into the future, they 

would continue to need support from specialists with appropriate knowledge and 

experience. 

An island community store, for whom the Fund’s offer of support from SIB had come at an 

inconvenient time, expressed an interest in accessing this support now. 

The Big Lottery Fund’s response 

The Fund has taken some of the challenges encountered by the GCA projects on board in 

the design and delivery of the programme which has replaced it in our latest funding 

portfolio – Community Assets. Like GCA, Community assets aims to empower people to 

create strong, resilient communities by helping them to acquire and/or develop assets 

that matter to them in their area. 

The Community Assets application journey starts with a conversation between potential 

applicants and Fund staff, to talk through the applicants’ proposals. As the Fund’s Capital 

Team are party to these discussions, hopefully this will ensure that applicants design or 

reconfigure assets that will be fit for purpose. 

The good news for those with an aversion to application forms is that there are none for 

Community Assets (other than for initial development funding)! Instead, applicants are 

asked to develop a strategic plan and a capital checklist, which can form the basis for the 

full business plan and tender documents needed towards the end of the application 

journey.  

Applicants may also be able to get specialist capital support from a ‘capital mentor’ who 

can guide them through the technical process. The Fund has engaged a nationwide 

network of capital mentors, experienced in developing capital projects. In some cases 

these mentors will be available to provide support and advice for the duration of the 

capital phase of a project, including with appointing and managing the design team, 

carrying out the tender process, and completing the construction phase. We hope this will 

reduce the stress and pressure on members of volunteer project boards charged with 

responsibility for overseeing or actually carrying out this aspect of big, complex and 

complicated capital projects. 

Finally, the Fund has once again engaged Social Investment Business (SIB) to help projects 

with governance, and with strategic, financial and operational planning. 
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Further research 

This short survey provided much useful information. However, we have now commissioned 

the Scottish Community Development Centre (SCDC), together with Community Enterprise, 

to undertake a wider review of the efficacy of the Fund’s overall investment in community 

asset ownership and development. We have asked the researchers to examine whether the 

Fund’s support of the ownership, management and development of assets is an effective 

and efficient way to increase and improve the strength and resilience of disadvantaged 

communities adversely affected by inequalities. Their findings are expected in the Spring.           

            


