
153 

To: LEISURE SERVICES COMMITTEE Subject: STRATEGY FOR THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF ARTS LOTTERY FUNDING TO 
NON-CAPITAL PROJECTS IN 
SCOTLAND - SCOTTISH ARTS 
COUNCIL CONSULTATION PAPER 

From: DIRECTOR OF LEISURE SERVICES 

Date: 26 August 1998 Ref: M M  

AGENDA ITEM No ..... !.z.e 
NORTH L A N A R K S H E  COUNCIL 

REPORT 

1.  Introduction 

This report details the Council’s response to the Scottish Arts Council Consultation paper on the above. 

2. Council’s Response 

The Council’s response to the Scottish Arts Council Consultation Paper on Strategy for the Distribution 
of Arts Lottery Funding to Non-capital Projects in Scotland was required to be submitted by 14 August 
1998. 

The response as included in Appendix 1 was forwarded. 

3. Recommendation 

The Committee is asked to homologate this action. 
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A STRATEGY FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF ART LOTTERY FUNDING TO NON- 
CAPITAL PROJECTS I N  SCOTLAND 

OUESTIONN AIRE 

1. COMPLEXITY 

When setting up the ‘New Directions’ Programme SAC was responding to the 
broad view that a wide range of types of projects should be eligible. There have 
been, however, some comments that the programme is over complex and 
confusing in its aim. 

Do you feel the current programme to be satisfactory? If not, have you 
suggestions of ways the programme could be improved? 

The current programme does not seem to be overly complex or confusing in its aims, 
the scope of the programme; New Work, Access and Participation, Talent, Skills 
and Creative Abilities is satisfactory. 

2. THE WIDEST DEFINITION OF THE ARTS 

SAC believe that Lottery funding should be available to the widest spectrum of 
creative activity in which the people of Scotland engage, from traditional ar t  
forms to popular culture, and breakdown barriers which are created through 
perceptions of what constitutes ‘high’ and ‘low’ art? SAC also believes there 
should be no distinction between amateur and professional activity. Do you 
disagree? 

North Lanarkshire Council would strongly support Lottery funding being available 
to support ‘grass roots’ development at community level, and that there should be no 
distinction between amateur and professional activity. 

3. ACCESS AND PARTICIPATION 

The New Directions programme has created more opportunities for more 
people to enjoy the arts either as participants or audiences. SAC believes that a 
priority for New Directions funding should continue to be to encourage more 
people to enjoy the arts, particularly those who in the past have been 
discouraged from attending or participating because of their circumstances or  
because they have never been encouraged to take part. 

Do you agree this should continue to be a priority for funding? 

Within this broad heading it may be that higher priority should be given to 
specific sectors. These could be: 

- increasing opportunities for people with disabilities to participate in and enjoy 
the arts 
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ensuring children and young people have opportunities to experience the arts 

arts activity aimed at people in areas of social or economic deprivation. 

Would you support giving any of these a larger share of these funds? Or are 
there other areas you think should be especially helped? 

We would support the continuation of priority funding for projects which 
improve access to the arts for disadvantaged people. This fits in with the Department 
of Leisure Services stated aim “to ensure equality of access to all leisure 
oppoi-tuizities for all North Lanarkshire residents and visitors regardless of income, 
age, disability ethnic origin or other factors”. Priority within the broad category of 
disadvantaged people should be given to projects aimed at people with disabilities 
and people in areas of social or economic deprivation. Consideration should also be 
given to schemes providing access to arts areas in rural areas where the remote 
nature of communities and poor transport systems would not facilitate access to arts 
activities centred in urban areas. 

4. NEW WORK 

The Lottery legislation requires that all projects funded be ‘additional’ - which 
means that Lottery funding should not be used to support existing activity 
funded from another source. Many established arts organisations have found it 
hard to define what is additional and SAC has found it hard to give precise 
guidance. This has led to situations where applications which have taken time 
to work up have been rejected on these grounds much to the unhappiness of the 
applicant. 

This has also caused problems in planning as organisations have had to make 
certain presumptions about the future but where the ‘New Directions’ bid has 
been unsuccessful, this has caused a gap in their programme. 

Do you think that new work should continue to be a priority? If so, have you 
any suggestions how this could be made to work more effectively? 

One suggestions is that instead of having this as a separate category all 
applications should be encouraged to include an element of commissioning new 
work. Does this idea appeal to you? 

The following definition of ‘new work’ as contained within the current ‘New 
Directions’ guidelines would seem to be sufficiently clear. 
“we define new work as that which: 

0 has not previously existed 
e 

e 

or has only ever existed in another medium or cultural form. 
or is less than three years old and has never been presented before.” 

Important as ‘new work’ is, ‘access and participation’ schemes should always take 
priority in respect of funding. We would not support the inclusion of an element of 
commissioning new work in applications. 
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5. TALENT, SKILLS AND CREATIVE ABILITIES 

Currently the New Directions Programme funds relevant agencies, 
organisations or groups for projects clearly designed to stimulate individual 
development for artists. This ranges from masterclasses to mentoring 
programmes where professionals provided development training to young 
creators. 

As demand under this heading has not been as great as in the other two do you 
think this should continue to be a priority? Have you any suggestions of an 
alternative approach which would encourage more applications aimed at  
creating opportunities for artists to receive training and support? 

We were surprised to note that the ‘Talent, Skill and Creative Abilities’ strand did 
not have a high uptake particularly in view of the fact that the following examples of 
projects which could be included all fit well with the types of community arts 
activities which local authorities would wish to promote, for example :- 

“new arts workshops for children within a particular community” 

“summer schools, workshops and masterclass programmes for 
young people” 

The perception of the ‘Talent, Skill and Creative’ Abilities’ strand may be that it is 
aimed at the individual even though applications have to be submitted by 
organisations. 

As a Local Authority we receive a vast number of requests from individuals 
looking for funding to attend arts based further education courses (full and part time) 
throughout Great Britain. There would seem therefore to be more interest at present 
in funding for formal education courses than apprenticeship or mentoring schemes. 

6. INDIVIDUAL GRANTS 

The current programme does not provide direct funding to individual artists. 
The Sports Council, however, has a Lottery funded programme which supports 
individuals of talent to develop their sporting prowess through a network of 
umbrella bodies which exist in every sport. 

Allowing individuals to apply would put even greater pressure on existing funds 
and would be complex to administer but, given this, do you think a similar idea 
worth pursuing in the arts? If so, how do you think a similar network of 
umbrella bodies for the arts could be created? And how do you think artistic 
talent can be best identified and by whom? 

We would question the viability of the extension of funding to individuals of talent 
to develop their artistic prowess through a network of umbrella bodies as is the case 
in sport as the basic infrastructure for this does not exist, and would take a 
considerable time to establish. 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

There are few organisations across the arts sector which would bear direct 
comparison with sports governing bodies, Sports governing bodies have established 
industry standards in terms of accredited sports and recreation training courses in 
sport coaching, sports psychology, etc. 

It is difficult to comment as to whether art form governing bodies could easily be 
created from the existing arts infrastructure. In addition there would have to be a 
strong will from the arts organisations themselves to combine forces this will could 
not be created or engineered. However the creation of an arts governing bodies 
infrastructure would potentially strengthen the position of the arts through 
establishing industry standards in areas such as training. Some may argue, however 
that such an infrastructure may stifle the lifeblood of the arts, namely creativity and 
freedom of expression. 

TYPES OF PROJECTS SUPPORTED 

Are there any kinds of projects you would like to see supported through New 
Directions which are not eligible within the present programme? Or  are there 
any types of projects supported under the current programme which you think 
inappropriate? 

The current programme would seem to work effectively 

THEMES 

An alternative approach would be to give priority to certain themes which 
would change on a regular basis, perhaps annually. Do you think themes would 
be a good idea? If yes, do you have particular themes you would like to see 
prioritised? 

The application of themes to the scheme would be too limiting. 

COLLABORATION 

Given that there can be benefits from people working together, do you think 
applications involving collaborative approaches and partnerships should be a 
priority? 

The partnership approach to arts projects, particularly community based projects, is 
a process which North Lanarkshire Council would support as this fits well with the 
Council’s Corporate Objectives. We would however not wish to see ‘partnerships’ 
defined purely in financial terms. 

DEVELOPMENT GRANTS AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

It  is recognised that turning a good idea into a fully thought through proposal 
takes time and, in many cases, money. Do you think that Feasibility Studies and 
Development Grants to test and take forward ideas would be useful? 
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We would support the scheme being extended to include funding for Feasibility 
Studies and Development Grants. 

11. OUTLINE APPLICATIONS 

Another idea would be to allow applicants to submit short outline proposals to 
obtain a view on whether the project would be likely to be a priority for 
funding. This could save people time in developing full scale applications. Is 
this an idea you think worth further thought? 

To allow the consideration of outline applications would seem to be time consuming 
and would undoubtedly be an additional administrative burden. The introduction of 
funding for Feasibility Studies and Development Grants would allow people the 
flexibility to test ideas prior to developing full scale applications. 

12. PILOTS 

There have been a number of applications where SAC has felt the proposal to be 
over ambitious but would have liked to support it in part. This has, however, 
not been possible under the current guidelines. 

For this reason, SAC feels that there may be a case for applicants carrying out a 
pilot programme as a condition of receiving a larger grant to enable SAC to 
assess whether the idea works before offering a substantial grant. Do you 
support such an approach? 

Would there not be a tendency to test the water by approving funding for a 
substantial number of pilot projects and thus reducing the funding available for full 
scale projects? Would it not be more appropriate to fund feasibility studies rather 
than actual pilots? 

13. MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM GRANTS 

The current maximum is &500,000 but demand far outstrips the $4 million 
available per annum. This means that now only one in ten applicants is able to 
supported, do you think the maximum grant for any one project should be less? 
Do you think the maximum grant of &1,000 should remain? 

Maximum and minimum grant levels would seem to be appropriate. 

14. LENGTH OF PERIOD OF PROJECTS 

The maximum period a project can apply for is currently three years. Do you 
think this appropriate or should the period be shorter or longer? 

Three year planning fits in with the planning cycles of most arts organisations and 
Local Authorities so it would be prudent to stick to up to three year funding 
packages. 
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15. FURTHER PERIOD OF FUNDING 

Have you any view on whether in special cases projects which prove to be of 
exceptional quality and have significant impact (through monitoring) should be 
considered for funding for a further period given that this would reduce the 
funds available for new projects? 

Obtaining future funding (beyond 3 years’ lottery funding from other sources) should 
be an objective of all lottery funded projects which have a life beyond the initial 3 
year funding period. This however must be the responsibility of the organisation(s) 
responsible for the project. 

16. SMALLER APPLICATIONS 

Do you think there should be a simpler and faster application process for 
smaller scale applications and, if so, up to what level of grant? 

There should be a simpler and faster application process for smaller scale 
applications up to 55000. 

17. PARTNERSHIP FUNDING 

There are various alternative possibilities for partnership funding: 

e the percentage required increasing in relation to the scale of the 

lower percentage for applications in priority areas and higher in areas 

lower for projects happening in areas of socio-economic deprivation 
lower for projects relating to disability or childredyoung people 
different for pilots than major projects 

applications with partnership funding in excess of the minimum viewed 

application 

of low priority 
0 

0 

e 

e 

e standard throughout 
e 

more favourably 

What are your views? Have you any alternative suggestions? 

We would support the following alternative possibilities for partnership funding: - 

e lower percentage for applications in priority areas and higher in areas of low 

lower for projects happening in areas of socio-economic deprivation 
lower for projects relating to disability or childredyoung people 

priority 
e 

e 

18. DIVISION OF LOTTERY FUNDS 

The current split of Lottery funds is Capital ( 5 5 % )  and other programmes 
(45 5%). Do you think the division should be different and, if so, what division 
would you recommend? 
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The current split of Lottery funds would seem appropriate. 

19. DELEGATION 

SAC will be given the power to delegate on grants to other bodies. Do you think 
this power should be used and, if so, which bodies might be given this role? 

For smaller scale projects ( up to &5,000) decisions on grants for community based 
projects could be devolved to Local Authorities or local arts forums (where they 
exist). 

20. LOCAL AUTHORITIES 

It has been suggested that SAC should use part of the available money to work 
in partnership with local authorities to respond to local needs. One way would 
be to devise a mechanism with local authorities to enable them to increase 
significantly the level of arts development in their area in line with their Arts 
Plans. Do you think that this idea is worth pursuing? Have you any suggestions 
on what forms such a mechanism could take? 

We would support a priority approach whereby part of the available money would be 
used to work in partnership with Local Authorities to respond to local needs. The 
mechanism need not be overly complex . Local authorities should, when submitting 
applications, demonstrate where the project fits in to their overall Arts Plan. Local 
authorities should also be encouraged to not submit one off applications but longer 
term projects (over three years for example). 

21. PROMOTING THE PROGRAMME 

Are there alternative/additional ways the New Directions programme should be 
promoted to ensure a wider range of organisations and arts activities benefit? 

Given that the that the programme makes no distinction between amateur and 
professional activity, publicity material should be more accessible to the community, 
i.e. written in plain English and in an easy to read ‘user friendly’ layout. 

22. PRIORITISING 

As the demand far exceeds the funds available we will need to prioritise. What 
would be your two highest priorities for SAC to support in the future? 

North Lanarkshire Council’s two highest priorities would be: 

0 the development of a priority approach whereby part of the available money 
would be used to work in partnership with local authorities to respond to 
local needs. 

0 the introduction of a simpler faster application process for smaller scale 
applications of up to &5,000.00. 
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