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DSD’s approach to budget reductions was set out in its consultation document of 2nd December 2014. Due to the level of budget reduction, all business areas across DSD were affected. Inevitably, the people who benefit most from the service of the Department are those most in need, and the level of reductions was such that adverse impacts on services could not be avoided. Within URCDG there are a number of funding streams and whilst many of these have different objectives, it is recognised that they broadly follow the same processes when considering applications and allocating funding.  It was agreed therefore that there should be a consistent broad approach to budget reductions taking into account, where possible, the feedback from the formal consultation process.

A number of options to address this were considered including:

a) Running an open call for projects;
b) Cutting all projects by the same percentage to meet the required efficiency;
c) Prioritising support by themes e.g. education; and
d) Prioritising the existing projects against a clear set of criteria.

Option (d) was selected as the option that could be broadly delivered within timeframe; ensured funding was prioritised against the highest quality projects, and allowed for a consistent and transparent process.

To ensure uniformity the following criteria were considered at both at a strategic and project level:

Linkage to Departmental Policies and Programme for Government priorities
Evidence based need
Value for Money
Impact on area of disadvantage
Ministerial Priority
Sustainability – Impact of withdrawal/Other funding opportunities

These criteria along with regional and local intelligence gathered, feedback from the formal consultation process, our organisational / sectoral experience and knowledge of the funding environment were considered through a series of Senior Management Team meetings. 

Project Methodology

Applications were sought from all existing projects. The aim was to maximise the delivery of high quality services to the most disadvantaged.  It also had to deliver within timeframe, ensure funding was prioritised against the highest quality projects, and allowed for a consistent and transparent process the stages of which were:


Stage 1 Remove costs relating to projects that would not require DSD funding in 2015/16. This included include for example one-off projects (e.g. refurbishments of premises, purchase of equipment, design fees, community audits and so on) and those projects for which alternative funding in 2015/16 had been secured.

Stage 2  Put all remaining projects through a robust Economic Appraisal process.  The economic appraisal ensured that projects had effectively delivered against agreed existing contractual targets and continued to meet identified need and strategic priorities going forward.  Those that failed to meet these criteria were no longer considered for funding.  Those that passed the economic appraisal were considered suitable for funding. Where possible, efficiencies were identified through the economic appraisal process to improve value for money.  

Stage 3 Finally, subject projects to the existing Senior level Approval Panel arrangements, where a sample of projects were considered against the set criteria. 

In addition, given the scale of Neighbourhood Renewal a moderation exercise independent of the relevant locality (see Annex A) was undertaken  on a project by project basis to ensure that additionality, duplication and security of funding were assessed consistently across NI.    


Annex A 
The Moderation of Assessment and Economic Appraisals
 
To validate that a consistent approach had been taken across the Group a moderation process was employed as follows:
  
1	The moderation process was carried out by staff from another Directorate within the Group from the Development Office region.  The Moderation Officers had to have previous experience in the assessment and appraisal of projects. 

2	The Moderation Officers considered each Economic Appraisal against a number of key questions around the need and impact of the project.  

Key Questions

a. Does the project directly meet an identified evidence-based need in the Neighbourhood Renewal Area? 
b. Does the project directly address the priorities of the Neighbourhood Action Plan?  
c. Does the project deliver benefits directly to the residents of the Neighbourhood Renewal Area?  
d. What proportion of the beneficiaries of the project are residents of the   Neighbourhood Renewal Area?  
e. Have all reasonable cost savings been made on the project?



