
When should people be able to apply? Small grants - minimum (£)Small grants - maximum (£)Medium grants - minimum (£)Medium grants - maximum (£)Large grants - minimum (£)Large grants - maximum (£)

Do you have any comments about grant 
sizes, including anything that you would 
strongly oppose? Does this principle feel right to you: criteria check if you're in the running, the community decides the restSMALL GRANTSMEDIUM GRANTSLARGE GRANTSSMALL GRANTSMEDIUM GRANTSLARGE GRANTS

Do you have any comments about 
community decision-making, 
including any approach that you 
would strongly oppose?

Who should be able to apply, and 
why?

Is there anyone you think should 
NOT be eligible to apply, and 
why?

What helps someone know if their idea is right for 
this fund? What do you think of this statement?

Please explain your answer and any specific 
changes you would make below

Is there anything about how EDI is designed into 
the fund that you would strongly oppose? Is there anything else you want us to know?

Small should be open consistently for the full period.
Medium & Large should have one or two (each) 
specific set deadlines to ensure money is spent and 
projects wrapped up on time. 500 2500 10000? 50000? 100000? 250000? 

The medium and large grant sizes feel very big 
for me to make an informed decision on, those 
suggestions are not solid at all. I do think that the 
small grants minimum shouldn't be more than 
£500 and the large grant maximum shouldn't be 
huge enough that two or three large grants 
consume the entire fund. Mostly, but with some reservations (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides together;A deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision togetherA public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision;A deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision together. The public showcase mentioned above would be a good way to have ideas presentableiin person rather than a written application, perhaps combine these two. 

Not super keen on a public vote, 
feels too popularity contesty and like 
it'd exclude folk, especially with the 
difference in sizes of community's in 
the Cairngorms.

Reservations for the first question: 
don't want the criteria form to be to 
stringent to stop folk applying, keep it 
as short and easy as possible. 

I think it should be pretty much open 
to all as long as the project fits.

On instinct I'd avoid naming very 
specific project types but I'm not sure 
why I'm saying that - probably 
because it feels like it could be read 
as exclusive for the listed project 
types. 

Should try to avoid grants going to 
large organisations with other 
funding sources and keep projects 
very community based with a focus 
on folk who would struggle to attain 
stricter more formal funding sources. 

I'm currently unsure of the best way to handle this and 
think it'll nerd to be talked through thoroughly next 
session.

I do think that the 4 themes are vague enough that 
almost any could be made to fit and anyone with 
slightly more experience of funding will probably see 
that, it's just how to communicate that fact to 
applicants with less experience who are the people we 
really want to reach. I am happy with this statement

The statement at the end under equity mentions 
active promotion and practical support to apply.
- If we build that in and it's actually available not 
just mentioned I'm happy with it. 

I am drawn towards the idea of a continuous rolling 
application window for small grants and single 
windows for medium and large grants. 500 5000 5000 25000 25000 100000

I am flexible on the lower threshold for small 
grants and think large grants over £100,000 are 
probably well catered for elsewhere. Mostly, but with some reservations (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediaries;simple criteria apply and you then get the fundingDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediaries;Criteria may do more than just check you are in scope, maybe scoring the application which then goes to the community in some way to decideDistributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediaries;Greater role for criteria but final decision taken by communityAn ideas challenge - a themed prompt that invites people to apply, followed by a community decision;simple community panel to decide after shortlisted by criteria or no community involvement at all.A recruited local panel that discusses and decides together;A deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision together;Above follows on from the ideas challenge to elicit applicationsA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting;A public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision;Above follows on from the ideas challenge to elicit applications

It is hard to see how the community 
making the decision will fairly 
represent the whole geography of the 
park, the park fringes often risk being 
sidelined. I am open to ideas on that.

Those living or whose work base and 
most of their actual work is inside the 
national park boundary. There are 
plenty of funds open to others.

Academic bodies and teams as they 
have many other funding options 
and lots of polished skills in seeking 
funding. NGO's based outside the 
national park for the same reasons.

Maybe brainstorm examples of unusual ideas which 
tangentially address the main themes and offer these 
as examples while making it clear that's all they are? I am happy with this statement

That statement covers all I wish it to and reads 
clearly. quotas for groups. No

People should be able to apply all year round for any 
amount of grant 500 5000 5000 10000 10000 100000 Yes, I agree with thisDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply forDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply forDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply forAn ideas challenge - a themed prompt that invites people to apply, followed by a community decisionAn ideas challenge to generate applications, followed by a panel decisionA public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision

People with a genuine project that fits 
out themes Example projects I am happy with this statement No

I would like to see as wide as possible impact of this 
fund both geographically across the Cairngorms and 
in range of people who will benefit. I think an ongoing 
attempt to acheive balance is more likely to be 
successfully done if applications are assessed in 
rounds. For large grants to be funded by 2028 there 
may be only the opportunity to run one or two rounds. 
For small grants at least four or even six rounds per 
year would be desirable and at a maximum wait of two 
to three month wait upon a decision would not 
dissuade too many applications. The medium grants 
would fall in-between in number of rounds. 

Throughout the process it is important that 
communities and the public get feedback on how the 
fund is progressing with a clear and quick reporting of 
what applications are being received and which are 
successful. £750 £3,000 £3,000 £15,000 £15,000 £85,000

Small grants will probably start be awarded 
sooner than larger ones so if there is a large 
response of good applications to them there will 
be an indication of what money is left so if 
necessary a cap can be placed on the number of 
large grants that would be available to ensure 
that small grants are still available to the end of 
the timescale. I have suggested a maximum of 
£85000 on large grants as above that I think 
most projects may have already considered other 
sources of funding within tother Cairngorms 2030 
programme. Mostly, but with some reservations (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesA blended panel of local and park-wide people(possibly with local majority) allowing continuity of approach across the park and enabling assessment of EDI etc.A blended panel of local plus park- wide peopleA blended panel of local plus park- wide people

I would agree with an assessment 
check but disagree that as group we 
have agreed or even fully discussed 
that the community should decide 
and that a definition of what the 
community is would be needed 
before agreement.

For small grants anyone based within 
the community that would benefit. For 
larger grants there is a need to 
ensure that the applicant is capable of 
delivering the project so organisations 
with a track record would be preferred 
but the ultimate decision should 
always be on what the benefit of the 
application will produce for the 
community that it is directed at.

No the eligibility criteria should be on 
the project applied for not the 
applicant so for example if it is 
decided that promoting religion is 
not eligible in a project than a church 
could still apply for a non 
denominational project that benefits 
the community in which they are 
based. I am mostly happy but have some suggestions

Delete the word primary as this implies that any 
project is either an EDI project or not 

I feel that too often in the recent online sessions we have been put 
into breakout rooms before everyone is clear on the accepted 
definition of the topic and what we are then to discuss about it. Until 
everyone is clear on definitions and therefore decisions to be made 
open discussions are far more likely to bring people together 
avoiding pointless circular discussions.

Fixed rounds ,should apply to all sizes of grants 1000 5000 5000 50000 50000 150000

Under 1000 would just add another level of 
work....and grants that are not too high will 
hopefully allow more grants for many money 
more folks Yes, I agree with thisDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directlyDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directlyDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directlyA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting

I would strongly opposed the same 
people whi are on lots of community 
panels being involved in this process 
,I would really like to see a fresh 
approach much like this panel of very 
different folk,so it also brings fresh 
ideas and also allows perhaps 
different approaches to decision 
making

I believe anyone should be able to 
apply as long as their criteria fits 
within the 2030 agenda

I like to think we bring in new people 
new funding opportunities and not 
the same old that seem to exist on 
funding alone...hope that doesn't 
sound too harsh?

Well if people read the 2030 agenda they can see its 
very wide and literally could encompass many many 
ideas....again the more new people this reaches the 
better I am happy with this statement

I think the statement is fair and equitable, as 
long as the panels chosen to make decisions 
also have fair representation on them it should 
work No 

I feel like there is an awful lot to cover and not enough time while the 
zoom meetings are fine,the in person is far more useful in my mind .

My initial instinct would say set rounds for every size 
of grant, purely to be able to compare fairly and to 
allow community input at fixed points in time. 500 5000 5000 15000 15000 50000

I feel the large grants shouldn't be so big they eat 
into the overall pot too much. That said, if the 
fund is running on rounds, it should be possible 
for someone to apply for a second amount. Yes, I agree with thisDistributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDistributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDistributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDistributed dialogue first - helping people develop ideas before applying - then a community decisionA deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting

I think community discussion is 
important before the application 
process and then throughout the 
decision making process, but the 
channels that people hear about it 
through is a different thing again 
which is why I've selected two 
options in the finding out and 
submitting section.

Almost everybody, with the exception 
of very large businesses. For large 
grant sizes, you should be able to 
prove you have the capacity to handle 
the money but that should be 
assessed through the initial criteria.

I think we've got to draw a line 
somewhere which will always upset 
some people. I'd be inclined to go 
with a turnover threshold (set quite 
high) for businesses, amount to be 
decided. 

Explain the themes then give 4 video examples of 
people or organisations who are going to be applying 
and whose projects wouldn't have been immediately 
obvious. People are generally resourceful and I would 
hope this would start them thinking how their project 
might be relevant to the 4 themes. I am happy with this statement

I feel this statement would give anybody 
applying the confidence that those making a 
decision on the fund will take their project's 
beneficiaries into account while also not putting 
anybody off whose project doesn't necessarily 
fall under this category. No, I think straight forward is the key

I think that all grants should have a fixed time frame 
for application. However, the small one is longer, the 
medium one is slightly shorter, and the larger one is 
the shortest. £500 £8,000 £10,000 £40,000 £50,000 £75,000

I think a maximum of £100,000 is far far too high 
for any pot. My thinking is "how many times each 
grant range can fit into £100,000?" In my head, 
the net should be cast as wide as possible, 
hopefully awarding as many applications as 
possible within the timeframe. No, I think criteria should play a bigger role (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting;A public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision;I believe the CNPA should also have a stake in deciding, particularly for large grants.

I don't think things should be too 
easy. There has been a lot of talk of 
accessibility, and support first time 
applicants, which is a great thing, 
however, we need to be careful to not 
have the fund taken advantage of. 
There needs to be stringent criteria, 
which allows people to clearly set out 
what it is they want the money for. 
This criteria could be available to the 
applicant in full, or could just be used 
to by the CNPA and a local panel to 
judge the and shortlist applicants.

I don't think the grant should be 
open to anyone under the age of 16. 
This would potentially improve the 
quality of direct applications. I don't 
mean this as a way of excluding 
ideas from those younger, who can 
still apply but through their parents 
etc.

Another group would be those living 
outwith the National Park. I think a 
setting a peripheral boundary would 
help to contain the benefits of the 
fund within the Cairngorms, 
regardless of whether people 
outwith this boundary 'interact' with 
the national park or not.

I think a list of examples, like those given to us in 
session three, would be beneficial, but it needs to be 
made clear that it is not an exhaustive list, that it is 
only an example to give inspiration and explanation to 
applicants. Yes, the ideas should contribute to any of 
the themes, but that doesn't mean it needs to be 
pigeon holed into any of the four, it can bridge 
between them, 2 or more, for just be contained in one. 
It could be the case the whilst the project is not related 
to any of the 4, it can have an indirect benefit to them. 
This would require proof during the application stage, 
but it would take anything other than some critical 
thinking from the CNPA or local panel to connect it to 
the themes. I am mostly happy but have some suggestions

I don't love this sentence, "This is not about 
ticking boxes. It is about making sure the fund 
reaches people it would otherwise miss." Not 
for any particular reason, I just feel it isn't 
necessary. I would oppose a separate pot with the 10%.

I think more needs to be done to hold particular members on the 
panel to account, there is a lot of collective language being used to 
make cases for things, rather than just being confident in their own 
opinions. It's clearly stated at the beginning of every session to 
speak from the "I", and people are not doing so.

Although I understand it can be very difficult, particularly with the 
precedents set at the beginning of this process, but some individuals 
just need to be reined in and we need to move on. We have wasted 
so much time going around in boring, repetitive, and unproductive 
circles as a result of letting people talk themselves out. I would 
appreciate a firming touch when it comes to mediation. Again 
though, I recognise that this might not be possible!

A small point to finish, if people aren't talking on the call, but have 
their microphones on, can the admin please just mute them to save 
echoes and confusion, and just general grunting!

No £500 £2,000 £2,000 £25,000 £25,000 £250,000 N/a Yes, I agree with thisDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlistingN/a Anyone who requires some funding. No
Clear guidance on what ideas would fit under the 
C2030 themes. I am happy with this statementN/a N/a N/a

All grants should have a set closing date to allow all 
applicants to be judged fairly £500 £2,000 £2,000 £10,000 £10,000 £50,000 No Mostly, but with some reservations (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesAn ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply forA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting

A board of professional people
Should be appointed, that can base 
the grants, events etc on merit and 
not for personal gain or benefit Anyone can apply

No, that’s down to the board to 
ascertain wither or not it is worthy of 
a grant. Taking into consideration 
previous funding. 
Really it should be down to the 
impact and helping 

A guide should be given, but on the 2030 themes and 
if any idea works towards this, we want to hear from 
you I am happy with this statementN/A

For me it’s all about the ideas and supporting the 
best projects No

Small funds should be open for application anytime. 
Medium funds every 6 weeks and large funds every 
quarter. 200 2000 25000 25000 150000

Oppose grants for CPD or courses, unless 
evidence of unless applicant can evidence long 
term benefit to the community. Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDistributed dialogue first - helping people develop ideas before applying - then a community decisionA recruited local panel that discusses and decides together;A deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting;A public vote

Anytime who has access to the park 
and surrounding areas No

If they can evidence the potential impact of their 
project I am happy with this statement

EDI communities usually have face many 
barriers when it comes to funding.  This fund 
will ensure they are seen, heard and valued 

I think the fund should be separate. Putting in one 
pot, still presents the same challenges. Applicants 
might fear the same challenges as other funds. Not at present

Yes £1,000 £5,000 £5,001 £24,999 £25,000 £100,000 Yes, I agree with thisDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediaries;Local Rag/ NewspaperDistributed dialogue first - helping people develop ideas before applying - then a community decisionA recruited local panel that discusses and decides togetherA community panel that makes the final decision after shortlisting;A public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision
Concensus approach should be 
used. Anybody

I agree with all the comments made 
above as long as it is legitimate. Anything goes! I am mostly happy but have some suggestions No

Yes - small to have rolling. 500 15000 15001 50000 50001 100000

It's hard to pick a maximum for the large grants - 
there's a balance of not taking up too much of the 
fund but offering enough that some bigger 
projects will be able to benefit. Mostly, but with some reservations (please share in section open text box)Direct applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDirect applications - people hear about the fund and apply directly;Distributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;An ideas challenge - a themed prompt or question that invites people to think about what they might apply for;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesDistributed dialogue - community conversations held across the park to help people develop ideas before applying;Active outreach through local networks, community groups and trusted intermediariesA local community panel that reads applications and decidesA recruited local panel that discusses and decides together;A deliberative process - a group of community members who work through applications and reach a decision together;An ideas challenge to generate applications, followed by a panel decision;Distributed dialogueA public showcase where applicants present their ideas, followed by a panel decision;A public vote

The smaller grants could even skip 
the community decision making and 
the criteria-based assessment could 
be it - perhaps there is a certain 
benchmark which allows this but if 
the critera-based assessment is 
inconclusive it goes to the community 
panel. 

One idea I had that would mean the 
same process for all grant sizes 
would be as follows:
A touring (distributed dialogue) open 
collective inviting communities 
together at far ends of the park. 
Multiple ideas challanges will be 
posed based on our interests as a 
panel and what we feel the park 
needs. Applicants put forward their 
ideas and select the grant size they 
are looking to apply for, so the 
community gets a chance to hear 
about their projects. No decision is 
made at this point. At each session, 
there are CNPA representitives there 
to help these applicants with the 
initial criteria-based assessment 
(basic form) to gather simple data 
which will move them on to the next 
stage or not. Forms can be sent in 
via different methods after the event 
if deemed appropriate. Based on the 
result of these criteria-based 
assessment forms/content, projects 
are brought to a central open 
collective for deliberation OR they 
become the projects to vote for - 
inviting all members who attended 
the local open collectives AND a 
wider audience. 

EDI groups - I think we should be 
open about the 10% minimum but 
also state the weighting this has on 
applications regardless, as this is only 
a minimum.

Constituted groups for medium+ grant 
sizes - to ensure there is proper 
organisational structure for the money 
to be spent properly. 

Individuals and informal groups for 
small grants - to make this fund 
accessible. There will still be 
consideration based on the 
application whether the 
indivdual/informal group has the right 
measures in place to ensure the 
money will be spent properly. 

Applicants who can apply for money 
elsewhere for the same thing.

Those that recieve private funding. 

Applicants who live outside the park 
UNLESS the benefit is clear to those 
living here or gives access to people 
outside the park to come and 
experience the park. 

Applicants looking for help with 
running costs UNLESS within the 
first 3 years of their project. We need categories I am mostly happy but have some suggestions

Include the 'note' in the statement so that it's 
crystal clear WHO we're referring to. I think it's 
great there is that section in the note about the 
panel recognising rural areas and older people 
as I feel that - with a communications hat on - 
this will help aid the understanding of what 
we're trying to achieve here. 

"some people need more targeted support to have a 
fair chance" mentioned in the last paragraph. We 
need to discuss how this is delivered practically. 

We also need to decide how EDI is weighted once 
10% is reached, who gets to fit within that 10% and 
who misses out. 


