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Introduction

This report is compiled by the Glasgow Voluntary Sector LGBTI+ Network (referred
to in the report as ‘the Network’), and sets out:

● the results of a snapshot survey of organisations led by, or extensively
working with, LGBTI+ communities who applied to the Glasgow Communities
Fund for funding in the 2020-23 period

● a summary of key issues from Network meetings following the results of the
Glasgow Communities Fund announcements

● further context from the extensive 2017 report produced by the Network
Meeting the Needs of the LGBTI+ Community in Glasgow (November 2017)

Glasgow Voluntary Sector LGBTI+ Network was established in 2016 to use our
collective power to challenge inequalities and create lasting solutions for LGBTI
people (living in Glasgow). The main activities of the Network are influencing,
learning and sharing, building relationships and collaborating. Membership of the
Network is open to voluntary sector organisations working in Glasgow with an active
and positive interest in LGBTI issues.

The intention of the survey is to provide clarity on the impacts of funding
recommendations on organisations led by, or extensively working with, LGBTI+
communities. It is also recognised, however, that mainstream organisations will also
have LGBTI+ service users who are affected by loss of funding (particularly
organisations in areas with a higher LGBTI+ population).

The results presented here will be shared with the wider Glasgow Equality Forum
(GEF) Network, as well as relevant Glasgow City Councillors, Council Officers, and
Glasgow Community Planning Partners. . Results may be shared with wider
stakeholders, for example potential funders and Scottish Government, and will be
published online to allow all participants and Network members to share as they
wish.

http://equalityupdates/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/FINAL-GEF-LGBTI-web-2018.pdf


SECTION ONE: Findings of LGBTI+ organisational survey

Funding allocated

The number of LGBTI+ organisations or projects who applied to Glasgow
Communities Fund was relatively small. Only 4 projects explicitly targeting LGBTI+
communities were identified, and all 4 of them are Network members.

Figure 1 below shows that only 1 organisation received funding, which was at an
allocation of less than 50% of their funding request. The other 3 organisations didn’t
get their applications for funding approved.

Figure 1.

Figure 2 below shows that all 4 of the organisations’ funding applications were made
to the city wide part of the fund. This is to be expected; as with other equality groups,
the need for activity exists across the city and the work carried out by organisations
is often of a strategic nature which fits poorly into sector based funding streams.

Figure 2.



Figure 3 below gives a visual snapshot of the level of funding that was requested by
LGBTI+ specific projects versus that which was awarded. 11.8% of the overall funds
that were requested were actually awarded, or £154,393 awarded versus
£1,148,325 rejected.

Figure 3.

Organisational risks and impact resulting from funding recommendations

All 4 of the organisations who applied for funding and who participated in this
snapshot survey highlighted that they had not been previously funded by the old
Integrated Grants Fund (IGF) which this new Glasgow Communities Fund is
replacing. This therefore means that impact is not quantifiable in terms of direct
financial loss. The organisations are each in different states of service provision
funded either by Scotland-wide funding which is being deployed in Glasgow, or



services which are substantially underfunded and were being precariously sustained
whilst awaiting the outcome of this process.

The 4 organisations therefore report a mix of potential organisational risks arising
from the funding recommendations. Figure 4 below shows that all 4 organisations
are at high risk of being unable to deliver the work they had applied to do in the way
that they proposed to do. All organisations report being at either high or medium risk
of having to reduce their services, with three organisations reporting that they are at
high or medium risk of having to withdraw services entirely.

Figure 4.

Figure 5 below shows the risks to human resources in each of the organisations. 3
organisations are at high risk of having to reduce staffing hours with 1 organisation at
medium risk. There’s more of a spread in relation to organisations reporting the risk
of having to lose staff members (one high, one medium, one low and one unsure)
with more risk stated around loss of volunteers with 3 organisations at high and
medium risk and one at low risk.

Figure 5.



Figure 6 below shows the risks to other resources in each of the organisations.
There was lower risk and higher uncertainty expressed by organisations about their
ability to retain current premises, whilst 2 organisations expressed that losing access
to equipment or utilities was a medium risk.

Figure 6.

Additional risks

Each of the organisations gave very detailed comments on the risks they face as a
result of the funding recommendations. Here is a summary of those risks:



➔ All organisations report that much of the current provision of services has
developed from a growth in expressed need from communities and the results
of services not being funded or being underfunded will mean an overall
retraction of targeted services to LGBTI+ communities in Glasgow and less
needs being met.

➔ Three of the organisations have expressed how they bring other funding into
Glasgow to meet the LGBTI+ community's needs, that their funding requests
sought to underpin Glasgow services and that this had the potential to act as
a catalyst or match for further inward investment.

➔ Two organisations report that significant strands of the work that they applied
to do were for current service gaps in provision of services for some of the
most vulnerable people in Glasgow’s LGBT+ communities. It does not appear
that those needs will be met by any other projects which have been
successfully funded, therefore they will remain as gaps unless alternative
funding can be secured.

➔ Two of the organisations have identified that their work is with people who, for
a variety of reasons, are consistently failed by mainstream provision and
require the type of services detailed in their grant applications. Most feel that
service users would be less likely to access other support as a result of this.

➔ Two organisations report that they are viewed and treated by Glasgow City
Council in a community interface and infrastructure role despite not having a
level of funding that enables them to fulfil this. The outcome of the fund makes
working at this level for unfunded organisations unsustainable and any
progress achieved in recent years has been wiped out as a result.

Impact on the people organisations work with

A further open-ended question was provided to allow organisations to enter any
further information about the impact on the people they work with.
➔ One organisation reported growing levels of chemsex and associated

risk-taking behaviour amongst some of their most vulnerable service users
which no other projects were tackling.

➔ One organisation described a long waiting list for their specialist one-to-one
trans and mental health support services and felt that this service couldn’t be
sustained without statutory funding.

➔ All organisations made reference to increasing levels of poor mental health
and accelerating mental health support demand amongst their service users.

➔ Other expected impacts included:  increasing vulnerability, isolation and
worsening of health/mental health issues for those now cut off from services
and support networks; loss of accessible services for particular groups at risk
of various disadvantages and vulnerabilities; significant impact upon particular
community members especially trans and intersex people, asylum seekers
and refugees, and those with intersecting identities; loss of networks within



communities through reduction in volunteering and other forms of participation
in community organisations’ work; removal of opportunities for disadvantaged
adults and young people to receive access to training/development or
volunteering opportunities that would positively impact their citizenship, social
inclusion, employability and quality of life.

➔ Two organisations described their support as containing grassroots capacity
building support where they support community groups to self-organise in
ways that ensure that those unfunded / underfunded grassroots community
led groups (and sometimes smaller organisations) can create high value
outcomes for minimal cost.



SECTION TWO: Further LGBTI Network analysis

Disproportionate impact of covid-19 pandemic

COVID-19 has had a devastating effect on LGBTI+ people including how they
socialise and interact with their chosen community. The lack of physical spaces
combined with cancelled events, has added to existing challenges around isolation
and visibility. Particular pressure points include:

➔ Older LGBTI+ people are statistically more likely to live without children or a
partner and are struggling with loneliness and isolation and often experiencing
digital exclusion which creates further barriers to connecting with their ‘chosen
families’ and community for support

➔ LGBTI+ young people are facing long periods of confinement in unsupportive
or abusive environments with rising depressive symptoms

➔ Trans and non-binary communities are struggling due to gender identity
services being harder to access

➔ Specific covid-19 supports are seeing a rise in members openly struggling
with their mental health and wellbeing

➔ There is a documented increase in hate crime and there are rises in reported
instances of LGBTI-phobia

➔ There is a documented increase in domestic abuse
➔ Reduction in opportunities for community connection through physical activity

is contributing to both physical and mental health deterioration in community
members

➔ Increased difficulty in accessing statutory support, such as specialist mental
health, substance use and sexual health services.

Funding crisis for equality organisations

There are wider implications of the current funding environment for work with
LGBTI+ people in Scotland. The effect of the pandemic is to make the funding
market more competitive and hence the rate of success on funding bids has
decreased, meaning that more time and resource is having to be dedicated to
fundraising by organisations whose capacity is already being seriously stretched by
providing services during the pandemic.

Many funds are currently closed or reprioritised and organisations are seeing a trend
away from specialist or equality work and towards locality based responses.

Levering other funds from grants, trusts and through philanthropic means is
something network members are skilled at and experienced in doing, but are more
achievable if basic services are underpinned and supported in the first place. Many



other funders are simply unwilling to invest in services that they consider to be the
responsibility of statutory bodies such as the local authority. There is a significant
drop in donations which provide crucial unrestricted resources for organisations.

Add to all of this that there are changes and delays in a number of different local and
national funding streams, and there is a perfect storm being created that severely
threatens organisations led by, or working extensively with, LGBTI+ communities in
Glasgow.

Citywide vs sector funding

Network members are troubled by the allocation of funds to citywide projects as part
of the Glasgow Communities Fund dispersal strategy. It is not clear how and why
30% of the fund was allocated to citywide applications. The indications were clear
that citywide projects were likely to make up a larger proportion of bids - even if we
take the crude measure of those who attended the fund consultation stakeholder
events, 43% of attendees represented citywide reaching projects. Ultimately this
matched up to the fund where 43% of applications received were citywide.

This mismatch in proportions of applications meant of course that there was an
overall disproportionate allocation of funds per application in the area partnership
sectors vs citywide. This had further knock-on effects where citywide bids were less
likely to receive the level of funds they applied for ~50% as opposed to those
applying through area partnerships who received ~70-80% of the funding they
applied for.

This mismatch translates into a significant imbalance in equity and in quality of
projects across the city where we have a situation that a project assessed at 40% is
awarded funding to run in one area of the city whilst projects which were assessed at
60% were not awarded funding because they applied to the citywide stream.

This is especially important and particularly troubling for equality organisations and
for LGBTI+ organisations who serve a citywide community rather than a locality
based community and have thus long suffered from a system that is characterised by
local boundaries and territorial gatekeeping. LGBTI+ people in particular are less
likely to seek services in their immediate neighbourhoods.

Network members have variously described their experiences of trying to access
funds at area partnership level. Our members have experience of applying for
locality funding within the North-West sector- they were told they couldn’t evidence
strongly enough that their communities are actually resident in the city centre areas
where the services are being proposed for, whilst members report that the other
sectors have rejected funding bids for services not taking place in their locale. This



has been a long-standing issue and one which creates a structural inequality that
means organisations feel ‘locked out’ of local funding mechanisms.

Equality within the process

There was an Equality Impact Assessment conducted on the process of applying to
the fund and accessing the fund, yet no such assessment was conducted or
considered in relation to the outcome of the fund.

The EQIA states that “Data on LGBT+ groups is difficult to find at a city of Glasgow
level” and that “The Glasgow Communities Fund could support projects that have a
positive impact on this”. The outcome does not manage to live up to this analysis.

The Community Empowerment Services / Glasgow Third Sector Interface Network
(GTSIN) delivered Stakeholder Engagement Events, where feedback agreed that
equalities should be a key focus for funding, yet there was no attention paid to
whether the outcome would deliver this. Many parts of the Council report comments
that there is a good dispersal of funds to projects targeting specific protected
characteristics and furthermore that a good spread of projects has been
accomplished. At the same time however, no targeted assessment mechanisms to
achieve this were reported and no equality impact has been considered in the
outcome. We therefore conclude that there is no evidence that this accomplishment
is accurate and if it were to be found so, it has occurred by chance rather than
design.

No Equality Impact Assessment of any kind was carried out on the Transition Fund.

Transitional and additional funding

When Councillors signed off the results of the Glasgow Communities Fund and the
budget, they did so on condition of further support being made available to
organisations. “It is anticipated that additional support will be provided to the advice
sector, violence against women organisations, and communities of interest and
equalities groups supporting many of those most severely impacted by the pandemic
and the resulting lockdown. We have also identified additional funding for arts
organisations.” This commitment gave equality organisations and especially LGBTI+
equality organisations some hope, as it seemed to be that communities severely
impacted by the pandemic would be prioritised.

We wrote to council officials at this point to seek reassurances that the transition
fund would be: open to equalities groups like ours; and would be able to support new
projects. Subsequently though, there were conflicting messages about whether this
fund was accessible only for those who had previously been funded by the old IGF. It
was then clarified that this was the case, again locking out those communities and



organisations who had historically not received funding or been unable to apply to
this system for funding support.

We should note that the aforementioned letter from the Network to officials seeking
some clarity for our organisations during this time went unanswered, and indeed still
is.

Scoring

On 4th December 2020 against a backdrop of continued fallout and questions
regarding the Glasgow Community Fund, Glasgow City Council published a list of
overall scores and emailed this to unsuccessful applicants. This was only available
for a short period of time before this was taken offline. From this publication of the
scores, a number of inconsistencies became apparent.

There wasn’t a clearcut threshold under which all applicants were funded in the
citywide funding allocations. The lowest scoring organisation to receive funding was
scored 50.6% - this also happened to be LGBT Youth Scotland. More than 70
organisations who were not recommended for funding scored higher than this.  The
next highest scoring organisation to be recommended for funding scored 62.6% -
and there were still 5 other organisations who scored higher than this who were not
recommended for funding.

The same issue occurred at the threshold of each of the area sector allocations
where some organisations who were recommended for funding scored lower than
some organisations who were not recommended for funding and vice versa.

This tells us that there was some other criteria or variable applied when making final
decisions were made about which organisations were to be recommended for
funding and which were not. This is counter to what we have been told Point 27 of
the report to the City Administration Committee states: “The funding
recommendations presented in this report are based on the Assessing Officers
recommendations and the weighted assessment score within the available budget.”,
therefore there is still an unanswered questions: were the recommendations based
entirely upon the scores or were additional criteria applied?; if based upon scores
only then how are the noted anomalies accounted for?; if not only based upon the
scores then what other variables were considered?.

There have been clear messages throughout the process that organisations who
were able to write the best applications and best meet the criteria of the fund would
score highest and therefore be funded. Indeed, there was weighting applied
suggesting that some criteria was already considered more or less important and
that this was already built into the scoring process. The reason this issue is



important within the context of this discussion is that two different messages about
our situation currently exists and yet they both cannot be true at the same time:

1) That the process was completed objectively and decisions made entirely on
the basis of the scoring procedure that was established and therefore no
strategic interventions around other priorities (e.g. LGBTI equality or impact)
could be made to influence which organisations were funded.

2) That it was decided that some organisations who scored lower than other
organisations would nevertheless be recommended for funding anyway,
based upon an unknown criteria or intervention.

Resetting and rebalancing

The purpose of the new fund was underpinned by the Council’s strategy and desire
to reset the relationship with the third sector. The third stated aim of the fund was to
improve access to statutory funding for third sector organisations. This has not been
achieved for LGBTI+ communities or the LGBTI+ sector.

Appendix One shows that of the £47.6m announced through Glasgow Communities
Fund, LGBTI specific groups or projects accounted for just over £150k of this with
only one project funded – the equivalent of 0.32% of the overall budget available. In
the old IGF, there were two projects funded - to a value of less than 0.1% of the
overall total. In the context of reduced funding available in the new fund as compared
to IGF, then overall, very little has shifted for LGBTI+ communities.

Whilst £8.2m of the overall Glasgow Communities Fund was allocated to projects
described as ‘communities of interest / equalities’, LGBTI projects received 1.87% of
this total. Given that sexual orientation and gender reassignment account for 2 of the
9 protected characteristics, this is a poor outcome and LGBTI+ communities have
fared badly amongst equality groups as a whole.

One of the four proposed projects was a BBV / sexual health targeted project. It is
significant to note that there were 3 BBV projects submitted to the fund, and that the
only one of these which wasn’t funded, was also the only one that explicitly targeted
LGBTI+ communities meeting the needs specified in the “Health needs assessment
of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and non-binary people; Qualitative Research
Findings Report” published by NHS Greater Glasgow in January 2020.

Network members are disappointed by this missed opportunity to level up funding for
LGBTI+ communities particularly in relation to the progress that we’ve felt and the
support that has been talked about with Glasgow City Council. This was summed up
well in an article published in ‘The National’ newspaper as part of their Pride series
earlier this year:
https://www.thenational.scot/news/18546644.lgbt-groups-urge-council-walk-talk-fundi
ng-plans/

https://www.thenational.scot/news/18546644.lgbt-groups-urge-council-walk-talk-funding-plans/
https://www.thenational.scot/news/18546644.lgbt-groups-urge-council-walk-talk-funding-plans/


SECTION THREE: Working with Glasgow City Council to meet the needs of the
LGBTI+ community in Glasgow

Pre-2017

Members of the Network have worked in different forms with Glasgow City Council in
different ways prior to 2017. During the 2013-2016 period, sector leaders worked
with the now defunct West of Scotland LGBT Forum to develop some feasibility and
plans for a new LGBT Centre in Glasgow, and there were a number of meetings with
Councillors and Council officials to that end. Many reports from this period exist and
are available through the Network. There was ultimately little follow through and a
lack of tangible support for the community. The LGBTI Voluntary Sector Network was
established in early 2017 to bring a clearer strategy to the development of the sector
and support for the community.

The SNP council group won a majority in the May 2017 local election and formed the
new administration at Glasgow City Council, with a manifesto commitment to make
Glasgow the best place in Europe for LGBT+ people to live in and visit, an aspiration
shared by the Network. Network reps met both the new Leader of the Council and
the City Convenor for Equalities & Human Rights and were enthusiastic about a
renewed commitment to support.

LGBTI+ needs assessment

In its first major piece of work, the Network produced a comprehensive Glasgow
LGBTI+ community needs assessment1 which was published in November 2017.
This captures a more comprehensive summary of some of the historic work
undertaken within the city referred to in the previous section. We will also not repeat
the entire findings here but would direct you to read the recommendations and
conclusions within the full report. We will draw attention to the following
recommendations which were made and which are especially relevant to this current
brief report.

➔ We ask that GCC invests in and brokers the sustainability of LGBTI+
communities and sector.

➔ We recommend that a review of public sector funding processes is
undertaken, taking geographic communities versus communities of interest
experiences into account.

➔ We ask GCC to consider that at present, lifeline services for particularly
vulnerable sections of the LGBTI+ community rely in large part on precarious
funding which regularly changes and is subject to fluctuations. There is an
urgent need to solidify the financial foundation of these services.

1 http://equalityupdates.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/FINAL-GEF-LGBTI-web-2018.pdf

http://equalityupdates.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/FINAL-GEF-LGBTI-web-2018.pdf


➔ We recommend public sector organisations improve their equality monitoring
processes, to improve the availability of data regarding LGBTI+ people
accessing those services.

Subsequent work

Following production of the needs assessment, the recommendations were
supported by Glasgow City Council and one of those new recommendations - to
establish a new working group at Council level - was quickly implemented as a
mechanism to oversee further implementation. The report and its recommendations
were well received at the time, and Appendix Two contains the response statement
made by Councillor Jennifer Layden to the Community Planning Partnership back in
2018.

Organisations have worked with the council as part of this group and in good faith
since this point. The recommendations with regards to processes have been met
well - the working group has been set up and a sub-group to forward a new LGBTI+
working space has been established and had made some progress prior to the
covid-19 pandemic. The recommendations listed above in relation to funding, service
provision and however, have not been met in any meaningful way.

Health needs assessment 2020

In January of this year, the first part of a health needs assessment conducted by
NHS Greater Glasgow & NHS Lothian was published2. The Network has noted that
there is a strong correlation between the needs reported in the 2017 report and
those which are reported in this new needs assessment. We understand that
Glasgow City Council as part of the HSCP will be planning ways to respond to the
needs outlined in the 2020 report. The work which the Network members applied to
do was strongly aligned to these needs and so the Network views the outcome of the
Glasgow Communities Fund with even greater disappointment as a missed
opportunity. We believe this exemplifies how the lack of a more strategic approach to
the assessment of the Glasgow Communities Fund has undermined a significant
opportunity for progress.

2 https://www.stor.scot.nhs.uk/handle/11289/580258

https://www.stor.scot.nhs.uk/handle/11289/580258


Conclusion

This survey represents only a brief snapshot of the impact on 4 organisations
working with LGBTI communities in Glasgow. The current threat to services at a time
of unprecedented community need and demand is of particular concern. It was
hoped that the Transitional Support Fund could mitigate this for at least some of the
organisations whose applications were not recommended for funding, however none
of the LGBTI organisations were eligible for this. Serious concerns have to be raised
about whether LGBTI organisations can maintain current work. We believe that this
should have been evident during the decision making process and that this should
have been informed by a full Equality Impact Assessment focussed on the impact of
decisions on people with protected characteristics, rather than the structure of the
funding system alone. We would note that without this knowledge, it is not possible
to clarify whether the fund’s aim to tackle inequality has had any impact at all for
LGBTI communities.

Given the situation that is outlined in this report and taken alongside the wider
context offered, the Glasgow LGBTI Voluntary Sector Network call for:

● an immediate Levelling-Up emergency funding package to support LGBTI
organisations to sustain vital work over the next 2.5 years

● a full equality impact assessment (EQIA) on the outcome of the Glasgow
Communities Fund which will include a focus on LGBTI communities

● full and targeted consideration of the needs of LGBTI people in Glasgow
● Glasgow City Council to honour the spirit of the Concordat, and work in

partnership with organisations who were not recommended for funding to
develop a sustainable foundation and longer term funding options



Appendix One

Overview of funding per sector for equality groups and LGBTI groups in the
Glasgow Communities Fund

Funding for

LGBTI groups

Funding for equality

groups

Overall funding

% for

LGBTI

groups

% for LGBTI

groups

North West Sector 0 1,236,578 0 10,217,567 0

North East Sector 0 797,094 0 12,637,974 0

South Sector 0 2,020,147 0 10,486,805 0

City wide 154,393 4,214,585 3.66% 14,289,577 1.08%

TOTAL 154,393 8,268,404 1.87% 47,631,923 0.32%



Appendix Two

Statement from the City Convenor for Equalities and Human Rights in
Glasgow, Jen Layden to the Glasgow Community Planning Partnership in 2017

"Since being appointed as the first ever City Convener for Equalities and Human Rights in

the new City Government in May, I have been working closely with GEF and LGBTI+

organisations to identify ways in which we can better support Glasgow's LGBTI+ community.

I therefore welcome this report and the recommendations within it.

"The report is clear that it feels that in the past the Council has not always delivered what it

says it will, and I know that it will take time to rebuild that trust and move forward with a

constructive relationship between all the key organisations in the city providing this

invaluable work.

"The new City Government are committed to working with partners to develop a long
term, sustainable strategy for supporting our LGBTI+ citizens as well as looking at
ways to best fill the gaps that exist in current provision, and eliminating the
inequalities that the report highlights."


