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Bristol Sanctuary Services 2027–2030 Grants
This document sets out scoring guidance for Bristol Sanctuary Services 2027–2030 grant applications and is intended to support consistent, transparent and proportionate decision-making by assessment panel members.

This document is shared with applicants to help you provide the most relevant information in your application form and to understand how applications will be assessed and how scores will be awarded.

Applications will be assessed against the published assessment criteria and scored using the approach set out in this document.

The assessment framework covers:
· Alignment with outcomes
· Value for money
· Evidence of need and approach
· Partnership and coordination
· Monitoring and learning

The table below describes the scoring scale used throughout this document and will be applied consistently across all scored questions.

Assessment scores will be used to inform funding recommendations. Final funding decisions will also  take into account: 
· The need to achieve a balanced and coherent package of support across the different outcomes and strategic priorities and the composition of the overall grant portfolio.
· Available funding 







	Score
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Rationale
	Unacceptable – The criteria have not been addressed or we have serious reservations.  
	The criteria have been addressed fully or partially but we have moderate/minor reservations 
	Acceptable – The criteria have been addressed satisfactorily
	Excellent – The criteria have been addressed and exceeded 



This document contains only the questions that are assessed using the scoring matrix. 

Other application questions will still be reviewed and considered as part of the overall assessment but are not suited to a scored assessment approach and will therefore be assessed in other appropriate ways.
For example, Section A includes eligibility and organisation information. This information will be evaluated as part of due diligence and is not part of the scoring matrix. Section B provides an overview of provision and describes partnership arrangements, if relevant. This information is not part of the scoring matrix.
Section C: Outcomes and Strategic Fit
C2. State your primary outcome statement in clear, participant-focused language. (Maximum 100 words)
Describe the change, not the activity. Example structure: “[Who] will [experience or achieve what change] because [brief contribution of the funded work].”
Applicant response
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C2. State your primary outcome statement in clear, participant-focused language. (Maximum 100 words)

	The question has not been answered, or no meaningful change for sanctuary seekers is identified. The response mainly describes activities or services rather than an outcome.
	Identifies a general change for sanctuary seekers, but it is broad or unclear. It may mix activities with outcomes, or provide limited clarity about who will experience the change or how it aligns with the selected outcome area.
	Identifies a clear, meaningful and credible change for sanctuary seekers. The participants and intended change can be understood, and the outcome aligns with the selected outcome area and provides a clear direction for the proposal.
	Identifies a specific, meaningful and credible change for clearly defined participants. The outcome is strongly aligned with the selected outcome area, clearly linked to the funded work and provides a strong basis for assessing the rest of the proposal.

	Key questions to consider
	Does the statement describe a change for sanctuary seekers rather than an activity? Is it clear who will experience what change? Does it align with the selected outcome area and provide a clear direction for the proposal? 




C3. List up to four supporting outcomes and explain how each contributes to the primary outcome. (Maximum 500 words)
Applicant response
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C3. List up to four supporting outcomes and explain how each contributes to the primary outcome. (Maximum 500 words)

	Supporting outcomes are absent, unclear or not relevant to the Sanctuary Strategy. They mainly describe activities or services, with little or no explanation of how they contribute to the primary outcome.
	Supporting outcomes identify some intended changes, but one or more are broad, unclear or expressed mainly as activities. The links to the primary outcome, are only partly explained or convincing.

	Supporting outcomes describe clear, meaningful changes for participants. Each is relevant to the primary outcome, and the response provides a credible explanation of how they contribute to achieving it.

	Supporting outcomes are specific, meaningful and clearly connected. Together, they provide a coherent and convincing pathway towards achieving the primary outcome and are strongly relevant to the Sanctuary Strategy.


	Key questions to consider

	Do the supporting outcomes describe changes rather than activities? Is each one relevant to the primary outcome? Is it clear how they work individually and together to contribute to that outcome? 








Section D: What, how and when – Activities delivery
D1. Delivery Plan
Please complete the table below to show how your proposed activities will contribute to the outcomes you have selected.
An output is a measurable product of your activity, for example the number of sessions delivered, participants supported or organisations engaged. Please fill the associated template
.  
	Supporting Outcome
	Key activities /
	Outputs from activities
	Year 1 target
	Year 2 target
	Year 3 target

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D1. Delivery Plan


	The delivery plan is absent, substantially incomplete or not relevant to the Sanctuary Strategy. Activities, outputs or annual targets are missing or unclear, with little meaningful connection to the supporting outcomes.
	The plan includes relevant activities, outputs and annual targets, but some are vague, incomplete or poorly connected. Outputs may be confused with activities or outcomes, and there are concerns about the overall coherence of the plan.
	The plan sets out appropriate activities, measurable outputs and clear annual targets. These are logically linked to the supporting outcomes and provide a credible account of what will be delivered during the programme.

	The plan is coherent, well designed and convincing. Activities clearly contribute to each supporting outcome, outputs are specific and measurable, and annual targets provide a clear and proportionate picture of delivery across the programme.

	Key questions to consider

	Are the activities logically connected to the supporting outcomes? Are outputs measurable products of the activities? Are annual targets provided and clearly allocated across the programme? Is there a coherent chain between outcomes, activities, outputs and targets?



D2. How will you deliver your activities:   Describe how the activities identified in your Delivery Plan will work in practice. (Maximum 700 words)
Tell us about the activities you will provide, where and how frequently they will take place, and how participants will access and move through the support.
We want to understand what delivery will look like from a participant's perspective. You can also tell us about any important features of your delivery approach that will help you meet participants' needs and achieve the proposed outcomes.
You do not need to repeat the outputs and annual targets provided in your Delivery Plan
Applicant response
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D2. How will you deliver your activities: Describe how the activities identified in your Delivery Plan will work in practice. (Maximum 700 words)


	The delivery approach is absent, unclear or not relevant to the Sanctuary Strategy. There is little explanation of how activities will operate, how participants will access support or what they will experience.

	The main activities are described, but important aspects of delivery are unclear or underdeveloped. Information about location, frequency, access or how participants move through the support is incomplete, and there are concerns about whether the approach will meet participants’ needs.

	The response provides a clear and credible explanation of how the activities will work in practice. It explains where and how frequently they will take place, how participants will access and move through the support, and how the approach will respond to their needs.

	The response presents a coherent, well-designed and convincing delivery approach. It provides a clear participant journey, with accessible and appropriate routes to support. Important features of delivery are clearly tailored to participants’ needs and support achievement of the proposed outcomes.

	Key questions to consider

	Are the activities appropriate for achieving the supporting outcomes? Are the outputs immediate, measurable deliverables from those activities? Are the links between outcomes, activities and outputs clear and credible? Does the plan provide a coherent account of what will be delivered?






D3. Delivery milestones
Please set out the key milestones for mobilising, delivering and completing your project.
Focus on the significant stages or developments in your project rather than repeating the activities described in Questions D1 and D2. This could include mobilisation, staff or participant recruitment, the start of delivery, reaching key delivery stages, partnership developments, etc.
Where delivery involves more than one organisation, tell us which organisation will take the lead responsibility for each milestone or deliverable.
	Period
	Key Milestones / deliverables
	Lead organisation

	Mobilisation pre-1st April 27
	

	


	Year 1 / Phase 1
	

	


	Year 2 / Phase 2
	

	


	Year 3 / Exit / transition
	

	




	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D3. Delivery milestones

	The timetable is absent, substantially incomplete or unrealistic. Key stages of mobilisation, delivery or completion are missing, unclear or not relevant to the proposed project. Where relevant, lead responsibilities are not identified.
	The timetable identifies some key milestones, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about sequencing and deliverability. Lead responsibilities may be unclear for some milestones.

	The timetable identifies appropriate milestones across mobilisation, delivery and completion. Milestones are logically sequenced, broadly realistic and supported by clear lead responsibilities where relevant.

	The timetable provides a clear, realistic and well-structured plan for mobilising, delivering and completing the project. Milestones are meaningful, appropriately timed and demonstrate a strong understanding of the key stages required for successful delivery. Lead responsibilities are clear and proportionate throughout.

	Key questions to consider

	Does the timetable include the significant stages needed to mobilise, deliver and complete the project? Are milestones meaningful rather than a repetition of activities? Are they logically sequenced and realistic? Where relevant, are lead responsibilities clearly identified?



D4. Practical accessibility: How will you address language, literacy, digital access, transport, childcare, location, timing, and other barriers? (Maximum 500 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D4. Practical accessibility: How will you address language, literacy, digital access, transport, childcare, location, timing, and other barriers? (Maximum 500 words)
	The response is absent, unclear or demonstrates limited understanding of the barriers participants may face. Proposed arrangements are insufficient, inappropriate or unlikely to enable equitable access to the service.

	The response identifies some relevant barriers and proposes measures to address them, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about whether the approach is sufficient for the intended participants.

	The response demonstrates a good understanding of the barriers likely to affect participants and sets out appropriate, practical measures to address them. The proposed approach is likely to support equitable access and participation.

	The response demonstrates a strong understanding of participants' needs and barriers to access. Measures are well considered, proportionate and clearly integrated into the delivery model, providing a convincing approach to enabling equitable access and participation.


	Key questions to consider

	Does the applicant demonstrate an understanding of the barriers their participants may face? Are the proposed measures relevant and proportionate to those barriers? Is the approach likely to support equitable access and participation for the intended participants?



Section E: Who and where
Identify the people who will benefit, the places in which delivery will happen, and how your approach responds to different needs.
E3. Equity: how will delivery be designed to meet different intersectional needs and experiences including of women, children, men, LGBT+ people, disabled people and others as relevant? (Maximum 400 words)
Applicant response
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E3. Equity: how will delivery be designed to meet different intersectional needs and experiences including of women, children, men, LGBT+ people, disabled people and others as relevant? (Maximum 400 words)
	The response is absent, unclear or demonstrates limited understanding of how different groups may experience the service. Delivery appears largely one-size-fits-all, with little consideration of differing needs and experiences.

	The response demonstrates some awareness of differing needs and experiences, but the approach is general, underdeveloped or only partly reflected in delivery. There are concerns about whether the proposed approach will respond effectively to the intended participants.

	The response demonstrates a good understanding of the differing needs and experiences of the intended participants. It explains how delivery will be adapted or tailored where appropriate, and provides a credible approach to supporting equitable outcomes.

	The response demonstrates a strong understanding of how different characteristics, identities and experiences may interact to shape participants' needs. Equity considerations are clearly embedded within the delivery approach, providing a convincing and well-considered response to the diversity of the intended participants.

	Key questions to consider

	Does the applicant demonstrate an understanding of the different needs and experiences within their target groups? Is delivery adapted or tailored where appropriate? Are equity considerations meaningfully reflected in the delivery approach? Is the approach likely to support equitable outcomes for participants? Ensure the response aligns to information given in E1, E2 and E4.




Section F: Why: rationale, evidence and community influence 
Explain the issue you are responding to, the evidence for it and how sanctuary seekers have shaped the proposal.
F1. Evidence and rationale for your approach. Why have you chosen this project design and delivery approach?
Summarise the evidence, learning, research, needs analysis and consultation that informed your proposal. Explain why you believe the approach is likely to achieve the intended outcomes.
(Maximum 500 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
F1. Evidence and rationale for your approach. Why have you chosen this project design and delivery approach? Summarise the evidence, learning, research, needs analysis and consultation that informed your proposal. Explain why you believe the approach is likely to achieve the intended outcomes. (Maximum 500 words)
	The response provides little or no relevant evidence, learning or insight to support the proposed design. The rationale for the approach is unclear or unconvincing.
	The response references some evidence, learning or insight, but the links to the project design are only partly explained. There is limited explanation of why the approach is likely to achieve the intended outcomes.

	The response provides relevant evidence, learning and/or lived-experience insight that has informed the project design. It explains how this has shaped the approach and provides a credible rationale for achieving the intended outcomes.

	The response presents a clear and convincing rationale for the project design. It demonstrates how evidence, learning, consultation and/or lived-experience insight have meaningfully shaped the approach and provides strong reasons to believe it will achieve the intended outcomes.


	Key questions to consider

	What has informed the project design? Is there a clear connection between the evidence, learning or insight provided and the proposed approach? Does the response explain why this approach is likely to achieve the intended outcomes? 



F2. How have sanctuary seekers influenced this proposal, and how will they continue to influence the project? 
Describe how sanctuary seekers have shaped the development of your proposal and how they will be involved in ongoing design, delivery, governance, monitoring, and improvement.


(Maximum 400 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F2. How have sanctuary seekers influenced this proposal, and how will they continue to influence the project? 
Describe how sanctuary seekers have shaped the development of your proposal and how they will be involved in ongoing design, delivery, governance, monitoring, and improvement. (Maximum 400 words)
	The response provides little or no evidence that sanctuary seekers have influenced the proposal. Future involvement is absent, unclear or limited.

	The response describes some engagement with sanctuary seekers, but it is unclear how this has influenced the proposal. Future involvement is identified but appears limited or lacks meaningful influence.

	The response demonstrates that sanctuary seekers have informed the development of the proposal and explains how their views or experiences have shaped key aspects of the project. It sets out credible arrangements for their ongoing involvement.

	The response demonstrates that sanctuary seekers have had a meaningful influence on the proposal and can clearly show how this has shaped the project design. It presents strong and credible arrangements for ongoing involvement in relevant aspects of design, delivery, governance, monitoring and improvement.


	Key questions to consider

	Have sanctuary seekers influenced the development of the proposal? Can the applicant demonstrate how their input shaped the project? Are there meaningful opportunities for ongoing involvement? Is their future involvement likely to influence decisions, learning and improvement throughout the project?



Section G: Monitoring, learning, risk and safeguarding
Show how delivery will be safe, accountable, adaptive and capable of demonstrating results.
G1. How will you monitor and evaluate progress towards your Supporting Outcomes? (Complete the Monitoring and Evaluation Template provided and upload it with your application.)
 For each Supporting Outcome, set out the indicators you will use to measure progress, how evidence will be collected, who will provide it, and when it will be gathered and reported. Indicators should focus on demonstrating that the intended change or benefit has occurred for participants, rather than simply reporting activities delivered or numbers reached.

	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G1. How will you monitor and evaluate progress towards your Supporting Outcomes? (Complete the Monitoring and Evaluation Template provided and upload it with your application.)

	The monitoring and evaluation approach is absent, substantially incomplete or poorly aligned with the supporting outcomes. Indicators focus mainly on activities or outputs, or there is insufficient information to understand how progress will be measured.

	The monitoring and evaluation approach includes relevant indicators and evidence sources, but some are unclear, insufficiently linked to the supporting outcomes or focused primarily on delivery rather than participant change. There are concerns about whether the proposed approach will demonstrate progress towards the intended outcomes.
	The monitoring and evaluation approach includes appropriate indicators, evidence sources, responsibilities and timescales. It provides a credible method for assessing progress towards the supporting outcomes and demonstrates a clear focus on participant change.
	The monitoring and evaluation approach is clear, well structured and strongly aligned with the supporting outcomes. Indicators, evidence sources, responsibilities and timescales provide a convincing framework for demonstrating and understanding change and project learning.

	Key questions to consider

	Are the indicators measuring participant change rather than simply activities or outputs? Are the indicators clearly linked to the supporting outcomes? Is it clear what evidence will be collected, from whom, and when? Will the proposed approach provide meaningful information about progress towards the intended outcomes?



G2. How do you intend to collect and report on equality data? (Maximum 400 words)
Describe the equality data you will collect, how it will be gathered, stored and reported, and any steps you will take to encourage participation while ensuring confidentiality and compliance with data protection requirements
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G2. How do you intend to collect and report on equality data? (Maximum 400 words)

	The response is absent, substantially incomplete or provides little confidence that equality data will be collected and managed appropriately. Arrangements for collection, storage, reporting or confidentiality are unclear.

	The response describes how equality data will be collected and reported, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about data quality, participant confidence, confidentiality or compliance.

	The response sets out a clear and appropriate approach to collecting, storing and reporting equality data. It demonstrates a good understanding of confidentiality, data protection requirements and encouraging participation.

	The response presents a clear, well-considered and proportionate approach to equality data collection and reporting. Arrangements for data quality, participant confidence, confidentiality and compliance are robust and likely to support meaningful and reliable equality monitoring.


	Key questions to consider

	Is it clear what equality data will be collected and why? Are arrangements for collection, storage and reporting appropriate? Does the approach give confidence that confidentiality and data protection requirements will be met? Are there credible measures to encourage participation and disclosure?



G3. How do you plan to gather accessible participant feedback, learn from complaints, and use learning to improve delivery? (Maximum 350 words)
Describe how you will ensure participants can provide feedback and raise concerns in ways that are accessible and appropriate to their needs. Explain how feedback, complaints and learning will be reviewed and used to improve your services and outcomes for participants.
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G3. How do you plan to gather accessible participant feedback, learn from complaints, and use learning to improve delivery? (Maximum 350 words)

	The response is absent, substantially incomplete or provides little confidence that participants can provide feedback or raise concerns. Arrangements for reviewing and acting on feedback and complaints are unclear or absent.

	The response describes how feedback and complaints will be gathered, but there are gaps, limited accessibility measures or limited explanation of how learning will be used to improve delivery.

	The response sets out a clear and appropriate approach for gathering participant feedback and concerns in accessible ways. It explains how feedback and learning will be used to inform improvements to delivery and participant outcomes.

	The response presents a well-considered and accessible approach to gathering feedback and concerns from participants. It demonstrates clear processes for reviewing, responding to and learning from feedback and complaints, with a strong commitment to continuous improvement and participant-centred delivery.


	Key questions to consider

	Can participants provide feedback and raise concerns in ways that are accessible and appropriate to their needs? Is there a clear process for reviewing feedback and complaints? Will learning be used to improve delivery and outcomes for participants?



G4. Describe your safeguarding approach, referral routes and arrangements for managing concerns involving children or adults at risk. (Maximum 400 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G4. Describe your safeguarding approach, referral routes and arrangements for managing concerns involving children or adults at risk. (Maximum 400 words)
	The response is absent, substantially incomplete, or provides little confidence that safeguarding concerns will be identified and managed appropriately. Safeguarding responsibilities, procedures or referral routes are unclear or absent.
	The response describes a safeguarding approach, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about how concerns would be recognised, managed or escalated. Referral routes or responsibilities may be unclear.
	The response sets out a clear and appropriate safeguarding approach. Roles, responsibilities and referral routes are identified, and there is a credible process for recognising, responding to and managing concerns involving children or adults at risk.
	The response demonstrates a well-established and comprehensive safeguarding approach. Arrangements for recognising, responding to, recording and escalating concerns are clear and robust, with well-defined referral routes and responsibilities that provide strong confidence in participant safety and wellbeing.

	Key questions to consider

	Does the applicant demonstrate an appropriate understanding of safeguarding responsibilities? Are roles, procedures and referral routes clear? Is there a credible process for recognising, responding to and escalating concerns involving children or adults at risk?





G5. Key risks and mitigations
	Risk
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Mitigation / contingency
	Owner

	


	


	


	


	



	


	


	


	


	



	


	


	


	


	





	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G5. Key risks and mitigations 

	The risk register is absent, substantially incomplete or unrealistic. Key risks are missing or poorly understood. Mitigations, ownership or risk ratings are unclear or absent.
	Relevant risks are identified, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about the appropriateness of mitigations, ownership or risk assessment.

	The risk register identifies relevant risks, assesses their likelihood and impact, and includes appropriate mitigations and clear ownership. It provides a credible approach to managing delivery risks.

	The risk register demonstrates a strong understanding of the key risks that could affect delivery. Risks are realistic and proportionately assessed, mitigations are well considered, and ownership is clearly assigned, providing strong confidence in the project's ability to anticipate and manage challenges.

	Key questions to consider

	Have the main risks to delivery been identified? Are likelihood and impact assessed realistically? Are mitigations practical and proportionate? Is ownership clearly assigned? Does the risk register provide confidence that risks will be actively managed throughout delivery?



Section H: Budget, value for money and sustainability
H2. Please complete the excel form (Form will be sent as an attachment as part of the application process)
Budget assessment 
Budgets will be assessed rather than scored. The budget will be reviewed to ensure that costs and income are realistic, proportionate and consistent with the proposal. Where necessary, applicants may be asked to clarify aspects of their budget before a final decision is made.
Key questions that will be considered in this assessment:
· Is the level of expenditure proportionate to the scale of delivery?
· Are key assumptions reasonable and credible?
· Are income sources clearly identified and realistic?
· Does the budget provide confidence that the project can be delivered as proposed?
H3. Explain why the proposal offers good value for money in relation to cost, reach, quality, complexity, equity, efficiency and intended outcomes. (Maximum 400 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H3. Explain why the proposal offers good value for money in relation to cost, reach, quality, complexity, equity, efficiency and intended outcomes. (Maximum 400 words)

	The response provides little or no explanation of value for money, or the rationale is unconvincing. Costs appear disproportionate to the proposed delivery, reach or outcomes, or there is insufficient information to assess value.

	The response provides some explanation of value for money, but important aspects are unclear, unsupported or only partly convincing. There are concerns about whether the proposed costs are proportionate to the expected reach, quality, complexity or outcomes.

	The response provides a clear and credible explanation of value for money. Costs appear proportionate to the proposed delivery, participant needs, reach and intended outcomes, and the applicant demonstrates an understanding of the factors affecting value.

	The response provides a strong and convincing case for value for money. It demonstrates that resources have been carefully considered in relation to delivery quality, participant needs, complexity, equity, efficiency, reach and intended outcomes, providing high confidence that the proposed investment will deliver meaningful benefit.

	Key questions to consider

	Are costs proportionate to the proposed activities, reach and outcomes? Has the applicant demonstrated an understanding of the factors that influence value for money, including quality, complexity, equity and efficiency? Does the proposal provide confidence that public funding will be used effectively to achieve meaningful benefits for sanctuary seekers?



H7. How will you manage the tapering and end of funding, including participant communication, staff and volunteer implications, data and records, referrals, service continuity and sustainability? (Maximum 400 words)
	Question
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
H7. How will you manage the tapering and end of funding, including participant communication, staff and volunteer implications, data and records, referrals, service continuity and sustainability? (Maximum 400 words)
	The response is absent, substantially incomplete or provides little confidence that the end of funding will be managed appropriately. Important issues such as participants, referrals, records or staffing are not considered.

	The response identifies some relevant end-of-funding arrangements, but there are gaps, limited detail or concerns about how participants, staff, records or service closure will be managed.

	The response sets out a clear and credible approach to managing the end of funding. Relevant issues such as participant communication, referrals, staffing, records and service continuity are appropriately considered.

	The response presents a well-planned and comprehensive approach to managing closure, transition or sustainability. Arrangements for participants, staff, records, referrals and service continuity are clearly considered, providing strong confidence that the project can end or transition responsibly and minimise disruption to participants.

	Key questions to consider

	Has the applicant considered what happens when funding ends? Are participants likely to be informed and supported appropriately? Are arrangements for referrals, records, staffing and service continuity clear and realistic? Does the response provide confidence that the project can close or transition responsibly?






Bristol Sanctuary Strategy and Action Plan: 2027 - 2030 | Page 1
image1.jpg




