
	
	
	




	
Gambling Harms Prevention VCSE Fund




Application Scoring Framework – designed by OHID, for the use of GGMS.










[bookmark: _heading=h.hna4lp50e6b5]Objective / Eligibility Checks

[bookmark: _heading=h.59g6a4yr9ine]Eligibility Scoring Options

[PASS] - The organisation has passed the check as described for the specific question.

[FAIL] - The organisation has failed the check as described for the specific question; they are deemed ineligible to be awarded funding and will not progress to the next stage of scoring (subjective scoring).

[FLAG] - A flag is where an organisation has not passed the check as described for the specific question, however, their response does not deem them ineligible, but their response should be flagged within the Recommendation for Award Pack.

[bookmark: _heading=h.5c5cpfvddefl]Eligibility statement

	Question
	Applicants will be asked that they have read and understood the eligibility statement provided.

	Outcome
	[PASS] - Applicants select ‘yes’ / tick the box to say they have read the statement.
[FAIL] - Applicants select ‘no’ / they do not tick the box to say they have read the statement (this will not be possible in practice as they have to tick the box to say they have read the statement to be allowed to continue with their application on Find & Apply). 



[bookmark: _heading=h.w1bl52j6jaq1]Organisation Type

	Question 1
	What type of organisation do you represent? If you are applying as the lead organisation in a consortium bid, please only complete this information for the lead organisation.

Allowed options:
· Registered charity
· Community interest group
· Voluntary group
· Social enterprise
· Other (to be specified in the next question)

	Outcome
	Any of the above options listed 

[PASS] - The organisation can be verified as a registered charity / organisation by searching their Charity Commission number as provided in the due diligence questions.
[PASS] - The organisation can be verified as a registered charity by searching for the organisation’s name via the Charity Commission (for cases where there may be a typo in the Charity Commission number provided).
[PASS] The organisation (Community Interest Group / voluntary group / social enterprise is registered as a limited company at Companies House (check online) - with community interest / social benefit / human health activities.
[FLAG] The organisation is listed on Companies House but not as having a community interest / social benefit / human health activities.
[FAIL] - The organisation cannot be verified as a registered charity or CIG through either of the checks above.





	Question 1.3
	(not scored) If applying as part of a consortium, please confirm that as the lead organisation you have conducted financial due diligence on all partner organisations and you have reviewed their financial soundness as part of the application process referring to the section above.

	Outcome
	Any of the above options listed 

[PASS] - The organisation has selected yes, conducted checks AND provided the information in Q1.3.
[FAIL] - No has been selected and no information has been provided for Q1.3.



[bookmark: _heading=h.52e0ec4mk5te]Industry Funding

	Question 2.1-2.4
	Please list any funding you have received to date from the following sources: (1) direct from industry, (2) from GambleAware, (3) through regulatory settlements, (4) from local authorities. Please indicate if, and if so how, this funding will support prevention programmes that run into 2026/27 or beyond.
Long answer - word limit of 250 words.

	Outcome
	This question is not scored at the point of completing the objective checks but will be used during the recommendation for award process to select the final awardees in the event of a tie between two applicants.



[bookmark: _heading=h.r34tpmclm3io]Intervention Types

	Question 3
	What prevention intervention type(s) are you intending to fund?

Allowed options:
· Social action
· Awareness
· Education
· Campaign
· Training
· Support for people who gamble
· Support for affected others
· Gambling blocking tools
· Other prevention activities i.e. non clinical recovery (please describe below)

	Outcome
	[PASS] - The organisation has selected at least one type of intervention type that their project will fall under.
[FAIL] - The organisation references ‘treatment’ / ‘clinical recovery’ interventions (e.g. helplines, counselling services, clinical services).

NB: The intervention types should align with the project description described later in the application, but this will not be checked at this stage of the assessment process     




[bookmark: _heading=h.5syrpj7f54wg]Funding Amount

	Question 4
	How much are you applying for during FY 26/27 and/or FY 27/28? Please indicate the amount for each year. To note, you do not have to apply for funding for both years

	Outcome
	[PASS] - Organisations have provided an amount for each year and the amount for each year is between £5000 - £3m 
[FAIL] - The amounts provided by the organisation are below £5000 for each year
[FAIL] - The amounts provided by the organisation are above £3m for each year
[FLAG] - GGMS to raise any issues unaccounted for here.

	Question
	If you are also applying for funding in 27/28, please indicate the amount.  To note, you do not have to apply for funding for both years

	Outcome
	[PASS] - Organisations have provided an amount for each year and the amount for each year is between £5000 - £3m 
[FAIL] - The amounts provided by the organisation are below £5000 for each year
[FAIL] - The amounts provided by the organisation are above £3m for each year
[FLAG] - GGMS to raise any issues unaccounted for here.




[bookmark: _heading=h.1rz65c2rkva2]Grant Objectives

	Question 5
	Please select the objectives your proposed prevention project(s) aims to meet, these should align with all three of the objectives. 

	Outcome
	[PASS] - The organisation ticks all 3 of the objectives listed within the question.
[FAIL] - The organisation selects only one, two or none of the objectives listed within the question.



(Subjective Project proposal / theory of change template and budget plan template questions now follow in the section further down).

Intended Cohorts

	Question 7
	Who is your intended cohort(s) for your gambling harms prevention activity/activities? 

	Outcome
	[PASS] - Applicant has outlined their intended cohort(s). 
The intended cohorts for gambling harms prevention activity are those at higher risk of experiencing harm, those less likely to access statutory services, and those affected by someone else’s gambling. Examples of intended cohorts could include:
· Children and Young People
· Minoritised and underserved ethnic communities
· Men in mid-life
· People exposed to high-risk gambling environments
· Affected others such as family members
· Please note these are just examples and not an exhaustive list as the sector is best placed to identify emerging groups.
*Note, this is not an exhaustive list, and the sector is best placed to identify emerging needs.
[FAIL] - Organisation does not outline cohort(s)
[FLAG] Cohort is not supported by evidence of need



[bookmark: _heading=h.64m5ukbjof53]Location of Spend - Confirmation of spend in England

	Question 8
	Can you confirm that project seeks to cover a population in England and that your funding will be spent in England only?

	Outcome
	[PASS] - Organisation selects ‘yes’.
[FAIL] - Organisation selects ‘no’.



[bookmark: _heading=h.iam2d2xzx65t]Location of Spend – regions

	Question 9
	Due diligence standard question - Where the funding will be spent.

Allowed options:
· North East (England)
· North West (England)
· Yorkshire and the Humber
· East Midlands (England)
· West Midlands (England)
· East (England)
· London
· South East (England)
· South West (England)
· Scotland
· Wales
· Northern Ireland
· Outside of the UK
· International

	Outcome
	[PASS] - The applicant has selected options that are located within England only (i.e. any option(s) other than Scotland, Wales, NI, Outside of UK, or International are chosen).
[FAIL] - The applicant has selected options that are located outside of England (i.e. they have selected Scotland, Wales, NI, Outside of UK or International within their response).


[bookmark: _heading=h.j4zzommnvevj]
[bookmark: _heading=h.x69a9742d28]A subjective question on ‘lived experience’ now follows in the section below.

Declaration of Interest 

	Question 14 ( (
	Please sign the Declaration of Interest statement.

	Outcome
	[PASS] - The organisation has uploaded the designated Declaration of Interest template with the appropriate details filled in and appropriate signatures added. 
[FAIL] - The organisation has not uploaded the designated Declaration of Interest template and / or this is not filled out correctly with the appropriate signature added.


[bookmark: _heading=h.r9sk5gz2yhut]Subjective Checks

Please see example below of the level of detail required for each subjective question - assessors need to be clear on what they are looking for within each question. The question below asked for the applicant’s problem statement, how this impacts services/clients/operations and to note how their proposal aimed to address the problem.
[bookmark: _heading=h.5vi16jdk9fpp]
[bookmark: _heading=h.j2wesyd3hpx]Q5 Summary of project proposal (document upload – alongside ToC)

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	2000 words
	30%
	2



Guidance
*Please note that applicants are advised to complete one of these templates per project within one application, so they may provide more than one project proposal / ToC doc.

To access the project proposal the applicant should:
· Clearly define their project proposal in line with all three objectives of the grant fund and what it takes to meet these.
· Outline evidence of need – i.e. possible cohorts adversely affected and how they will reach them.

 Q5.1 Theory of change (Document upload) – ‘Please outline how your proposed prevention project(s) will meet the objectives, using a theory of change to identify the need / problem the project is trying to address’.

Guidance
To assess the applicant’s theory of change.  The applicant’s ToC should: 

· Clearly define success/an ultimate goal and what it takes to get there. 
· Clearly map and establish causal links between the ultimate goal and:  
· Outcomes (early or medium term results) 
· Outputs (what is delivered) 
· Inputs (the resources committed and activities undertaken) 
· Be specific, measurable, and aligned with strategic objectives. 
· Logically connect each stage in a sequential manner, meaning there is a coherent results chain. 
· Identify assumptions across the process, which could affect the strength and direction of change. These should include both enablers and risks (for the latter, mitigation strategies should be identified, where possible). 
· Include evidence, to support assumptions and pathways, where relevant. 
· Establish timelines and make plans for resource. 

Overall, the ToC should be well-explained and clear to follow.  
ToCs can illustrate simple interventions or more complex programmes. The amount of funding requested, and the complexity of the project outlined, will determine the level of detail appropriate to the ToC submitted. 

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	N/A - Document upload
	10%
	2



	Question
	Please use the template provided to outline how your proposed prevention project(s) will meet the objectives, using a theory of change to identify the need / problem the project is trying to address.

	Outcome
	0 - Unacceptable 

	The applicant has not submitted a ToC, or the ToC is illogical, has no clear sequence, and is poorly explained.  
Missing or incoherent Theory of Change.
· No problem definition.
· No clear inputs, outputs, outcomes, or goal.

	
	1 - Poor
	The applicant has submitted a ToC, but it is not easy to follow the logic, sequence or explanations behind it.
· Problem definition vague or absent.
· Ultimate goal unclear.
· Inputs/outputs/outcomes listed but not logically connected.
· No assumptions or evidence.
· No timeline or resource plan.

	
	2- Adequate
	The applicant has submitted a ToC which outlines a sequence of inputs, outputs, outcomes and an ultimate goal. There is some attempt to explain the rationale behind the ToC, however some elements of the ToC are less convincing or lacking in detail.  
· Problem definition provided. 
· Goal is clear, but link to activities is not always fully clear.
· Partial results chain between inputs/outputs/outcomes.
· Some assumptions noted, but limited evidence.
· Minimal specificity on gambling type.
· Some references to timings and resource.

	
	3- Good
	The applicant has submitted a logical, sequential, well-explained ToC. Nearly all elements of the ToC are exemplary, with one or two areas lacking in detail.
· Clear problem definition aligned with public health approach. 
· Goal clearly aligns all of the grant objectives.
· Full results chain with causal links.
· Assumptions (enablers/risks) identified with some mitigation for risks.
· Evidence cited for pathways.
· Specific gambling types referenced.
· Timings and resource plan incorporated.

	
	4- Excellent
	The applicant has submitted a very logical, sequential, well-explained ToC. All elements of the ToC are robust.
· Comprehensive problem definition.
· Goal fully aligned with grant objectives.
· Complete, coherent results chain. 
· Assumptions fully detailed with mitigation strategies for any risks.
· Evidence supports pathways.
· Specific gambling types clearly stated.
· Detailed timeline and resource plan.
· Clear, easy-to-follow narrative.



Scoring guidance for project proposal, theory of change (ToC)

The applicant’s template should: 
· Include a problem definition (outlining the need the project is trying to address). This should be congruent with a public health approach to tackling gambling-related harms.
· Clearly define success / an ultimate target and the journey to reaching it. This should align with all the objectives of the grant fund.
· Clearly map and establish causal links between the ultimate target and:  
· Outcomes (early or medium-term results) 
· Outputs (what is delivered) 
· Inputs (the resources committed and activities undertaken) 
· Be specific, measurable, and aligned with strategic objectives (SMART approach). 
· Logically connect each stage in a sequential manner, meaning there is a coherent results chain. 
· Identify assumptions across the process, which could affect the strength and direction of change. These should include both enablers and risks (for the latter, mitigation strategies should be identified, where possible). 
· These do not need to be factors within the applicant’s control – for example, they may choose to note the wider policy landscape, or public opinion, within their assumptions.
· Include evidence, to support assumptions and pathways, where relevant. 
· Establish timelines and make plans for resource. 
· Be specific about the type(s) of gambling referred to, wherever possible i.e. refraining from broad references to ‘gambling’, instead being specific about online/in-person, the product type, and premises.

[bookmark: _heading=h.ku9h96jbtdvb]Overall, the ToC should be well-explained and clear to follow.  ToCs can illustrate simple interventions or more complex programmes. The amount of funding requested, and the complexity of the project outlined, will determine the level of detail appropriate to the ToC submitted. 

Assessors should consider whether the proposal introduces new or adapted approaches, reaches underserved cohorts in novel ways, or tests new delivery models, including where the organisation is newer or 
smaller. Applicants should not be penalised if the project for which they are seeking funding does not take them to the final end stage of their ToC. However, they should clearly explain how the project will move them into the next stage towards their ultimate target.

Q6: Budget template (document upload)

          
     
	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	N/A - Document upload
	20%
	2



Plans should contain an itemised breakdown of costs by financial year and proposed activities to be funded. For consortium bids, this should also include a breakdown of how you will distribute funds among partnership organisations. The template document is available within the 'Supporting Documents' section of the grant advertisement. Please note, successful recipients will be requested to report on progress on spend against their delivery plan (the budget forecast should correlate with your delivery plan).

	Question
	Please upload your budget plans from 1 April 2026 – 2028 using the Budget Management Tool MS Excel Template to profile expenditure needs.


	Outcome
	0 - Unacceptable 

	The applicant has not submitted a budget plan, or the budget plan is poorly compiled and impossible to understand, or it is too basic to assess whether it is suitable or not. 
· Missing or incoherent budget.
· No correlation with project activities/milestones.
· No explanatory commentary.
· Funding request outside annual £5,000–£3,000,000 range.

	
	1 - Poor
	The applicant has submitted a budget plan, but it is not easy to understand. The applicant has made some attempt to provide a breakdown of activities by financial year, but these are vague or inappropriate. 
· Figures recorded but missing key components i.e. staffing costs, resources for those accessing the service.
· No clear link to project objectives.
· Spend not profiled across funding period.
· Commentary absent or vague.
· No consortium/regional breakdown where required.
· Contains prohibited costs (e.g., BAU expenses).

	
	2- Adequate
	The applicant has submitted a budget plan, but some elements are not immediately easy to understand, is not detailed enough, or there are some concerns about the cost of items in the budget plan e.g. they support the business disproportionately to the project running costs.
· Figures recorded and profiled across funding period.
· Some correlation with project milestones.
· Commentary present but sometimes lacking justification.
· Funding request within range. 
· Missing some classifications or regional/consortium details.

	
	3- Good
	The applicant has submitted a clear itemised budget plan, containing a breakdown of costs by financial year/quarter and proposed activities to be funded in line with the objectives. The total expenditure matches the amount being applied for and overall the costs seem sensible for a programme.
· Figures recorded and profiled across funding period.
· Spend is aligned with project milestones.
· Commentary explains rationale for spend, and value for money where relevant.
· Funding request within range.
· Classifications and regional/consortium details completed, if required.

	
	4- Excellent
	The applicant has submitted a very clear and logical project budget that includes an itemised breakdown of costs and proposed activities to be funded, and ensures how finances will be clearly managed and reported. The budget plan clearly correlates to the information provided about the project, elsewhere in the application i.e. The total expenditure matches the amount being applied for. 
· Fully itemised breakdown aligned with milestones.
· Clear, logical correlation with project proposal and grant objectives.
· Commentary provides strong justification and demonstrates value for money. 
· Regional and consortium breakdowns detailed, if required.
· No prohibited costs.



[bookmark: _heading=h.i4ky6rqoy5h5]Q10: Embedding lived experience – ‘Please outline how you intend to embed lived experience within your project’.  
Lived experience is a key consideration for the future policy direction on preventing gambling related harms.  We are looking here for examples of how lived experience has been embedded into the design and implementation of plans, recognising the valuable and unique insight those with LE can offer to ensure interventions have real world impact 

We are looking for applicants to demonstrate how those with LE have been consulted with in a meaningful way in the development of the proposal, if and how plans have been adapted in response and how those with LE might be involved with the project moving forward (if appropriate). 

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	500 words
	10%
	2



	0 
	Unacceptable 
	The response is minimal and does not demonstrate a practical knowledge of lived experience of gambling related harms.

	1 
	Poor 
	The response partially addresses the question but is unconvincing overall.  It does not address how lived experience will be embedded into the project. 

	2 
	Adequate 
	The response addresses the question, but lacks sufficient detail or clarity. Some relevant points are made, but key aspects of the question may be underdeveloped, and the overall explanation may be generic. The answer addresses the question but lacks depth or specificity.

	3 
	Good 
	The response is well-developed, addressing the value of lived experience and current practices around it.  It provides relevant examples of bringing those with lived experience into the decision making / intervention plans and reviews and demonstrates a clear understanding of the topic. While there may be room for further elaboration or refinement the response is comprehensive and effectively addresses the question.

	4 
	Excellent 
	The response is comprehensive, clear, and detailed, addressing the question with high-quality, specific examples or evidence. It provides a thorough explanation of how the proposed project will deliver outcomes, demonstrating a clear understanding and alignment with the fund’s objectives. The response shows strong, strategic thinking and highlights the expected impact with clear, measurable indicators.  It is clear it has been written in collaboration with those who have lived experience of gambling related harm and sets out plans to utilise this experience in an empathic way.


[bookmark: _heading=h.fjdydf274jd6]
Q11: Ability to deliver the project – (Please outline)

Please evidence your previous experience, supporting structures such as project management and governance approaches as well as your resources and capacity to deliver the project.
If relevant, please describe your organisation’s recent experience (1-3 years) of working to reduce gambling-related harms. 
· What outputs have you achieved?
· Why are you well-placed to deliver this project? 

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	1000 words
	15%
	2



	0 
	Unacceptable 
	The response is confused, poorly articulated, or incomplete. The response fails to demonstrate the applicant’s ability to deliver the project. 

	1 
	Poor 
	The response partially addresses the question but is unconvincing overall. There may be elements of the response that are missing. There is no convincing description of relevant previous experience, supporting structures/project management/governance approach, or resources/capacity to deliver the project.

	2 
	Adequate 
	The response addresses the question but lacks detail or clarity. Some relevant points are made regarding organisational experience, supporting structures/project management/governance approach, or resources/capacity to deliver the project, but some elements are underdeveloped, overly generic, or lacking in specificity.

	3 
	Good 
	The response is well-developed, addressing all of the key elements of the question. It provides relevant examples of organisational experience in the last 1-3 years of working to reduce gambling-related harms. It also demonstrates some attempt to embed relevant supporting structures/project management/governance elements. The response details the resources/capacity available to deliver the project. While there may be room for further elaboration or refinement the response is comprehensive and effectively addresses the key aspects of the question.

	4 
	Excellent 
	The response is comprehensive, clear, and detailed, addressing all aspects of the question with high-quality, specific examples or evidence. It provides relevant examples of organisational experience in the last 1-3 years of working to reduce gambling-related harms. It also demonstrates relevant supporting structures/project management/governance elements and clearly details the resources/capacity available to deliver the project. The response is comprehensive, detailed, and shows strong strategic thinking.
Strong scores can be awarded where applicants demonstrate credible delivery capacity through staff expertise, partnerships, pilots, or transferable experience, even where the organisation itself is relatively new.


[bookmark: _heading=h.ppb8lfnzzcqn]
Q12: Capacity to input into evaluation and monitoring (‘Please outline how you will evaluate your project, in line with your theory of change’).

We will require quarterly monitoring to help us gain a picture of outputs and outcomes over the grant period. We would be interested to hear what outputs and outcomes you expect to be able to measure according to the objectives, as well as any evaluation work you have planned for your own activity/activities.  We would also be interested to hear how you have inputted into evaluation and monitoring of other projects previously, if you have experience of this.

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	800 words
	10%
	2



	0 
	Unacceptable 
	The response is confused, poorly articulated, or incomplete. The response fails to address the question. No evaluation consideration, or experience, is provided.

	1 
	Poor 
	The response provides a vague or incomplete response. No 

	2 
	Adequate 
	The response outlines a basic evaluation approach with 
reference to some outputs/outcomes. There is mention of monitoring, but minimal detail is provided on frequency or tools. There may be some limited evidence of prior evaluation experience or, if not, there is a willingness expressed to support our central evaluation processes as well as the capacity to do so.

	3 
	Good 
	The response presents a clear plan for evaluation, aligned with the theory of change. Identifies key outputs and outcomes, though some indicators may lack detail. Mentions monitoring, acknowledges the digital solution, and includes some internal evaluation activities. Provides evidence of previous involvement in evaluation, though limited in scope or detail. While there may be room for further elaboration or refinement the response is comprehensive and effectively addresses the key aspects of the question and provides assurance around capacity.

	4 
	Excellent 
	The response provides a comprehensive evaluation plan, clearly aligned with the theory of change. Specifies outputs and outcomes with measurable indicators and explains how these link to objectives. Details the monitoring approach, which includes internal evaluation activities.  Demonstrates strong prior experience in evaluation and monitoring of similar projects, with examples.



[bookmark: _heading=h.4h1yu8neg1jq]Plans to partner with other organisations / build networks for best practice sharing “(Please describe your plans)”.

We are keen to support plans that support the sector towards long term sustainability. If applicable, please provide evidence of previous partnerships or network experience.

	Word Limit
	Weighting
	Minimum Pass Threshold

	800 words
	5%
	2



	0 
	Unacceptable 
	The response is confused, poorly articulated, or incomplete. The response fails to mention partnerships, networks or sustainability.

	1 
	Poor 
	The response is unconvincing      overall. There may be mention of partnerships or networks, without any detail or rationale. There is no reference to sustainability or best practice sharing. No evidence is provided of relevant experience.

	2 
	Adequate 
	The response provides a basic plan for partnerships but lacks specificity. There is mention of networking or best practice sharing, in general terms. There is limited or vague reference to sustainability. Limited examples of previous relevant experience.

	3 
	Good 
	The response outlines a clear plan for partnerships and networking. Mentions potential organisations or types of partners, though details may be limited. Explains how collaboration will support best practice sharing. References sustainability but lacks depth on how it will be achieved. Some evidence of prior collaboration or sector engagement.

	4 
	Excellent 
	The response provides a comprehensive and strategic plan for partnerships and network building. Clearly identifies specific organisations or networks and demonstrates how partnerships will enhance best practice sharing and sector-wide learning.  May also provide examples of existing networks they will build upon. Shows strong alignment with long-term sustainability goals, including capacity building and resource sharing. Includes evidence of previous successful collaborations or sector engagement.



Process summary for GGMS
GGMS score all applications independently in line with Cabinet Office processes.
1.GGMS determine whether minimal threshold is met and carry out geographical assessment to ensure a fair spread of activities / avoid duplication of activities – note - weighting is not being applied to localities.
· To ensure a fair geographical allocation to projects and to avoid duplication, funding should be allocated to the highest-ranked organisation in each region according to the locality question.
· If the project spans more than one region, then the project will be included in the ranking for each region it covers (as though individual projects).  In instances where the project is not the highest scoring project in one or more of the regions it relates to, it will not receive funding for those regions in the first allocation round. Instead, the project(s) with the highest score(s) will receive funding, as per the usual process. The funding application will require organisations to provide a regional breakdown as part of the budget plan which will enable this process.
· If there is more than one organisation with the highest score within the same region, a review will be conducted on their planned outcome scores, outlined in the summary of proposed prevention projects question, the application with the highest score for this question will be awarded the funding. Those scoring highest on impact will receive the remaining funding budget.
· National projects will be assessed using the same approach. All national projects will be treated as a separate category.
-Once funds have been provisionally allocated, it may be necessary to complete a secondary allocation with remaining funds.

Tie break scenario – where required (covered by OHID)
· [bookmark: _heading=h.wmxgy79p527]In the unlikely event that more than one organisation has applied for funding to deliver the same category of intervention(s) within the same region(s), assuming all other criteria are met, it may be necessary to assess applicants’ previous revenue streams to determine the most appropriate organisation to fund.  This will be with a view to moving towards a prevention programme that is independent of industry influence.  Those who have received no, or indirect industry funding will be prioritised over those who have received direct funding.

Priority is then given to organisations that demonstrate the highest level of current independence from gambling industry influence and provide the most credible, time-bound plan and theory of change / problem statement to achieve full independence by 1 April 2026 (where a decision is needed in the case of several organisations wishing to deliver the same intervention also meet the threshold).  


· Successful organisations previously funded by industry will need to clearly demonstrate their commitment to producing new approaches and materials to avoid bias (in addition to all conditions in the DOI statement).

	
	
	



