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MINUTES
PRESENT:

John Mothersole, Chair
Matthew Downie, Member
Millie Downes, Member
Daria Kuznetsova, Member
Halima Khan, Member
Karin Woodley, Member

IN ATTENDANCE:

Phil Chamberlain, Director, England
Emma Corrigan, Director, England
Jon Eastwood, Deputy Director, England
Mark Purvis, Deputy Director, England
Hannah Rignell, Deputy Director, England
Charlotte Butler, Senior Governance Officer (minutes)
Rachel Campbell, Executive Assistant (minutes)

APOLOGIES:
Ray Coyle, Member
Kamran Rashid, Member


	
WELCOME AND APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
1.1. The Chair opened the meeting and welcomed all.

1.2. Apologies were received from Ray Coyle and Kamran Rashid. There were no declarations.

1.3. Phil Chamberlain introduced the items for decision at the meeting, two of which were further developments to commitments the Committee had already discussed, and two of which related to ongoing engagement regarding opportunities for Third Party funding.

1.4. A further two annexes had been circulated with the meeting papers, with a request for feedback and a decision via correspondence.

HEALTH INEQUALITIES PARTNERSHIP (P28 – Annex A)
1.5. Lilian Nsemwa-Li introduced the paper outlining the approach to the portfolio’s first health inequalities partnership call out, which focused on health inequalities stemming from structural racism and discrimination. It proposed funding an initial cohort of ten organisations to partner with the portfolio to develop a range of initiatives, including the development of a fund to distribute up to £40m long term grants to tackle structural racism and discrimination.

1.6. The Committee were pleased to see the proposal brought to them, and provided the following points of feedback and discussion:
· The proposal should use outcome rather than action-focused language, and should emphasise the intended outcome of achieving health equity, as opposed to tackling inequalities.
· While recognising that reparations and accountability were important elements of addressing health inequity, the Committee weren’t wholly comfortable that this fell within the Fund’s remit. The approach could be re-framed with a focus on being ‘rights-based’.
· The proposal was broad, in that it intended to cover areas across the country and different aspects of health support. Some members were concerned this might risk the amount of possible learning available, and suggested that a more focused approach in specific geographic areas, or particular aspects of health, might support deeper learning.
· The portfolio could explore implementing a requirement that grantees have established links (or offer advice and support around establishing links) with public sector organisations in order to create system change.
· There were also queries around the level of ‘buy-in’ from national health partners, and where the Fund might be able to leverage funding, connections and influence in this space.
· Inclusion health groups were flagged as an important consideration, noting that racial inequity often intersected with multiple and overlapping risk factors for poor health.
· The paper should have included more specific reference to the source and origin of the data and evidence used.
· The Committee were interested in better understanding how the portfolio defined organisations ‘led by’ members of communities experiencing the worst health inequities.
· The funding amount of £40m to develop the future fund was significant and the Committee, while supportive of the initiative, would be keen to hear more detail regarding how the funds would be used.

1.7. Some reflections were offered from Fund colleagues and Committee members in response to the feedback received:
· Given that racial inequity in health was unfamiliar territory for the Fund, it was appropriate to leave power of definition and priority to partnering organisations which had background and experience in this space. Aspects of the proposal which had been flagged as undefined or potentially ambiguous could in fact be framed as strengths if viewed through this lens, and should be decided and defined during the development process.
· The framing of the work should be approached with humility and openness to the fact that this was a new space and a new way of working for the Fund.
· The broadness of the initial cohort of partners would support the ethos of offering collaboration and allowing scope-setting by the partners for this work.
· While evidence or data might be local or place-based, racial inequity and exclusion transcended geographic boundaries, and narrower geographic definitions of community could risk undermining the awarding of meaningful grants. 
· Intersectionality, exclusion and discrimination could not necessarily be geographically defined, and many of the strongest race-led, women-led or LGBTQ+ organisations worked with a range of communities within community settings, while also having national purview. This made discussions of ‘community-based’ work by these organisations highly complex.
· Clarity was provided regarding requirements relating to the lived experience of leadership in partner organisations: of the ten organisations the portfolio would be working with, 100% would need to have at least 75% of its leadership - at all levels – made up of individuals with lived experience.
· The portfolio recognised that partnerships with statutory organisations might be variable. 

1.8. With the above feedback provided, the Committee AGREED the recommendations as set out in the paper, on the basis their comments would be taken forward and reflected in how the approach was designed and implemented. They thanked Lilian for the paper.

NATIONAL EARLY YEARS PARTNERSHIP (P28 – Annex B)
1.9. Phil presented the paper which set out a proposed approach to develop a National Early Years Partnership in light of the funding period for A Better Start (ABS) ending in March 2025. It was proposed that a developed grant process be used to enable potential partners to prepare full proposals.

1.10. The approach would involve a series of updates to England Committee as the proposals were developed, including an update outlining the assessment criteria for the development grant in June 2025, and recommendations to the Committee in January 2026 for development grants, to be awarded in March 2026. The paper sought a decision from the Committee regarding a proposal to solicit the opportunity to apply for a National Early Years Partnership Development Grant from ABS lead partners.

1.11. The Committee discussed the proposed approach, providing the following points of feedback:
· Given the length of time since ABS lead partners had first been identified, were they still best placed to progress this work? Other agencies had also been doing good work in this space since ABS started, and participation shouldn’t be limited to ABS partners alone.
· It was suggested that, given the equity lens of the New England Portfolio (NEP), participation could specifically include partner organisations which were working in ways that were equity-led, and were led by individuals from the most affected communities.
· Members highlighted that there were environmental and equity implications that should have been included in the narrative of the paper.
· The Committee would like to see a paper articulating what success would look like, and the place portfolio intended to get to through this work.
· There was interest in the extent to which there would be direct delivery alongside advocacy.
· Noting that the new government was yet to confirm the detail of its Early Years Strategy, Members considered whether the political context had changed since work had started on this initiative, and whether the timing was right.
· The Committee asked whether the portfolio was confident that its approach would compliment that of the government, and whether the approach was leveraging all available opportunities in this space. Mapping of planned activity and available opportunities would be useful to see.

1.12. In response to queries regarding how this programme would link to the end of the ABS funding period, and the possible impact this might have on ABS partners, Phil clarified that the intention was to use ABS as a starting point to build on and take forward the expertise and lessons learned so far, as opposed to extending the life of the ABS programme. Moreover, the portfolio could use its separate partnership route to bring in additional partners to further enrich this work if this became necessary during the development phase. The Committee, while supportive of using learnings from ABS as a catalyst for this programme and bringing the partners in to facilitate development, were keen to see this expand beyond the current ABS areas.

1.13. Further to comments raised about equity and environment implications in this specific paper, Committee discussed that authors in general should consider how these implications were discussed. Listing ‘no environmental implications’ suggested a limited lens of analysis and consideration, and authors often conflated or confused equity with equalities. Directors acknowledged this feedback and recognised it related more broadly to a Fund-wide way of working. They offered to link interested Committee members up with the Fund’s Chief of Staff to discuss further.
ACTION: Phil Chamberlain, Emma Corrigan

1.14. The Committee were SUPPORTIVE of the portfolio proceeding as outlined in the paper, although stipulating that they expected to see their feedback carried forward, worked through and reflected in the June paper, alongside the updated criteria.

MILLION HOURS FUND (P28 – Annex C)
1.15. Mark Purvis presented the paper which requested approval to distribute an additional £7m of DCMS Million Hours funding, extend the programme for an extra year until March 27, and commit £7m match funding.

1.16. The Committee APPROVED the request, on the basis that their concerns and feedback carry through to further discussions with DCMS:
· There was concern that the requirement of 20 young people attending each session (in order to achieve the desired cost per unit) might undermine the programme’s objectives. In certain circumstances, working with such large groups of young people with higher levels of need was not appropriate or safe, and the portfolio should challenge this expectation and advocate for better social return on investment.
· It would support Committee’s decision-making if papers regarding Third Party funding set out the portfolio’s views on the extent to which proposals were consistent with the missions of It starts with community and aims of the NEP.
· The proposal raised broader considerations for the Committee regarding the role of the portfolio in supporting the youth sector, given the Fund was currently the biggest non-statutory funder of the sector in England.
· Following the release of television series Adolescence, there had been a significant increase in national attention and discourse around young people, and this might present an opportunity for the portfolio to leverage further funding to the sector.

1.17. Mark assured the Committee that the portfolio was in a position to negotiate the terms of Third Party funding proposals, and that he and colleagues would be confident in clarifying preferences and parameters in line with feedback received.    

#IWILL FUND (P28 - Annex D)
1.18. Mark’s paper sets out a proposal for further funding and an extension for the #iwill Fund programme.

1.19. The Committee expressed that they would be keen to understand the system change element of programme, and whether funding would be allocated to this. They also encouraged the portfolio to capture and share its own best practice through the programme.

1.20. Noting the impressive list of partners involved, Committee members discussed the pathways for young people through the programme at both national and local levels, and Mark offered to share more information regarding work the portfolio was doing around this alongside the #iwill campaign.

1.21. The Committee APPROVED the proposal, with the Chair asking that any additional reflections or comments be shared with Mark offline.

REFLECTIONS
1.22. The Committee reflected very positively on the meeting and papers, with members expressing pride in the work they were considering and approving, particularly in relation to the Health Inequalities Partnership.

1.23. There being no further business, the meeting concluded at 11.12am.
