

[image: C:\Users\su001508\Desktop\New logos Swansea Bay\Abertawe_Swansea NHS Health Board.jpg]

Swansea Bay University Health Board (SBUHB)
Minutes of the Special Charitable Funds Committee held on
14 May 2026 at 3:00pm

	Present:

	Claire Osmundsen-Little
	(COL)
	Executive Director of Finance 

	Nicola Matthews 
	(NM)
	Independent Member

	Martin Lloyd 
	(ML)
	Independent Member




	In Attendance:

	Sophie Herbert
	(SH)
	Corporate Governance Officer (Secretariat) 

	Deb Lewis 
	(DL)
	Chief Operating Officer

	Alison McLennan
	(AM)
	Assistant Director of Finance - Accounting and Governance

	Richard Thomas 
	(RT)
	Director of Insight, Communications and Engagement 



	Observers:

	Lewis Bradley 
	(LB)
	Charity Team Manager



	Apologies:

	Steve Spill
	(SS)
	Vice Chair 



	Acronyms

	HB
	Health Board 
	 ABUHB
	Aneurin Bevan University Health Board

	CVUHB
	Cardiff Vale University Health Board 
	
	



The meeting began at 3:00pm
  
	Minute Ref:
	Agenda Item

	PART 1. PRELIMINARY MATTERS

	1.1 Welcome and Apologies

	31/26 
	The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and apologies were noted as above. 

	1.2 Declaration of Interests

	32/26 
	There were no declarations of interest recorded, asides from those already captured on the register.  

	PART 2. CHARITY 

	2.1 Business Case for an Armed Forces Welfare Officer

	33/26 
	The Committee RECEIVED a business case report on an Armed Forces Welfare Officer.

DL explained that the Health Board (HB) was currently operating below the level of support it would wish to provide to veterans, despite a high veteran population within the HB footprint. She advised that engagement had taken place with Cardiff and Vale University Health Board (CVUHB) and Aneurin Bevan University Health Board (ABUHB), both of which have dedicated Armed Forces/Veterans support posts in place.
It was reported that, following liaison with external partners, an offer had been received to provide 50% funding towards a Defence Welfare Officer post, with the HB required to match‑fund the remaining 50%. The proposed post would operate four days per week, at an estimated cost of approximately £24,000 per annum, and would be funded for a two‑year period.
DL outlined that the intention of the two‑year funding period was to:
· Put appropriate veteran support arrangements in place;
· Align services with the Armed Forces Covenant;
· Improve outcomes for veterans; and
· Utilise the period to develop a sustainable long‑term approach, either through internal arrangements or alternative funding sources.
DL highlighted that there were strong internal interest and support for this agenda from staff with lived military experience; however, these staff already held substantive roles and were unable to deliver the work without dedicated resource.
NM thanked DL and welcomed questions.

DML sought clarity on whether the proposed post would fall under Agenda for Change terms and conditions, noting that the role would be HB funded. DL and RT confirmed this to be the case and that workforce input would be required, particularly considering the fixed‑term nature of the role.
In response, DL and RT confirmed that the post would be required to sit within HB systems and would therefore be subject to Agenda for Change terms and conditions. It was noted that Workforce input would be required, particularly considering the fixed‑term nature of the role.
As a follow‑up, DML raised concerns regarding recruitment and wider organisational constraints. DL responded that recruitment could be undertaken either internally or externally but emphasised that due care would be required to avoid displacing staff in substantive roles or creating unfunded liabilities at the end of the contract period.
RT emphasised the importance of managing workforce and contractual risks, including ensuring clarity around the length of contract, particularly where funding certainty beyond 12 months could not yet be guaranteed.
In response, DL confirmed that she would be content with either a 12‑month approach with an agreed exit strategy, or a contract slightly shorter than two years (for example, 23 months), subject to Workforce advice.
NM sought clarity on (i) how impact and return on investment would be monitored; (ii) whether other HB’s had similar arrangements in place; and (iii) whether engagement had taken place with the Morriston Fund Manager, as referenced within the paper.
In response, DL confirmed that both CVUHB and ABUHB had similar posts in place, and that this intelligence had informed the proposal.
RT confirmed that the intention was to utilise the Morriston General Fund, which had sufficient capacity, subject to final agreement with the Fund Manager. It was noted that alternative options could include spreading costs across multiple funds.
COL emphasised the importance of regular reporting and monitoring being brought back to the Committee to demonstrate progress and outcomes.
AM sought clarity regarding (i) which specific fund(s) would be utilised; (ii) whether agreement had been secured from the Morriston Fund Manager; and (iii) how the external Defence Medical Welfare Service contribution would be processed.
In response, DL and RT confirmed that funding sources would be finalised and made explicit. It was noted that the Defence contribution was expected to be invoiced. DL confirmed that she would follow up directly regarding confirmation from the relevant Fund Manager.

The Committee:
· Agreed to APPROVE and ADVISE the proposal to the Board, subject to:
· Final confirmation of funding source(s);
· Completion of workforce and contractual due diligence; and
· Appropriate monitoring and reporting arrangements being established

	2.2 Top Slicing Issue – Feedback and Next Steps

	34/26 
	The Committee RECEIVED the Top Slicing Issue (feedback and next steps) report. 

RT explained that feedback had been gathered from Fund Managers through written correspondence and direct meetings, following concerns raised regarding the proposed 10% top slice.
He confirmed that Fund Managers had been given the opportunity to review a draft of the paper and had confirmed that it accurately reflected their views.

RT outlined that the paper proposed a revised approach, whereby for 2026–27 any top slicing would be based on actual costs incurred in 2025–26, rather than budgeted assumptions. It was noted that any shortfall could be covered by the General Fund or through portfolio contribution, consistent with previous drawdown arrangements.
RT reported that this revised approach had been welcomed by Fund Managers, particularly the commitment to:
· ongoing engagement; and
· early discussion regarding how costs would be managed for 2027–28.
The paper highlighted the number and complexity of existing funds, including dormant and restricted funds, and the need to rationalise and simplify the fund structure over time to enable the charity to operate in a more strategic and impactful way.

RT described the current position as an opportunity to reset relationships with Fund Managers and to re‑engage them more meaningfully in shaping both charitable strategy and spend.
COL reflected that the initial communication issued to Fund Managers had not landed as intended and would have benefited from earlier informal engagement prior to the issuing of a formal letter.
She acknowledged that conversations with some Fund Managers had been challenging, but ultimately constructive. COL explained that key concerns raised related to the top slice being calculated at budgeted levels rather than actual costs, and the risk of over‑recovering costs should recruitment be delayed.

In response, a more transparent and proportionate approach had been developed, based on actual costs, with shortfalls covered by the General or Group Fund.

COL noted that Fund Managers were very passionate about their individual funds, recognised the need to recover administration costs, and had expressed interest in working more collaboratively, including around fund rationalisation and joint fundraising opportunities.
She concluded that, while the engagement process had been time‑consuming, it had provided valuable learning and created an opportunity to move forward in a more collaborative way.

NM thanked RT/COL and invited questions.
NM questioned why the top slicing proposal had been approved by the Charitable Funds Committee in June 2025, but correspondence to Fund Managers had not been issued until March 2026. She expressed concern regarding the potential impact on relationships with Fund Managers and sought assurance on how learning from this process would be applied in the future, including confirmation of regular engagement arrangements.

In response, RT described the situation as an opportunity to re‑engage and reset relationships with Fund Managers, emphasising the importance of fund rationalisation in enabling more meaningful engagement.
COL explained that delays had been partly due to Fund Manager availability and the need to hold multiple conversations. She confirmed that the time invested had been necessary to ensure discussions were handled appropriately, acknowledged learning from the process, and highlighted the need for more proactive and regular engagement going forward.
DML acknowledged initial concerns raised by Staff Side regarding top slicing. He thanked RT for effective engagement with Staff Side, which had helped address those concerns, welcomed the improved communication and transparency within the revised approach, and requested that Partnership/Staff Side be included in future communications to avoid mixed messages.

AM highlighted that her team were receiving regular queries from Fund Holders seeking clarity and stressed the importance of prompt and clear communication following the meeting to reduce uncertainty.

In response, RT confirmed that a joint communication to Fund Managers would be issued setting out what had been agreed, and COL confirmed her agreement with this approach.
The Committee:
· AGREED the recommendations within the paper.
· The item was identified as one requiring ALERT to the Board of the matter.

	2.3 Approach to closing dormant funds

	35/26 
	The Committee RECEIVED a verbal update on the approach to closing dormant funds. 

COL explained that recent engagement with Fund Managers had demonstrated a shared recognition of the administrative burden associated with maintaining many Charitable Funds, particularly where there had been no activity for a prolonged period.
She advised that the proposal focused specifically on funds which:
· had recorded no transactions over the previous two years; and
· had no proposed spending plans in place.
COL outlined that the proposed approach would involve writing to Fund Holders to advise that dormant funds may be closed, with balances transferred into a general fund, unless the fund holder came forward within a defined timeframe with a clear and credible spending plan.
Where Fund Holders did respond with a proposal, this would be supported and considered by the charity, rather than progressing to closure.
COL stressed the importance of learning from the recent engagement process relating to top slicing, highlighting the need to communicate clearly and carefully, and to progress fund consolidation in a way that reduced administrative burden while enabling Charitable Funds to be used effectively.
She proposed working closely with RT and Staff Side / Partnership to ensure that the approach was implemented in an appropriate, proportionate and collaborative manner.
RT expressed his support for the proposal and suggested that a clear timeframe be established for Fund Holders to respond. He proposed that Fund Holders be given approximately three months to:
· develop a spending proposal; and
· bring it forward for consideration by the Charitable Funds Committee.
RT emphasised that where a fund had a clear and credible plan, it should not be considered dormant. He reiterated that the intention of the proposal was not to be unreasonable, but to ensure that funds were either being actively used or had a justified and sustainable purpose for being retained.
NM thanked COL/RT and welcomed questions.
NM sought clarification on how the proposed approach aligned with Charity Commission requirements, particularly in cases where donations had been made for a specific purpose.
COL confirmed that legal advice had been sought, which confirmed that the charity had the authority, within the Charity Governance Framework, to consolidate funds where appropriate.
AM confirmed that the charity held the necessary powers under charity regulations to recoup and manage funds within the umbrella charity arrangement.
RT reiterated that funds linked to legacies or specific ongoing purposes would be considered on their individual merits. He emphasised that the proposed approach was intended to be proportionate, sensible and fair, rather than rigid.
The Committee:
· Supported the proposed approach to closing dormant funds.
· It was AGREED that:
· the matter should be ADVISE Board of the matter; and
· work should continue on engagement and clear communication with Fund Holders prior to implementation.

	2.4 Development of a Strategic Approach to the fundraising agenda 

	36/26 
	The Committee RECEIVED a verbal update on the development of a strategic approach to the fundraising agenda.

RT advised that a high‑level reminder of the existing fundraising strategy would be brought to the next meeting of the Charitable Funds Committee, alongside the usual update on charity activity.
He confirmed that the current fundraising strategy focused on high‑value fundraising activity, including legacies and major events, and reflected a move away from smaller, ad‑hoc fundraising initiatives.

RT noted that the charity’s five‑year business plan was now in its third year and required review, particularly to refresh costings which were now out of date, and to reflect the charity’s current position of raising more funds while spending less.

He highlighted a key weakness within the current system, namely that fundraising activity was not always clearly linked to how funds were spent or to the impact achieved. This was attributed in part to the very high number of individual funds, resulting in fragmented and small‑scale expenditure.

He then emphasised the need to significantly reduce the number of funds from several hundred to a much smaller, more manageable number, to enable greater scale, clearer impact, and improved feedback to donors and Fund Managers.

He further suggested that future fundraising efforts should be more closely aligned with Care Groups, supported by clearer strategic oversight and improved engagement with Fund Managers.
RT raised concern that engagement with Fund Managers would be essential over the coming months and advised that proposals would be brought back to the Charitable Funds Committee following this engagement.

He also updated the Committee that progress had been made in relation to the Director of Charity role, which had now been banded at Band 8B, and that recruitment would be progressed.

NM thanked RT and invited questions.

NM asked whether a timeline should be developed for convening a Board of Trustees meeting to consider the strategic fundraising approach.

In response, RT suggested that an additional Trustees meeting, potentially around October 2026, could be appropriate. He advised that this would allow sufficient time for engagement with Fund Managers, staff and other stakeholders prior to the development of refreshed strategic proposals.

AM advised that the formal Trustees meeting for Approval of Accounts typically takes place around December or January, in line with Audit timelines. 

AM raised a further point, advising that a previously approved Band 3 post within the Charity Team had been placed on hold by the Executive Scrutiny Panel due to wider recruitment restrictions. She requested support to progress the post, noting that it was charity‑funded. RT confirmed that he would progress the issue with COL.

COL suggested that internal recruitment opportunities could be considered, which may benefit the charity through retained organisational knowledge and experience.

The Committee:
· Supported the direction of travel towards a more strategic approach to fundraising.
· It was AGREED that:
· further engagement would take place before firm proposals were developed; and;
· the Committee would ADVISE Board of the matter, including the consideration of a Trustees meeting focused solely on strategy.

	PART 3. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

	 3.1 Committee Effectiveness 

	37/26 
	The Committee was content that business had been fully and properly transacted.

	3.2 Any other Business 

	38/26 
	There wasn’t any other business to consider.


	Next Charitable Funds Committee Meeting: Thursday, 18 June 2026



The meeting concluded at 11:44am.
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