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Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 

27th meeting, 2018 (Session 5) Thursday 1 November 2018 

Immigration Inquiry 
 
 
Purpose 

1. The Committee will take evidence from the Migration Advisory Committee as part 
of its immigration inquiry. 

 
Witnesses 

2. The Committee will be hearing from the following witnesses: 
  

• Professor Alan Manning, Chair, Migration Advisory Committee; and   

• Jennifer Bradley, Head of the Secretariat, Migration Advisory Committee. 
 

Background to the MAC’s report 
 
Migration Advisory Committee’s role and function 

3. The Migration Advisory Committee is a non-departmental public body sponsored 
by the Home Office. Its role and remit is determined by UK ministers. 
  

4. The work of the Migration Advisory Committee is underpinned by a framework 
document, which sets out its relationship to the Home Office. The latest version 
of the framework document was agreed on 17 October 2018 (“the framework 
document”). The information below is taken from the framework document. 

 
5. Under the terms of the framework document, UK “ministers account for the 

overall performance of the Migration Advisory Committee in Parliament”; whilst 
“the Permanent Secretary for the Home Office, as Accounting Officer, accounts 
to Parliament for the funding provided to the Migration Advisory Committee”. 

 
6. Professor Alan Manning chairs the Migration Advisory Committee, which is 

supported by five economists that are appointed under the Office of the 
Commissioner for Public Appointments’ Governance Code.   

 
7. A representative from the Home Office attends the Migration Advisory 

Committee’s meetings to inform it of current government policies and relevant 
operational procedures. 

 
8. The Migration Advisory Committee is supported by a secretariat that is comprised 

of Home Office civil servants. Jennifer Bradley is the current Head of the 
Secretariat. According to the framework document, the secretariat is 
“operationally independent from the Home Office, taking direction only from the 
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Migration Advisory Committee on the deployment of the resources delegated to 
it by the Department”. 

 
9. The minutes of meetings are published online. 

 

Commissioned work on EEA migrants 

10. In July 2017, the then Home Secretary, Amber Rudd MP, commissioned the 
Migration Advisory Committee to assess the impact on the UK labour market of 
the UK’s exit from the EU and how the UK’s immigration system should be 
aligned with a modern industrial strategy. According to the Migration Advisory 
Committee’s website, this commissioned piece of work is intended to “provide 
the evidence base for UK migration after the implementation period in 2021”.  

 
11. The Migration Advisory Committee published a call for evidence to inform its 

report, which was open from 4 August 2017 to 27 October 2017. It also undertook 
meetings with stakeholders during this period. 

 
Interim report 

12. On 27 March 2018, the Migration Advisory Committee published an interim 
update. According the Migration Advisory Committee, the interim update:  

 
“…sets out a summary of the views expressed by employers and of the 
regional issues raised. These themes seem the best way of summarising 
the views expressed to us but should not be taken to imply that the MAC 
endorses a sectoral and/or regional approach to post-Brexit migration 
policy.” 

 
13. The Migration Advisory Committee published the written evidence received and 

the annexes to the report sets out and the stakeholders with whom it directly 
engaged. 
  

Final report  

14. The Migration Advisory Committee published its final report on 18 September 
2018. The final report is divided into seven chapters, which cover the following 
issues: 

 

• Labour market impacts 

• Productivity, innovation, investment and training impacts 

• Consumer and house price impacts 

• Public finance impacts 

• Public service impacts 

• Community impacts  

• Conclusions and policy recommendations 
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15. The final report is informed by six reports commissioned from external 
researchers, which were published separately alongside the report.  
 

16. The introduction to the final report explains the political context in which its 
recommendations and conclusions are framed, as follows: 
 

“The UK’s post-Brexit immigration system could be decided by the UK on 
its own or could be part of the negotiations with the EU. We are not in a 
position to offer a view on what, if anything, might be on offer and how any 
such benefits might be set against immigration. For that reason, and 
because there are a very large range of possible scenarios, most of our 
discussion focuses on what we think might be a desirable migration system 
for the UK if it was to be set in isolation. This should not be taken as a MAC 
recommendation that migration should be excluded from negotiations with 
the EU.”1  

 
17. The Chair also explains the overall conclusions in relation to the impact of EEA 

migration in his foreword and how this has informed the report’s 
recommendations, noting that: 
 

“While we do think that EEA migration has had impacts, many of them seem 
to be small in magnitude when set against other changes…The small 
overall impacts mean that EEA migration as a whole has had neither the 
large negative effects claimed by some nor the clear benefits claimed by 
others. There are ways in which migration policy could be changed to 
increase the benefits and reduce the costs and our policy recommendations 
focus on what we believe these changes should be.” 

  
18. The Chair summarises the report’s overall recommendations in his foreword, 

when he explains: 

“If the UK is in a position where it is deciding the main features of its 
immigration policy our recommendation is that there should be a less 
restrictive regime for higher-skilled workers than for lower-skilled workers 
in a system where there is no preference for EEA over non-EEA workers.”  

19. Page 127 of the final report provides a summary of its recommendations, which 
is reproduced in Annexe A.  
 

20. The Scottish Parliament’s Information Centre has produced a table, which sets 
out a high-level overview of the main changes proposed in the final report (see 
Annexe B). 

 
21. A copy of the MAC’s final chapter on conclusions and policy recommendations 

is provided in Annexe C. 

 

                                            
1  Migration Advisory Committee, “EEA Migration in the UK: Final Report”, 18 September 2018, 

para 5, p 1. 
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Background to the Committee’s immigration inquiry 

22. The Committee has done related work on immigration in the context of the UK’s 
decision to the leave the European Union since the EU referendum. It published 
a report on Brexit – What Scotland Thinks on 20 January 2017. This was followed 
by a report on EU Migration and EU Citizens’ Rights published on 6 February 
2017. The Committee then commissioned Dr Eve Hepburn to produce a report 
on Options for Differentiating the UK’s Immigration System (“the Options 
Report”), which was published on 24 April 2017.  
  

23. The Committee launched its immigration inquiry with a call for evidence, which 
was open from 20 June 2017 to 25 August 2017.  
  

24. The call for evidence sought written submissions on how the UK’s immigration 
policy can best respond to Scotland’s demographic and skills needs drawing on 
the policy options identified by Dr Eve Hepburn in her Options Report.  
 

25. The Committee received 23 written submissions and took evidence from the 
then Minister for International Development and Europe on 9 November 2017.  

 
26. In the meantime, the then Home Secretary commissioned the Migration Advisory 

Committee to report on EEA migration in the UK. 
 

27. The Committee agreed to take evidence from the Migration Advisory Committee 
on its final report into EEA migration. As noted above, the final report was 
published on 18 September 2018. 

 

Scottish Government appointment of Expert Advisory Group 

28. The Minister for Europe, Migration and International Development wrote to the 
Committee on 25 October 2018 to explain that he is establishing an Expert 
Advisory Group on Migration and Population.  
  

29. The Group will be chaired by Professor Christina Boswell, University of 
Edinburgh. Its remit is to review the policy recommendations made by the 
Migration Advisory Committee to identify the potential effects of its 
recommendations on immigration to Scotland. 

 
 

Sigrid Robinson 
Assistant Clerk 

29 October 2018 
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ANNEXE A 

Summary of recommendations for work migration post-Brexit  

1. General principle behind migration policy changes should be to make it easier for 
higher-skilled workers to migrate to the UK than lower-skilled workers.  

 
2. No preference for EU citizens, on the assumption UK immigration policy not 

included in agreement with EU. 
 

3. Abolish the cap on the number of migrants under Tier 2 (General). 
 

4. Tier 2 (General) to be open to all jobs at RQF3 and above. Shortage Occupation 
List will be fully reviewed in our next report in response to the SOL Commission. 
 

5. Maintain existing salary thresholds for all migrants in Tier 2. 
 

6. Retain but review the Immigration Skills Charge. 
 

7. Consider abolition of the Resident Labour Market Test. If not abolished, extend 
the numbers of migrants who are exempt through lowering the salary required for 
exemption. 
 

8. Review how the current sponsor licensing system works for small and medium-
sized businesses. 
 

9. Consult more systematically with users of the visa system to ensure it works as 
smoothly as possible. 
 

10. For lower-skilled workers avoid Sector-Based Schemes (with the potential 
exception of a Seasonal Agricultural Workers scheme)  
 

11. If a SAWS scheme is reintroduced, ensure upward pressure on wages via an 
agricultural minimum wage to encourage increases in productivity. 
 

12. If a “backstop” is considered necessary to fill low-skilled roles extend the Tier 5 
Youth Mobility Scheme. 
 

13. Monitor and evaluate the impact of migration policies. 
 

14. Pay more attention to managing the consequences of migration at a local level. 
 

 

Source: Migration Advisory Committee, “EEA migration in the UK: Final report”, 18/09/2018, p. 127. 
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ANNEXE B 

 

POST-BREXIT CHANGES TO THE UK IMMIGRATION SYSTEM BY THE MIGRATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
5 -Tier Points Based System (non-EEA)  5 -Tier Points Based System (EEA + non-EEA) 

TIER 1 Entrepreneurs, Investors, Exceptional Talent  TIER 1 Requires further evaluation 

TIER 2 Skilled workers (employer-sponsored, capped at 20,700pa at 
level SCQF 9/10+) 

 
 

TIER 2 Skilled workers: include medium-skilled + high-skilled at 
SCQF 6+, remove cap (EEA + non-EEA) 

TIER 3 Low-skilled (unused)  TIER 3 Unchanged 

TIER 4 Student Visas  TIER 4 Additional extensions of student visas for 1 year (PhD) + 6 
months (Masters) 

TIER 5 Temporary Workers, incl. Youth Mobility (2 year visa for 18-30 
year olds without dependents from 8 specified countries, based 
on reciprocity) 

 
 

TIER 5 Seasonal Agricultural Workers Pilot (2019-2020 – non-EEA) 
should be ‘properly evaluated’ 
 
Youth Mobility scheme, based on reciprocity, opened to EEA 
nationals with option to switch to Tier 2 once in UK 

Tier 2 Requirements – non-EEA  Tier 2 Requirements – EEA & non-EEA 
Minimum salary threshold £30,000pa (£20,800pa for new entrants), which 
increases when no of applications exceeds quota (exemptions include nurses, 
paramedics, radiographers) 

 Minimum salary threshold of £30,000pa (£20,800 for new entrants) for EEA 
and non-EEA; abolition of cap (exemptions include maths and science 
teachers, nurses) 

Immigration skills charge of £1,000pa (paid by sponsors)  Immigration Skills Charge £1k for EEA + non-EEA (paid by sponsors) 

Resident Labour Market Test (exemptions for those earning more than 
£159,600, transferring from Tier 4, at PhD level or on the shortage occupation 
list). 
 
Shortage Occupation List: list of occupations skilled to SCQF 9/10+ (equivalent 
to degree-level). 

 
 

Abolish Resident Labour Market Test (or if retained, lower threshold at which 
it would apply to below £50,000). 
 
Shortage Occupation List: list of occupations expanded to include 142 new 
medium-skilled occupations, and now skilled to SCQF 6 (equivalent to 
Highers). 

Freedom of Movement – EEA Migrants  End Freedom of Movement 
EEA Nationals can live and work in UK (EU law allows governments to control 
the movement of citizens by requiring them to show they are employed, studying 
or have sufficient resources to support themselves after 3 months – however, 
the UK is one of the few EU member-states not to have implemented this). 

 
 

EEA Nationals must apply through the points-based, 5-tier system alongside 
non-EEA migrants US-style pre-authorisation approval system for tourists and 
short-term business. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and Policy Recommendations 

7.1. Our analysis of the impacts of EEA migration has led us to some conclusions 
about how the immigration system could be designed to better benefit the 
resident population. These views relate to broad principles more than detailed 
rules. We also consider how this aligns with the grand challenges as outlined 
in the Government’s industrial strategy published in November 2017189. 

7.2. The UK’s post-Brexit immigration system could be decided by the UK on its 
own, as is done for example, by most countries outside the EU (except for some 
relatively minor provisions in trade agreements) or could be part of the 
negotiations with the EU. Access to the UK labour market is valuable to 
migrants, especially from lower-income countries. In theory, the UK may 
therefore be able to trade-off some preferential access for EU citizens to the 
UK in return for benefits in other areas of the negotiations, such as trade. We 
are not in a position to offer a view on what, if anything, might be on offer and 
how any such benefits might be set against immigration. For that reason, and 
because there are a very large range of possible scenarios, most of our 
discussion focuses on what we think might be a desirable migration system for 
the UK if it was to be set in isolation. This should not be taken as a MAC 
recommendation that migration should be excluded from negotiations with the 
EU. 

7.3. The impacts of migration also cannot be seen in isolation from other 
government policies outside our remit. We do indicate where we think other 
policies may need to change but do not suggest detail. 

The objective of migration policy 

7.4. The MAC makes recommendations about migration policy with the objective of 
maximising the welfare of the resident population, bearing in mind that the 
impacts are likely to vary across individuals, sectors and regions. 

7.5. The commission explicitly asked us to align migration policy with the 
Government’s industrial strategy. The industrial strategy has five foundations: 
Ideas (the world’s most innovative economy), People (good jobs and greater 
earning power for all), Infrastructure (a major upgrade to the UK’s 
infrastructure), Business Environment (the best place to start and grow a 
business) and Places (prosperous communities across the UK). Migration 
policy potentially affects all of these but, as the industrial strategy exists, for the 
moment, more as broad principles than specific policies, it is hard to make 
recommendations to align migration policy with specific aspects of the industrial 
strategy. We take it that the broad aim of the industrial strategy is to deliver a 
highly productive, innovative economy providing a higher quality of life for all 
residents of the UK. That is not very different from the traditional MAC objective. 

189https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6

64563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-ready-version.pdf 
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Impacts of migration 

7.6. In our previous Interim Update and this, final, report, we have considered a wide 
range of impacts of EEA workers using both quantitative and qualitative 
evidence. In some cases, the evidence on impacts is clear, in others less so. 
Table 7.1 below provides a very brief summary of our findings on the outcomes 
we have studied.  

Table 7.1: Summary of the impacts of EEA workers 

Theme Impacts 

Labour Market: 
Employment 
and 
Unemployment 

Overall no evidence that EEA migration has reduced 
employment opportunities for UK-born on average. 

Some evidence that migration reduces employment and 
raises unemployment of some groups (e.g. the young and 
less well-educated) but subject to significant uncertainty.  

Labour Market: 
Wages 

Overall no evidence that EEA migration has reduced wages 
for  UK-born workers on average. 

Some evidence that migration has reduced earnings growth 
for the lower-paid and raised it for the higher-paid, but again 
these findings are subject to uncertainty. 

Productivity Evidence that immigration has, on average, a positive 
impact on productivity. Some evidence that this impact is 
larger for high-skilled migrants than lower-skilled migrants.  

Innovation High-skilled immigrants increase innovation. 

Training No evidence that migration has reduced the training 
opportunities of the  UK-born. 

Prices Evidence that migration, especially lower-skilled, has 
reduced the prices of personal services. 

Evidence that migration has raised house prices, more in 
areas where housebuilding is more restricted. 

Public 
Finances 

EEA migrants, especially those from EU13+, pay more in 
taxes than they receive in welfare benefits and consume in 
public services.   

Net fiscal benefit is strongly related to earnings and to age. 

CTEEA/S5/18/27/1
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Public 
services: 
Health 

EEA migrants make a larger contribution both in terms of 
money and work to the NHS than they receive in health 
services. 

No evidence that migration has reduced the quality of 
healthcare. 

Public 
Services: 
Social Care 

EEA migrants are a small but increasing share of social care 
workforce. Very few EEA migrants receive social care. 

Growing demand for social care but wages and conditions 
make it hard to recruit and retain UK residents. May also 
struggle to recruit migrants with other options. 

Sector needs a coherent approach to financing. 

Public 
Services: 
Education 

Migrants or the children of migrants make up an increasing 
proportion of the school-age population. EEA migrants are a 
smaller proportion of workers than students in primary and 
secondary education but a higher proportion in higher 
education. 

Children with English as an additional language 
academically out-perform children with English as first 
language. 

No evidence that migration has reduced the educational 
attainment of other children or the choice of schools. 

Public 
Services: 
Social Housing 

EEA migrants, especially NMS migrants, are an increasing 
share of new tenancies. Given low level of new construction 
of social housing this is very likely to be at the expense of 
someone else. 

Crime No evidence that migration affects the overall level of crime. 

Life 
Satisfaction 

Overall, no evidence of an impact of migration on self-
reported life satisfaction. Some evidence that positive effect 
among those with a more favourable view of migration and 
negative among those with a less favourable view. 

e X.X. The share of cautions/convictions from 2012-2016 from the PNC database. 
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Summary of evidence 

7.7. The evidence presented in this report suggest that despite the significant scale 
of migration from EU countries over the past 15 years, the overall economic 
impacts have been relatively small with the main effect being an increase in 
population. EEA migration as a whole has not harmed the existing resident 
population overall, as has been claimed by some, but also has not had the 
significant benefit claimed by others. This does not mean that the impact of all 
migrants is the same. 

7.8. As we have found throughout the preceding chapters, a general theme 
emerges from the evidence that the impact of high-skilled migration is more 
beneficial than lower-skilled. This is clearest in the impact on the public finances 
and innovation. Additionally, while the evidence for a more beneficial impact of 
high-skilled migration on productivity is not extensive, we judge it likely. There 
is also some evidence suggesting that migration has slightly reduced 
employment opportunities for the UK-born especially for the lower-skilled. 
Some evidence shows a small negative effect of migration on earnings at the 
lower end of the wage distribution and a small positive effect at the upper end. 
The magnitude of these effects should not be exaggerated: they are generally 
small in the context of wider trends.  

7.9. The benefits for existing residents of high-skilled migration seem clear. The 
evidence is less clear on whether low-skilled migration (perhaps those in the 
bottom 25 per cent of the earnings distribution) has had costs or been broadly 
neutral. It seems to us that the scale of low-skilled migration since NMS 
accession in 2004 has been larger than an evidence-based policy would have 
chosen in the absence of free movement. 

Free movement as a policy choice 

7.10. We understand the essence of free movement to be the ability of migrants to 
come to the UK for work, or other reasons, unrestricted. This is wider than the 
definition of free movement as defined in EU law. 

7.11. Free movement has the virtue of a low bureaucratic burden but at the price of 
losing control over both the level and type of immigration into the UK. With free 
movement, the decision to migrate rests solely with the migrant: there is no 
guarantee that this migration is to the benefit of the resident population. Free 
movement within the EU has given UK citizens the symmetric freedom to 
migrate to other EU countries, but since the accession of the lower-income 
Eastern European countries in 2004 the flows have been asymmetric with 
greater numbers of EU migrants choosing to come to the UK than UK citizens 
choosing to migrate to other EU countries. Razin and Wahba (2015) 190 provide 
some evidence that free movement is associated with more low-skilled 
migration. 

190 http://www.nber.org/papers/w17515 
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7.12. The absence of free movement would not make the UK unusual. Countries 
outside the EU set their own immigration policy, and none of them unilaterally 
give freedom of movement to the citizens of other countries. Canada, a country 
often perceived as being relatively open to migrants, has no free movement 
agreement with any other country. The few current bilateral agreements that do 
exist (e.g. between Australia and New Zealand) are between countries at a 
similar level of economic development. 

7.13. Ending free movement would not mean that visa-free travel for EEA citizens 
would end, just that a visa would be needed to settle in the UK for any period 
of time and to work, as is the case for the citizens of many non-EEA countries 
at the moment. It also should not mean restrictions on the supply of services 
across borders under what is called Mode 4 of the WTO rules. 

Should policies be the same for EU and non-EU citizens? 

7.14. The current non-EEA system differentiates very little between countries. Tier 5 
Youth Mobility is restricted to the citizens of a small number of countries, as 
was the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme (SAWS) before its closure in 
2013. However, the Tier 2 route is equally open to citizens of all non-EEA 
countries. We do not see compelling reasons to offer a different set of rules to 
EEA and non-EEA citizens, unless the UK wishes to use migration in 
negotiations. As this report has explained, a migrant’s economic impact 
depends on factors such as their skills, employment, age and use of public 
services, and not fundamentally on their nationality. 

Work, family, study 

7.15. There are three main types of migration that need to be considered when 
designing the post-Brexit migration system: work, family and study. Although 
all these routes are important, this report focuses solely on the work route. The 
MAC published its report and recommendations on international students, both 
EEA and non-EEA, last week191. Family migration needs consideration but this 
enquiry, primarily focused on economic impacts, has not gathered enough 
evidence to make specific recommendations on family migration. If EEA 
citizens in the UK were to be brought within the current system for non-EEA 
family migration, there would potentially be large effects that should be 
considered. 

Policy for work migration 

7.16. As discussed earlier, the evidence points in the direction of high-skilled 
migrants having a clear benefit to existing residents while the same is not true 
for lower-skilled migrants. As a result, a policy on work migration that provided 
greater access for higher-skilled migration while restricting access for lower-
skilled workers to enter the UK would be consistent with the available evidence. 

191The report can be found on our website, https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/migration-
advisory-committee 
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7.17. There is the risk that restrictions intended to control lower-skilled migration 
impose a higher bureaucratic burden on higher-skilled migration and hence 
discourages the skilled migration one would like to encourage: we recommend 
that if a skill-selective migration policy is introduced steps should be taken to 
reduce those burdens to minimize this risk. 

Tier 2 

7.18. Currently the main scheme for high-skilled workers from outside the EEA with 
a job offer in the UK is Tier 2. The two most relevant categories are Tier 2 (Intra-
Company Transfer) and Tier 2 (General).  

7.19. Tier 2 (ICT) allows multinational employers to transfer key company personnel 
from overseas to their UK branch. Transferees (other than graduate trainees) 
must be established employees who have worked for their overseas branch for 
at least 12 months. The stated aim of this category is to encourage international 
trade and investment to boost the economy. We do not propose any change to 
the way the current ICT scheme works. Some of the rules on ICT come under 
Mode 4 of the WTO rules. We think it important that these flows remain as free 
as possible after the UK leaves the EU. 

7.20. Tier 2 (General) is for new recruits coming to work in the UK. Applicants must 
have an offer of a graduate level job, paying an appropriate salary, from an 
employer which has been licensed by the Home Office to sponsor migrant 
workers. We think that any skill-selective migration policy introduced after Brexit 
should be based on employer sponsorship because the offer of a job meeting 
the required salary thresholds is more informative about the skills of the worker 
than can be obtained by an inspection of educational qualifications and 
experience on a CV. The existing Tier 2 scheme can provide a useful template 
for a work permit scheme although criticisms of the administrative burdens the 
scheme imposes should be taken seriously if it is to be extended to EEA 
citizens; we discuss this further below.  

7.21. There are currently a number of elements to Tier 2(General), including the 
restriction to jobs above a certain skill level, the minimum salary thresholds, the 
immigration skills charge, a cap on the total numbers; and the requirement for 
employers to have a sponsor licence and meet other regulations such as 
performing a resident labour market test (RLMT). 

Restrictions to certain jobs 

7.22. Before 2011, Tier 2 (General) was open to all jobs at RQF level 3 and above. 
In April 2011, the minimum skills threshold increased for Tier 2 (General) and 
Tier 2 (ICT) from RQF/ NQF level 3 to level 4. This excluded many hospitality, 
care and retail jobs at RQF/ NQF 3. The skills threshold was then raised to 
RQF/ NQF 6 in June 2012. These changes were made because it was felt there 
was a sufficient source of migrants above RQF/NQF level 3 from within the 
EEA.  

7.23. If free movement ends, the skills threshold would need to be reconsidered. As 
it is possible for shortages to occur in occupations below RQF level 6, we 
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believe that if Tier 2 (General) is extended to cover EEA citizens, it would be 
sensible to allow any job at RQF/NQF level 3 (SCQF 6 in Scotland) or above to 
be eligible.  

7.24. This would make an additional 142 occupations eligible for Tier 2 (General), 
and would increase the share of existing employees jobs that meet the baseline 
criteria by around 5 million or 32 per cent of the full-time employee workforce. 
However, not all of the jobs would meet the salary threshold as discussed 
below.  

Salary thresholds 

7.25. Under T2 (General) jobs must pay at least the maximum of an occupational and 
a general salary threshold. Since April 2017, the general salary threshold is 
£30,000 or £20,800 for new entrants. £30,000 is the 25th percentile of the 
earnings distribution for eligible occupations. These levels were based on MAC 
advice as laid out in our Review of Tier 2, Analysis of Salary Thresholds in July 
2015.192  

7.26. We suggest retaining the salary threshold at £30,000 even though we 
recommend expanding the list of eligible occupations. This salary threshold 
would be difficult, but not impossible, to meet for medium-skilled jobs. Table 7.2 
provides some estimates of the fractions of existing jobs with annual earnings 
equal to or greater than the 25th earnings percentile of all jobs in the same 
occupation or £30,000 – whatever is greater. This broadly approximates the 
proportion of existing jobs, by skill level, that meet the current T2 (General) 
salary thresholds. For example, 40 per cent of existing Level 3-5 jobs meet the 
current salary thresholds. 

Table 7.2. Approximate proportions of existing full-time employee jobs 
meeting Tier 2 General salary thresholds by occupational skill level

Occupation 
skill level  

Number 
of 

SOCs 

Number of 
jobs 

25th Earnings 
percentile 

Percentage 
eligible and 
meeting the 

salary 
threshold 

RQF 

Level 6+ 95 5,760,000 £31,300 72% 

Level 4-5 33 1,200,000 £24,000 51% 

Level 3 109 3,890,000 £20,100 37% 

< Level 3 125 5,010,000 £16,500 17% 

Notes: Calculations using ASHE (2017). SOCs matched to RQF skill levels Immigration 
Rules Appendix J. Sample restricted to full-time employees on adult rates who have been in 
the same job for more than one year. Employees who do not have a valid work region, who 
are less than 16 years old or with missing or zero annual gross salaries are excluded. 

192https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4

52805/Review_of_Tier_2_-_Analysis_of_salary_thresholds.pdf 
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7.27. The proportion is lower for medium-skilled jobs as expected but it is also clear 
that these salary thresholds are not unreasonable for many workers in these 
jobs: Many employers are already paying more. This would allow employers to 
hire migrants into non-graduate jobs if they are struggling to hire resident 
workers but require them to pay salaries that place greater upward pressure on 
earnings. We believe that these salary thresholds are likely to ensure that these 
migrants raise the level of productivity in the UK, make a clear positive 
contribution to the public finances and contribute to rising wages which is the 
appropriate market response to a labour shortage. 

Immigration skills charge 

7.28. The Immigration Skills Charge (ISC) is disliked by employers especially as the 
‘skills’ part of the name is regarded as misleading, there being no clear route 
by which the revenue raised is directed towards training: it would more 
accurately be described simply as the ‘Immigration Charge’. 

7.29. In the Review of Tier 2 report193 (December 2015) the MAC supported the 
introduction of the ISC. We agreed with the charge as a way of meeting the 
Government’s objective to reduce the numbers of migrants sponsored in Tier 
2, through a price mechanism rather than a hard quota. In addition, it is 
expected to increase the net benefit to public finances. The MAC suggested an 
upfront charge of £1,000 per year of the visa applied for, which is the first-year 
amount for a medium or large sponsor. The ISC remains at £1,000, though 
some workers pay a lower charge or are exempt.  

7.30. If EEA nationals are brought within the current Tier 2 template the businesses 
employing EEA migrants would potentially have to pay the ISC. We believe that 
extending the ISC to cover EEA citizens under any post-Brexit work-permit 
scheme would, on balance, be appropriate. It is likely to have positive fiscal 
benefits, though potentially at the expense of deterring some employers from 
sponsoring skilled workers and raising the costs of those who continue to 
sponsor them. However, we suggest that the impacts and level of the ISC 
should be fully evaluated now that it has been in operation for a few years.  

7.31. We believe that the ISC should remain as a flat rate so that it is lower in 
percentage terms for higher-paid workers. 

Sponsor licence and the resident labour market test 

7.32. Responding to our call for evidence, many employers complained about the red 
tape associated with the current Tier 2 (General). Problems with the 
administration of Tier 2 (General) are raised at almost every meeting the MAC 
has with employers.  

7.33. A detailed analysis of the operation of Tier 2 was not within the scope of this 
enquiry. The MAC has reviewed and made recommendations on Tier 2 in the 

193 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/migration-advisory-committee-mac-review-tier-2-

migration 
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past, but because leaving the EU may significantly change the volumes of 
applications if free movement is ended we think that the requirements 
associated with the scheme should be carefully reviewed. This should include 
consideration as to whether the bureaucratic requirements of the current 
sponsorship and sponsor licensing processes can be reduced in order to 
facilitate high-skilled migration.  

7.34. The Resident Labour Market Test (RLMT) requires employers to prove that no 
settled worker could fill the vacancy, meaning that they have advertised the 
roles in the UK for four weeks. Many countries have a similar provision, 
designed to provide reassurance to voters that settled workers have the first 
opportunity to fill any vacancy. We are sceptical about how effective the RLMT 
is in doing this though evaluation is hard because the criterion is subjective. We 
think it likely that the bureaucratic costs of the RLMT outweigh any economic 
benefit, but offer no opinion on its political benefit. We therefore recommend 
the abolition of the RLMT. However, if it is to be retained we advise that the 
Government should exempt a larger share of jobs. Currently, those earning 
more than £159,600, transferring from Tier 4, at PhD level or on the shortage 
occupation list are exempt. The salary threshold part of this should be reduced 
substantially, further work would be needed to establish a lower threshold but 
we would expect it to be below £50,000. The requirement that no settled worker 
could fill the vacancy should be relaxed for all jobs to allow employers to appoint 
the best available candidate. 

7.35. We do think it important to have protection against employers using migrants 
to under-cut UK-born workers. The best protection is a robust approach to 
salary thresholds and the Immigration Skills Charge and not the RLMT.  

7.36. The sponsor licensing system should also be reviewed. It is much harder for 
small and medium-sized businesses to use the current system than it is for 
large organisation. One possible direction is to involve sector bodies more as 
‘umbrella’ sponsors for their members as is done to a small extent in the Tech 
Nation Visa and the Tier 1 (Graduate Entrepreneur) schemes. However we 
acknowledge this is a complicated area. An important feature of the 
sponsorship system is that responsibility for the migrant rests with someone 
who sees them on a day-to-day basis and the use of umbrella organizations 
would weaken this. 

7.37. The Government should also conduct regular surveys of firms who apply for 
Tier 2 visas to find out how the system works in practice. At the moment, most 
of the contacts seem to be with bodies who are not the ultimate users of the 
system and may have different interests from the firms who will be employing 
the migrants. The Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration is 
currently undertaking an inspection of the Home Office’s charging for services 
in respect of its asylum, immigration, nationality and customs functions. 

The Tier 2 cap 

7.38. We believe the Tier 2 cap should be removed. We do not believe that the 
welfare of existing residents is best served by a cap for two reasons. First, the 
cap, when it binds, constrains inflows of a group of migrants which the evidence 

CTEEA/S5/18/27/1

15



suggests are the most economically beneficial. The Government’s industrial 
strategy seeks to increase employment of the type of workers that are currently 
refused a visa when the cap binds. Second, the cap creates unpredictability 
when it binds as there can be sharp increases in the minimum salary threshold 
that skilled visa applications face. This uncertainty imposes a cost on employers 
by preventing them from planning ahead. 

7.39. It is not possible to simultaneously set both the criteria under which people are 
admitted and the number of people who will be admitted. A cap may be viewed 
as important as part of a political strategy to provide an impression that the 
system is under control but it is important to recognise that it has an economic 
and social cost. We believe that if the Government wants to reduce migration 
numbers it would make more economic sense to do so by varying the other 
aspects of the scheme criteria e.g. salary thresholds and the level of the ISC. 
Any such changes should be clearly signalled in advance. 

Labour market competition 

7.40. One of the features of the current Tier 2 system is that migrant workers cannot 
easily change employers. Without the ability to change employers for better 
wages or work conditions the employer has a clear advantage over these non-
EEA migrant workers. This contrasts with EEA workers who currently are free 
to change employers without restrictions. If EEA workers are brought within the 
Tier 2 system it is important to ensure that this does not reduce competition in 
the labour market. It is very important that the system does not, by design, have 
the unintended consequence of holding down wages. In previous reports we 
have outlined concern that this has been happening with the intra-company 
transfer route in the IT194 sector and in some NHS trusts in the hiring of non-
EEA nurses.195  

7.41. There needs to be routine monitoring of the use of the system in order to detect 
any such concerns as they arise. The Real Time Information data which HMRC 
hold could perhaps be used for this purpose. In addition, in-country employer 
switches should be made easier for Tier 2 migrants: this would enable migrants 
to move employers for better wages and conditions.  

Shortage Occupation List 

7.42. Currently, the occupations on the Shortage Occupation List (SOL) and Tier 2 
(General) visas are only available in occupations skilled to RQF/NQF level 6 
and above. The Commission letter asks whether the SOL should be expanded 
to cover occupations skilled below this level.  

194 Migration Advisory Committee (2016). Review of Tier 2 report: balancing migrant selectivity, 
investment in skills and impacts on UK productivity and competitiveness, Migration Advisory 
Committee, January, 2016, p211.  
195 Migration Advisory Committee (2016). Partial Review of the shortage occupation list and nursing: 
Migration Advisory Committee, London, March, 2016, page 106. 
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7.43. An occupation is placed on the SOL if it is sufficiently skilled, there is a shortage 
and it is sensible to think that this shortage could only be resolved in a 
reasonable period of time through immigration. The shortage criterion is 
currently assessed using a range of top-down indicators and bottom-up 
evidence from stakeholders. Occupations on the SOL must still meet the Tier 2 
salary thresholds.  

7.44. There are several advantages currently of being on the SOL. First, jobs are not 
subject to the resident labour market test, meaning companies do not have to 
prove that they have advertised roles in the UK for four weeks before recruiting 
from abroad. Second, occupations on the SOL get priority for T2 visas if the 
cap is hit. Third, occupations on the SOL do not need to meet the £35,000 
threshold for settlement. If, as we recommend, the Tier 2 cap and RLMT are 
abolished two of the main advantages of being on the SOL would disappear. 

7.45. Our recommendation that Tier 2 (General) be open to a wider range of jobs 
implies the SOL should also be open to all occupations skilled to RQF 3 and 
above, as long as they meet an appropriate salary threshold. We expect that 
some of the newly included occupations might meet the criteria for being placed 
on the SOL as it is possible for non-graduate occupations to be in shortage and 
for those shortages not to be quickly resolved by training resident workers. 
Even where there are no shortages currently, they may emerge if free 
movement is ended. 

7.46. Whilst the MAC has carried out considerable analysis on the methodology of 
the SOL it is important to understand its limitations. As we have made clear in 
previous reports, identifying shortages is methodologically and informationally 
demanding. While the SOL can be a useful mechanism to facilitate migration 
into certain jobs, it is not realistic to expect the SOL to be continuously a perfect 
reflection of the current needs of the UK labour market. It would therefore not 
be sensible to design a policy that is overly reliant on the SOL in determining 
which workers are eligible for work authorisation. In June 2018 the Home 
Secretary commissioned the MAC to undertake a full review of the composition 
of the SOL to report back in Spring 2019. We will return to these issues in more 
detail in the next report. 

Low-skilled workers 

7.47. At the moment it is not possible to obtain a work permit for non-EEA workers in 
low-skilled jobs but that is because there has been sufficient supply from within 
the EEA. This does not mean there are no non-EEA workers in lower-skilled 
jobs, just that they have not entered the UK through the work route – our briefing 
note estimated that 170,000 recent non-EEA migrants are in low-skilled 
occupations of which a sizeable proportion do not seem to have entered the UK 
through a work migration route (MAC 2017, EEA Briefing note, Table 2).  

7.48. Our proposal that Tier 2 be open to jobs at RQF 3+ means that it cannot be 
used to fill vacancies in jobs classified at level RQF1,2. As described in our 
Interim Update much of the EEA migration since 2004 has been into lower-
skilled jobs and the ready supply of EEA workers has given a tail-wind to some 
sectors that they would obviously like to continue. 

CTEEA/S5/18/27/1

17



7.49. Undoubtedly some sectors will complain vociferously about being faced with an 
alleged cliff-edge in their supply of labour. However, even if there was no work 
route for low-skilled workers, the existing stock of low-skilled migrants would 
not change much immediately and there is likely to be a continued flow of lower-
skilled migrants through the family route. We are not convinced there needs to 
be a work route for low-skilled workers but, if the Government chooses to go 
down this route, we do have views on the way it should be implemented. We 
shall now turn to some of these possibilities.  

Sector based routes 

7.50. The MAC does not recommend introducing separate employer-led sector-
based routes (with the possible exception of seasonal agriculture discussed 
below) for low-skilled migrants who do not come under our recommended 
revised Tier 2 process. We believe that workers should have the option to be 
mobile across sectors and occupations and there is no case for giving privilege 
to some lower-skilled sectors over others in access to labour. In low-skilled jobs 
little training is required and thus it should be possible for employers to hire 
workers from other sectors.  

7.51. It is important to encourage sectors and employers to compete on wages and 
work conditions to make their sector more attractive and sector-based schemes 
would not do that.  

Tier 5 Youth Mobility 

7.52. Tier 5 (Youth Mobility) is a cultural exchange scheme for people aged 18 – 30 
from the following participating countries: Australia, New Zealand, Canada, 
Japan, Monaco, Taiwan, South Korea and Hong Kong. Individuals can stay in 
the UK for up to 2 years to experience life in the UK – they can work and study 
but are not allowed to bring dependants. The scheme operates on a reciprocal 
basis with opportunities for young British people to live and work in participating 
countries. Each country gets an annual allocation of places which is either 
1,000 places or an allocation that is equivalent to the last recorded number of 
visas issued to British nationals under their reciprocal scheme. Tier 5 workers 
can work in all jobs and, though we have little information on where they 
currently work, it seems likely that many are in lower-skilled jobs. 

7.53. If the Government does want to provide a safety valve for the employers of low-
skilled workers then an expanded Youth Mobility route could potentially provide 
a good option. The benefits of this option are that younger migrants are more 
likely to be net fiscal contributors (because the scheme does not allow 
dependants) and workers have freedom of movement between employers, 
which is likely to reduce the risk that employers will use migrants’ visa status to 
hold down their wages. This expanded Youth Mobility scheme could potentially 
be open to EU citizens as is mentioned in the Government White Paper196.  

196 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-future-relationship-between-the-united-kingdom-

and-the-european-union 
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7.54. The Youth Mobility scheme allows entry for only two years avoiding permanent 
increases in the population. It also has the advantage of not requiring small 
employers to make applications. Currently there is no path to settlement but in-
country switches to Tier 2 should be allowed. 

7.55. There are risks to relying on a strictly temporary route, especially if it is large-
scale. This includes the fact that workers do not have an opportunity to integrate 
and improve their skills over time (e.g. language ability or country-specific 
knowledge). Having a cycle of temporary migrants may not be good for 
communities. As a result, any expanded Youth Mobility scheme should be 
closely monitored and overall numbers could be restricted if felt it was growing 
too large.  

Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme (SAWS) 

7.56. The labour market for seasonal agricultural labour is completely separate from 
the market for resident workers in a way that is unlike any other labour market. 
According to the ONS, 99 per cent of seasonal agricultural workers are from 
EU countries197 and it is difficult to imagine a scenario in which this workforce 
can come from the resident labour market. There is no other sector in which the 
majority of workers are migrants and very few with a migrant share above 25 
per cent. Many other countries, including EU countries, have a version of a 
seasonal agricultural workers scheme (SAWS). In September 2018, the 
Government announced a new pilot scheme to allow the hiring of 2,500 non-
EU migrant seasonal horticultural workers for up to six months198.  

7.57. We think it important to be clear about the advantages and disadvantages of a 
version of SAWS. If there is no such scheme it is likely that there would be a 
contraction and even closure of many businesses in the parts of agriculture in 
the short-run, as they are currently very dependent on this labour. Many of 
these sectors have grown faster since 2004 primarily using NMS migrants so 
this would be a reversal of that trend.  

7.58. Figure 7.1 shows the change in the hectares planted with some selected labour-
intensive crops index to 2004, the year the 8 Accession new member states 
joined the EU. It shows how the number of hectares dedicated to growing these 
selected crops was falling prior to this event and either stabilised or expanded 
afterwards. 

197https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigrat
ion/articles/labourintheagricultureindustry/2018-02-06 
198 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-pilot-scheme-to-bring-2500-seasonal-workers-to-uk-

farms 
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Figure 7.1: Hectares planted of crops over time (2004=100) 

Source: DEFRA199, latest asparagus data for 2015 

7.59. While the failure to have some type of SAWS would be bad for the sector it is 
a small, low-wage, low-productivity sector in the wider UK context so this should 
not be seen as catastrophic for the economy as a whole. It may lead to modestly 
higher prices for consumers for certain horticultural products. 

7.60. If there is a scheme for seasonal agricultural workers one has to be very clear 
that it would give privileged access to migrant labour for one sector which is 
generally low-wage and low-productivity. It is important that this scheme is 
restricted to genuine seasonal agricultural workers and does not become used 
by others. 

7.61. There is also the risk that the sector would use a SAWS scheme to avoid the 
need for higher productivity. The MAC Migrant Seasonal Workers report in May 
2013200 stated, “a replacement SAWS should only be considered if it would help 
horticulture thrive in the long run…It is possible that any replacement scheme 
could be viewed as a transitional measure until the requisite technology – robot 
apple pickers, for example – comes on-stream.”  

7.62. We think that the sector should pay something in return for this privileged 
access to labour. We propose that employers are required to pay a higher 
minimum wage in order to encourage increases in productivity, perhaps along 
the lines of US adverse effect wage rates. Alternatively, or in addition, one could 
use a form of the ISC for workers on this scheme. These are not features of the 
proposed pilot. 

199 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/latest-horticulture-statistics 
200 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/seasonal-migrant-workers 
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7.63. It is important that the newly-announced pilot scheme is properly evaluated to 
ensure it is not an easy option that allows the agricultural sector access to low-
skilled migrant labour on a permanent basis. Ensuring proper compliance is 
very important as employers would have considerable control over their 
workers due to their visa status and there would need to be robust mechanisms 
in place to ensure that this does not lead to abuse 

Regional variation in the immigration system 

7.64. The devolved administrations in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales all 
expressed a desire for specific, region-focused responses to their needs. Our 
Interim Update provided a discussion of some of these issues. We do not repeat 
all the analysis from that document here but do draw links where appropriate. 
We outline where our recommendations align or differ from the views expressed 
by the devolved administrations. We also summarise some new information we 
have received since the publication of the Interim Update. 

Northern Ireland 

7.65. Northern Ireland is the only part of the UK that has a land border with an EU 
country. Our Interim Update discussed the consequences of this and we note 
that any future restrictions of the rights of non-Irish EEA citizens to work in the 
UK would not require border infrastructure, as rights to work are checked in the 
workplace and not at the border. 

7.66. Following the publication of the Interim Update, the Head of the Northern 
Ireland Civil Service wrote to the MAC in May 2018 expressing the view that 
this conclusion did not take account of the economic impact that could follow. 
The letter further argued that if Northern Ireland was to achieve the goals set 
out in the “Economy 2030: A consultation on an industrial strategy for Northern 
Ireland” document, access to labour and skills at all levels was necessary.  

“Were Northern Ireland employers to find themselves in a scenario where 
they had access to skills and labour on a more constrained basis than 
their Republic of Ireland counterparts there is a very real risk of Northern 
Ireland employers being forced to relocate activity south of the land 
border to maintain their competitive advantage.” 

Head of the Northern Ireland Civil Service letter to MAC, May 2018 

7.67. We agree that the location of economic activity on either side of the Northern 
Ireland/Ireland border is likely to be more sensitive to relative economic 
conditions that, say, the location of economic activity on the English/French 
border. There are already differences in the regulatory environment between 
Northern Ireland and Ireland e.g. in access to non-EEA labour and in labour 
regulations. The national minimum wage in Ireland is currently 9.55EUR per 
hour (approximately £8.50) as opposed to £7.38 in the UK (or £7.83 for those 
aged 25+). And pound-euro exchange rate movements alter relative prices and 
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costs on both sides of the Irish border in a way that has little to do with local 
economic conditions.  

7.68. Any more restrictive approach to EEA migration in Northern Ireland would be 
another relevant, potentially large, factor that might cause difficulties for some 
sectors, especially the important, but low-skill, agri-food sector. What could be 
done about this? We think it would be better if any difficulties were met with 
support to increase investment and productivity, an ambition laid out in the 
Northern Ireland industrial strategy identified above. The alternatives of either 
having a separate low-skill migration regime for Northern Ireland or letting these 
issues drive the design of a UK-wide system seem less attractive to us. 

7.69. One other concern expressed in Northern Ireland was that the salary thresholds 
were unreasonable given the generally lower levels of salaries in Northern 
Ireland. In addition, when the cap binds, the increase in the salary thresholds 
could squeeze out Northern Irish employers. Our proposal to remove the cap 
would eliminate the second problem and, as shown in Table 7.3, we do not 
think salaries for skilled workers in Northern Ireland are sufficiently different 
from the rest of the UK to justify lower salary thresholds.  

7.70. Employers in Northern Ireland (as in the rest of the UK) highlighted their desire 
to see the existing non-EU workers visa system improved and for employers’ 
needs to be addressed in a more speedy and cost effective manner. This is in 
line with our recommendations. 

Table 7.3: Percentage of existing employee jobs with salaries greater 
than or equal to the 25th percentile of their occupation or £30,000 
(whatever is greatest) grouped by RQF level of the occupation and 
region 

Region 
RQF level 

6+ 4-5 3 <3 
Whole UK 72 51 37 17 
Wales 69 39 31 12 
Scotland 70 52 36 15 
Northern Ireland 69 48 30 10 

UK excluding London & South East 67 45 33 15 
North East 63 37 32 14 
North West 66 46 33 14 
Yorkshire and The Humber 65 42 32 14 
East Midlands 65 41 33 14 
West Midlands 69 45 35 17 
South West 66 46 31 15 
East 71 50 37 17 
London & the South East 79 61 47 24 
London 83 67 53 29 
South East 73 53 40 18 
Notes: Calculations using ASHE (2017). SOCs matched to RQF skill levels Immigration Rules 
Appendix J. Sample restricted to full-time employees on adult rates who have been in the 
same job for more than one year. Employees who do not have a valid work region, who are 
less than 16 years old or with missing or zero annual gross salaries are excluded.  
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Scotland 

7.71. In February 2018 the Scottish Government published “Scotland’s Population 
Needs and Migration Policy”201 laying out its view about the desirable migration 
system for Scotland. This argued that Scotland had distinct economic needs 
and that there was an “overwhelming case for Scotland to have the power to 
tailor its own migration policy”202. 

7.72. We do not express a view on whether migration should be a devolved or 
reserved matter as that is a political decision. We do assess below whether 
Scotland has distinct economic needs. 

7.73. The Scottish Government take the view that EU migration to Scotland is 
essential for preventing a return to population decline, to offset the ageing of 
the existing population and to support remote communities. We discussed the 
evidence for these views in the Interim Update. Although lower migration might 
lead to population decline, this problem is not something that starts at the 
Scottish border, some Northern English regions have similar prospects. 
Migration is much less effective at dealing with a rising old age dependency 
ratio than increases in the pension age and immigration may not be an effective 
strategy for sustaining remote communities unless the reasons for locals 
leaving are addressed. Overall, we were not of the view that Scotland’s 
economic situation is sufficiently different from that of the rest of the UK to justify 
a very different migration policy. The one area of current (though small) 
difference is in the shortage occupation list – we will return to that in our next 
report. 

“The cap on the total number of Tier 2 visas issued each month is intended 

to help reduce net inward migration, but we heard evidence that in practice 

it prioritises those roles with the very highest salaries to the exclusion of 

other criteria—disadvantaging Scottish businesses in favour of those in 

London and the South East who offer the highest salaries.” 

“Immigration and Scotland” report by House of Commons Scottish Affairs 
Committee, July 2018 

7.74. In July 2018 the House of Commons Scottish Affairs Committee published a 
report “Immigration and Scotland”203. The report recommended that the 
Government review how the visa cap operates to ensure that it does not 
disproportionately benefit London and the South East at the expense of the rest 
of the UK. While we do not support having a lower salary threshold for some 
parts of the UK for the reasons stated above in relation to Northern Ireland, our 
proposal for the removal of the cap is in line with this recommendation.  

201 https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2018/02/5490  
202 https://news.gov.scot/news/a-tailored-migration-system-for-scotland  
203 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmscotaf/488/488.pdf 
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7.75. The Scottish Affairs Committee recommended that the UK Government 
commission a review of all options for increased regional differentiation in the 
UK immigration system and that this review sets out the impacts this would 
have on businesses, local employment and communities. This is for the 
Government to take a view on but we do not consider that there is sufficient 
evidence to make such a differentiation on economic grounds. This decision 
would be a political one. 

Wales 

7.76. The Welsh Government published “Brexit and Fair Movement of People: 
Securing Wales’ Future”204 in 2017 and submitted this as their response to our 
call for evidence. This document proposed that the Welsh Government discuss 
with the UK Government a reform of the wider UK migration policy that 
recognised that the distinct needs of Wales cannot easily be met by the UK-
wide approach currently in place. Their preference is for giving the Welsh 
Government a stronger role in determining how future migration to Wales be 
managed in order that Wales’ key sectors can continue to recruit from Europe. 

7.77. The Welsh report considered that a future restrictive approach to immigration 
would not be in Wales’ best interests, and expressed concerns, as in Scotland 
and Northern Ireland, that the Tier 2 cap and national salary thresholds do not 
serve Welsh interests. The abolition of the cap would help in ensuring Welsh 
employers are not crowded-out if salary thresholds rise but we do not think 
salaries are sufficiently lower in Wales to justify lower thresholds.   

7.78. The Welsh report wanted to see vigorous enforcement of the law to cut down 
on exploitation of workers, and we have pointed out the importance of this in 
previous MAC reports. The Welsh also stated that tackling exploitation of 
workers will improve wages and conditions for all workers and that more be 
done to tackle all exploitation of workers, particularly the low paid. 

7.79. Although we do not consider that there is a strong economic case for regional 
differentiation in migration policy, we do think there are persistent regional 
inequalities that need to be addressed to ensure that all parts of the UK benefit 
from economic growth - one of the pillars of the UK industrial strategy. The 
appropriate regional policy is outside the remit of this present report.  

7.80. In previous reports the MAC has recommended against introducing more 
regional variation for a number of reasons. We have considered it desirable to 
keep the system as simple as possible and the salary thresholds have been set 
based on national pay distributions and not by the demands of higher wage 
regions. Similar arguments have been used against regional variation in setting 
the national minimum wage. 

204https://www.researchonline.org.uk/sds/search/download.do;jsessionid=49B242C2ED6F48EA245A2

C4BBAEF4917?ref=B49161 
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7.81. Many of those who argue in favour of regional variation believe that this would 
lead to a salary threshold outside of London and the South East that is 
significantly lower than the UK average. More likely would be an increase in 
salary thresholds in London and the South East.   

Self-employment 

7.82. Currently the self-employed worker route is through Tier 1(Entrepreneurs) and 
Tier 1 (Exceptional Talent) schemes. In addition to doubling the number of visas 
available on the exceptional talent route to 2000, the Government has recently 
announced the intention to introduce a ‘start-up’ visa designed to attract the 
best global talent and encourage innovation in the UK. More could be done to 
evaluate how the existing routes are working – for example what salaries 
entrepreneurs are earning within a set number of years of working in the UK. 
We recommend that some consideration be given to evaluating these schemes. 
Currently most self-employed workers from within the EEA are in low-skilled 
roles (MAC 2017 EEA Briefing note chart 14). The self-employed are more 
difficult to regulate than those employed by companies without imposing greater 
restrictions.  

7.83. It is unclear to us how well the existing scheme works, let alone the new one, 
and without this clarity we do not feel able to make recommendations on how 
this scheme should be changed if self-employed workers from the EEA were to 
be brought within it. 

The public sector 

7.84. There is often a claim for public-sector workers to be treated differently, most 
commonly on the grounds that the value of the work is not reflected in the 
salaries paid. This is then used as an argument for lower salary thresholds in 
the public sector. We are concerned that this fails to address why public sector 
workers are paid less than the value of their work. It is tempting for any 
government to pay public sector workers lower than the market wage especially 
when public finances are tight and there is a risk that a special case for migrant 
public sector workers contributes to this temptation. The MAC does not think 
the public sector should be treated differently. Although we do not recommend 
special treatment for the public sector the removal of the Tier 2 cap would help 
the public more than the private sector. 

7.85. We are concerned about social care which struggles to recruit and retain 
workers. The fundamental problem is that these jobs are not attractive to 
enough UK residents at current terms and conditions, leading to reliance on 
migrant workers (mostly from outside the EEA). Many care workers are paid 
the minimum wage and it is not surprising that the sector then struggles to 
recruit resident workers as other minimum wage jobs are more attractive. Care 
workers pay is low because social care is mostly publicly-funded and budgets 
are tight. Our preferred solution would be that the financing of social care is 
changed to allow higher wages to be paid to workers alleviating recruitment and 
retention problems. In the absence of such a change it is likely the sector will 
continue to struggle to recruit resident workers and there will be demands to be 
allowed to hire migrant workers to plug gaps. 
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Managing the consequences of migration 

Evidence-based migration policy and future analysis 

7.86. There is insufficient attention given by the Government to monitoring or 
evaluating the impact of policy changes. We know little about the impact of the 
immigration skills charge, the health charge or changes to the Tier 2 system. 
We know almost nothing about the actual earnings of non-EEA migrants with a 
Tier 2 visa. This is because there is no monitoring or evaluation despite data 
existing which could be used for this purpose.  

7.87. There is a need for much more systematic evaluation of whether labour 
migration policies are achieving their intended goals. This requires much better 
use of existing data. The Government has the option to do this by linking HMRC 
and Home Office records, to give a detailed picture of the employment and 
earnings trajectories of different groups of migrants over time. Access to such 
data would greatly improve the ability of the MAC and others to understand the 
impacts of migration policies, and as such should be a priority if the Government 
is serious about evidence-based policy-making in the migration area. Better 
data would also allow a better assessment of the regional variation in the impact 
of migration. 
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ANNEXE 

Written submission from Creative Scotland 

Update on key topics from Creative Scotland 

Introduction 

This written submission provides the Culture Tourism Europe and External Affairs 
Committee (CTEEA) with an update on key topics that have been of interest to the 
Committee in previous evidence sessions.  

This is ahead of the evidence session on 1 November 2018 at the Scottish Parliament, 
where our Chair and Acting Chief Executive will be able to expand on these topics, 
and any others, as required by the Committee. 

The submission contains updated information on: 

1. Organisational Development 
2. Evaluation of Regular Funding/Funding Review 
3. Budgets and National Lottery  
4. Screen Scotland 
5. Touring Fund 
6. Geographical reach of our Funding 
7. Culture Strategy 
8. Youth arts and performing arts for young people 

Appendix: Summary of recommendations from the evaluation of Regular Funding 
2018-21 

1. Organisational Development 

As previously communicated, we are currently conducting an organisational review to 
look at our culture, working practices, values, structure and operations. 
Recommendations will be implemented on an iterative basis over the coming months. 

In previous responses to the Committee, the Chair of Creative Scotland said: 

“I will be working with the Board and Staff to conduct an organisational review which 
will look at Creative Scotland’s culture and working practices, values, structure and 
operations in order to shape a better future for Creative Scotland and the sectors we 
support.” 

There are three strands to this work: 

• A review of Creative Scotland’s overall strategy and purpose; 

• A review of our approach to funding; 

• An internal review of our organisation considering both our systems and 
processes as well as culture, values and behaviours. 
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To ensure the process leads to appropriate and effective action within agreed 
timescales, the Board has set up a sub-Committee consisting of Robert Wilson as 
Chair, with Board members Cate Nelson-Shaw, Iain Aitchison and Karthik 
Subramanya. This sub-committee will work with a small dedicated project team of Staff 
who will be empowered to co-ordinate and drive the planning and delivery of the overall 
programme, working with specialist external resources. 

We will ensure that external stakeholders are involved in this work as appropriate. 

Following an open tender process, Open Change, a Dundee based company, have 
been appointed to support us in this organisational development work. 

While we are progressing this work as a matter of priority, it’s important to remember 
that meaningful change is a continuous process and will happen iteratively over the 
coming months. 

2. Regular Funding 2018-21 and Funding Review 

In July 2018, following a tender and procurement process, we appointed consultants 
Wavehill to conduct an independent evaluation of the Regular Funding 2018-21 
process.  

The aim of this independent evaluation was to provide us with objective insight on the 
complete process, with a set of recommendations to help inform the development of 
future funding models.  

The evaluation has taken into consideration a broad range of research and information 
sources, including direct research with Regular Funding applicants, information 
provided to the CTEER Committee inquiry, and feedback from Creative Scotland Staff 
and Board. 

This review has recently been completed, and 105 organisations that applied for 
Regular Funding (57% of the total 184 organisations which applied) responded to the 
survey.  

The following statement from the Reviewers summarises their findings: 

“In terms of the delivery of the 2018-21 RFO process against the stated aims and 
guidance, the evidence broadly points to compliance across all stages up to the 
announcement of the funding decisions taken by the Board in January 2018. 

“There is undoubtedly a need to improve various aspects of the implementation of the 
process, including providing stronger support and guidance for staff, greater clarity for 
applicants and clearer information for Board members, however, the assessment 
process has been rigorous.” 

The key recommendations from the review are provided in the Appendix to this paper. 
These recommendations will helpfully contribute to Creative Scotland’s ongoing 
review of funding, strategy and operations. 

 

http://www.openchange.co.uk/
http://www.wavehill.com/
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Supporting information: 

• CTEER Inquiry into Regular Funding: 
www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/107952.aspx  
 

• Creative Scotland responses: 
 

o www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2
018.06.15_Response_from_Creative_Scotland.pdf 

o www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2
018.08.31_Ltr_CreativeScotland.pdf 

 
3. Budgets and National Lottery 

The Scottish Government will publish its budget on 12 December 2018. This budget 
announcement will not impact on Regularly Funded Organisations as the Regular 
Funding budget is protected for the full three-year period of the funding agreement, 
2018-21. 

However, we appreciate that pressure on public finances continues and we may 
experience budget pressures on other areas of our work. 

National Lottery income continues to be under pressure (c -5% year-on-year at time 
of writing) and, as such, we are working closely with the National Lottery family to raise 
awareness of the value of funding for good causes in supporting culture and creativity 
in Scotland. 

The UK Government have recently consulted on proposals to raise the limits that 
currently apply to Society Lotteries (e.g. the Health Lottery, the Postcode Lottery, et 
al). 

Creative Scotland put in a submission voicing our concerns that the proposed changes 
could have a negative impact on sales of National Lottery tickets and, therefore, a 
negative impact on the amount of funds available to Good Causes, including culture 
and creativity in Scotland. 

These concerns have also been expressed by other National Lottery distributors in 
Scotland and across the UK. 

Supporting information: 

• Creative Scotland Annual Budget 2018/19: 
www.creativescotland.com/resources/our-publications/plans-and-strategy-
documents/annual-plans/annual-plan-2018-19  
 

• Submission to the UK Government consultation on Society Lotteries: 
www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/55714/Society-
Lotteries-Response.pdf 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/107952.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2018.06.15_Response_from_Creative_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2018.06.15_Response_from_Creative_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2018.08.31_Ltr_CreativeScotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/General%20Documents/CTEER_2018.08.31_Ltr_CreativeScotland.pdf
http://www.creativescotland.com/resources/our-publications/plans-and-strategy-documents/annual-plans/annual-plan-2018-19
http://www.creativescotland.com/resources/our-publications/plans-and-strategy-documents/annual-plans/annual-plan-2018-19
http://www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/55714/Society-Lotteries-Response.pdf
http://www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/55714/Society-Lotteries-Response.pdf
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4. Screen Scotland 

Scotland’s new dedicated industry partnership, Screen Scotland was formally 
launched on 21 August. With £20 million from Scottish Government and the National 
Lottery, Screen Scotland is charged with leading sector growth with increased funding, 
staff and ambition. These developments have been well received by the Screen sector 
who are engaging with Screen Scotland in a positive and mutually supportive way. 

Key progress from Screen Scotland to date includes:  

• New and enhanced funds: £2million Production Growth Fund; £4million Film 
Development and Production Fund; £3million Broadcast Content Fund; £600k 
Film Festivals Fund, alongside refreshed funding guidance for distribution and 
exhibition; markets and festival attendance. New skills development and funds 
to boost film and tv education will be announced soon.  All Screen Scotland 
Funding can be found here: www.screen.scot 

• Strengthened Governance: Newly appointed Board members Elizabeth 
Partyka, David Strachan and Ewan Angus form the core of our dedicated, 
Screen Committee which is supported by leading sector representatives 
Gillian Berrie (Sigma Films) and John McCormick (Chair of the Screen Sector 
Leadership Group). 

• Expanded and Dedicated Screen Scotland Team: We’re doubling the size of 
our existing Screen team. Isabel Davis has joined as Executive Director of 
Screen Scotland and we have recruited additional Screen Executive and 
Screen Commission personnel, alongside key dedicated, additional screen 
roles in funding, research, communications and executive support.  Further 
info: www.screen.scot 

• A new, clear and distinct brand identity, and online presence which provides a 
single front door to the global screen sector screen: www.screen.scot  

• Studio facilities: The Studio Business Case received approval in principle from 
the Cabinet Secretary on 18 July. We have recruited a project manager drive 
the next steps which include tendering to secure a studio operator and this 
tender is being planned for issue in November. 

• A Memorandum of Understanding is now in place between all Screen Scotland 
partner organisations and this is published on our website: 
www.screen.scot/about/contact/publications/memorandum-of-understanding   

As the news about Screen Scotland developments is spreading our Screen 
Commission is responding to an increased level of enquiries from prospective 
productions keen to shoot in Scotland, hosting recce visits for various clients, including 
Netflix.  

We actively market a broad range of Scottish studio facilities (including Ward Park 
Studios) and build space – a total of 136,000 square feet of full-time converted stage 
space and 335,000 square feet of build space - all of which we are experiencing 

http://www.screen.scot/
http://www.screen.scot/
http://www.screen.scot/
http://www.screen.scot/about/contact/publications/memorandum-of-understanding
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unprecedented demand for and which is contributing to the record levels of film and 
TV production spend that Scotland is currently experiencing.  

The Screen Scotland business plan is currently being drafted for publication early in 
2019. The plan will build on the Collaborative Proposal and more clearly articulate 
Screen Scotland partnership vision and objectives, governance, advocacy and 
engagement, activities, monitoring and evaluation.   

The work on strategic partnerships with content commissioners is progressing well, 
with an MOU with the BBC in advanced stages and aiming for sign off by respective 
boards by the end of the year.  

Supporting information: 

• Our response to the Committee’s Screen Inquiry: 
www.parliament.scot/S5_European/180919_Screen_Scotland_Response_to_
CTEER_Report_Making_Scotland_A_Screen_Leader_28_June_2018.pdf   

 
5. Touring Fund 

The Touring Fund will support the touring of theatre and dance, enhancing 
opportunities for artists, producers and companies to work more collaboratively with 
venues to grow audiences and provide greater access to high quality work across 
Scotland.  

The Touring Fund has been developed in consultation with members of the touring 
theatre and dance sectors, in collaboration with the Federation of Scottish Theatre, 
and is a response to the recommendations of the Review of Theatre and Dance 
Touring in Scotland published in April 2017. Representatives of the theatre and dance 
sectors will also be involved in the final funding decisions. 

We announced the opening of the £2m Touring Fund on 9 August 2018: 
www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/08/2m-touring-
fund-for-theatre-and-dance 

In early October, we have run a series of well attended and well received information 
sessions for the sector on the Fund. 

We issued a call-out for independent sector representatives to join the decision making 
panel: www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/touring-
fund-panel-members    

Deadline for applications is 6 November and decisions will be announced week 
commencing 17 December 2018.  

6. Geographical reach of our funding 

Creative Scotland is committed to ensuring that our funding supports cultural provision 
and creative practice across all parts of Scotland and we are working with Local 
Authorities and other partners to achieve this. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/180919_Screen_Scotland_Response_to_CTEER_Report_Making_Scotland_A_Screen_Leader_28_June_2018.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_European/180919_Screen_Scotland_Response_to_CTEER_Report_Making_Scotland_A_Screen_Leader_28_June_2018.pdf
https://www.creativescotland.com/resources/professional-resources/research/creative-scotland-research/a-review-of-touring-theatre-and-dance-in-scotland
https://www.creativescotland.com/resources/professional-resources/research/creative-scotland-research/a-review-of-touring-theatre-and-dance-in-scotland
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/08/2m-touring-fund-for-theatre-and-dance
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/08/2m-touring-fund-for-theatre-and-dance
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/touring-fund-panel-members
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/touring-fund-panel-members
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Through all our routes to funding, Creative Scotland supports the arts, screen and 
creative industries in all parts of Scotland and in all 32 Local Authorities. 

With their home bases in 21 Local Authorities, three-quarters of the 121 Regularly 
Funded Organisations for 2018-21 work Scotland-wide, including through touring. 

In addition to Regular Funding, our Open Project Funding supports artists and creative 
projects in every part of Scotland and our Targeted Funding supports nationwide 
projects such as the Youth Music Initiative and Cashback for Creativity. To assist 
potential applicants, we regularly participate in funding events across Scotland, 
providing information on applying to Creative Scotland. 

In addition, we currently have 13 live Place Partnerships with Local Authorities 
(including, for example, Dumfries and Galloway, Moray and Inverclyde) which are 
specifically aimed at developing cultural provision locally, targeting parts of Scotland 
where there is the greatest need and the greatest opportunity. Looking forward, we 
are proposing that this programme will be targeted at regions with comparatively fewer 
applications for Regular and Open Project Funding and where issues such as 
geography and economic limitations were identified as challenges within our 
Understanding Diversity in the Arts Survey. 

Supporting Information: 

• Creative Scotland Place Partnerships: 
www.creativescotland.com/funding/funding-programmes/targeted-
funding/place-programme 
 

• Creative Scotland funding awards by Local Authority 2016/17 (last full year data 
available at time of writing): 

 

http://www.creativescotland.com/funding/funding-programmes/targeted-funding/place-programme
http://www.creativescotland.com/funding/funding-programmes/targeted-funding/place-programme
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7. Culture Strategy 

We welcome the commitment by the Scottish Government to develop a Culture 
Strategy and we have submitted a response to the consultation. 

Key points in our response to the draft Culture Strategy: 

• We support the inclusion of an indicator for Culture within the Government’s 
National Performance Framework for Scotland. 

• We strongly support the importance of the connections between culture and 
health and wellbeing; creative learning and young people; equalities and 
inclusion; and arts and justice as set out in the strategy. 

• We also provided feedback, including being clearer about who the intended 
audience for the Culture Strategy is; having smarter outcomes for the strategy 
and more specific, measurable actions; and making the strategy less 
exclusively arts focused and encompassing broader culture (e.g. screen and 
the Creative Industries). 

• We are ready and willing to work with the leadership of Scottish Government 
and with other policy sectors to develop the spirit of this strategy and realise its 
ambitions. 

Supporting Information: 

• Culture strategy consultation: https://consult.gov.scot/culture-tourism-and-
major-events/culture-strategy/  
 

• Our response to the Culture Strategy consultation: 
www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/56433/Culture-
Strategyfor-Scotland-Creative-Scotland-consultation-response-.pdf9.  
 

8.  Youth arts and performing arts for young people 

Creative Scotland is committed to supporting creativity amongst Scotland’s young 
people through all aspects of our funding support and our work more broadly, some 
current examples of which are provided below. 

Targeted Funding programmes such as the Youth Music Initiative and CashBack for 
Creativity are key aspects of our support for arts and young people.  

As part of the Year of Young People, Creative Scotland also administers the The 
Royal Edinburgh Military Tattoo Youth Talent Development Fund to nurture youth 
engagement and participation in traditional Scottish art forms. For a second year 
running this fund will provide children and young people from across the country with 
the fantastic opportunity to progress their skills and techniques, supporting their 
groups and organisations to create new and innovative work and increase accessibility 
across traditional Scottish arts.  

In February 2018, we announced nine year-long full time traineeships for young 
people aged between 16-24, which were developed to help progress careers in the 
arts, screen and creative industries. The Year of Young People Creative 
Traineeships are being supported by creative organisations across Scotland. More 

https://consult.gov.scot/culture-tourism-and-major-events/culture-strategy/
https://consult.gov.scot/culture-tourism-and-major-events/culture-strategy/
http://www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/56433/Culture-Strategyfor-Scotland-Creative-Scotland-consultation-response-.pdf9
http://www.creativescotland.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/56433/Culture-Strategyfor-Scotland-Creative-Scotland-consultation-response-.pdf9
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/major-projects/creative-learning-and-young-people/youth-music-initiative
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/major-projects/creative-learning-and-young-people/cashback-for-creativity
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/major-projects/creative-learning-and-young-people/cashback-for-creativity
https://www.creativescotland.com/funding/archive/the-royal-edinburgh-military-tattoo-youth-talent-development-fund
https://www.creativescotland.com/funding/archive/the-royal-edinburgh-military-tattoo-youth-talent-development-fund
https://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/02/90,000-support-for-year-of-young-people-traineeships
https://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/02/90,000-support-for-year-of-young-people-traineeships
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information here: www.creativescotland.com/explore/read/stories/youth-
arts/2018/creative-traineeships 

Creative Scotland remains committed to Time to Shine, Scotland’s national Youth Arts 
Strategy and the principles embedded within it.  A key outcome of the National Youth 
Arts Strategy is the establishment of the National Youth Arts Advisory Group, a group 
of 35 young people aged 14-23 from across Scotland who are working towards 
shaping the future of culture and creativity in Scotland. 

The National Youth Arts Advisory Group annually award a total of £40,000 to help 
support young Scots make their dreams become a reality through the Nurturing Talent 
Fund. The Nurturing Talent Fund was set up to help support young people who aspire 
to work in creative industries. It is delivered for young people by young people through 
the National Youth Arts Advisory Group in partnership with Young Scot and Creative 
Scotland. More information on the most recent awards 
here: www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/young-
creative-scots-receive-funding-boost 

The National Youth Arts Advisory Group recently delivered UNCON 2.0 a showcase 
of the amazing young talent from across Scotland in Perth on Saturday 22 September 
2018 as part of the Year of Young People 2018.  The day featured a series of over 
30 performances, screenings, panel discussions and debates from a range of youth 
arts projects supported by Creative Scotland. The event coincided with the publication 
of an evaluation of the National Youth Arts Advisory Group model commissioned 
by Creative Scotland.  

Creative Scotland is also supporting, with £25,000 funding, a showcase of Scottish 
theatre and dance for young audiences at the prestigious International Performing Arts 
for Youth event in Philadelphia in January 2019. Working in partnership with 
Imaginate, we have secured a country ‘spotlight’ at the event and are supporting a 
delegation of Scotland’s theatre and dance makers for young audiences to attend the 
prestigious IPAY event in 2019. The spotlight on Scotland at IPAY 2019 will enable us 
to showcase the undoubted excellence of our performing arts for young audiences, 
building on the strength of the international reputation, which this sector already has. 
More information here: www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-
news/archive/2018/09/spotlight-on-scotlands-theatre-and-dance-for-young-people-
at-ipay-2019  

9.  In Summary 

This submission to the Committee provides an update on some of the topics that have 
been of recent interest to Members and we look forward to being able to discuss these, 
and any additional areas of interest, at the evidence session on 1 November. 

In the meantime, everyone at Creative Scotland continues to be committed to moving 
forwards positively and collaboratively with the people and organisations we are here 
to support, to the benefit of all aspects of culture and creativity in Scotland and to those 
that live, work or visit here.  

 

http://www.creativescotland.com/explore/read/stories/youth-arts/2018/creative-traineeships
http://www.creativescotland.com/explore/read/stories/youth-arts/2018/creative-traineeships
http://intra.creativescotland.com/intranet/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Screen-Unit-Implementation-Manager-Secondment.docx?web=1
http://intra.creativescotland.com/intranet/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Screen-Unit-Implementation-Manager-Secondment.docx?web=1
https://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/09/uncon-2.0-celebrating-scotlands-young-artists
https://young.scot/information/learning/nurturing-talent-time-to-shine-fund/
https://young.scot/information/learning/nurturing-talent-time-to-shine-fund/
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/young-creative-scots-receive-funding-boost
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/10/young-creative-scots-receive-funding-boost
https://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/09/uncon-2.0-celebrating-scotlands-young-artists
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/09/spotlight-on-scotlands-theatre-and-dance-for-young-people-at-ipay-2019
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/09/spotlight-on-scotlands-theatre-and-dance-for-young-people-at-ipay-2019
http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-news/archive/2018/09/spotlight-on-scotlands-theatre-and-dance-for-young-people-at-ipay-2019
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Appendix:  

Summary of recommendations from the independent review of Regular 
Funding, 2018-21 

1. Introduction 

In July 2018 Wavehill Ltd was appointed by Creative Scotland to carry out an 
independent evaluation of the 2018-21 Regular Funding process (RFO process). The 
aim of commissioning the evaluation was to provide Creative Scotland with an 
objective insight on the end-to-end process which was run and to produce a set of 
recommendations that would help to inform the development of future funding models.  

The main objective of the evaluation was to assess the effectiveness of Creative 
Scotland’s approach to, and delivery against, the stated aims and guidance for the 
2018-21 Regular Funding process, including the application of a single model of 
regular (or multi-year) funding across a wide range of organisations.  

2. Research Methodology 

The research was conducted over July and August 2018. The Evaluation Team used 
a mixed-method approach that drew on qualitative and quantitative data and facilitated 
a process of triangulation to enable the interpretation of different perspectives provided 
on the RFO process. The key elements of the evaluation are presented below.  

Review of documentation: A summary of the key documents accessed and reviewed 
by the evaluation team is provided below:  

• Published guidance and application material 

• Feedback from applicants from the 2015-18 RFO process  

• Assessment guidance resources and templates  

• Correspondence from and to the Culture, Tourism, European and External 
Relations Committee (CTEER)  

• RFO 2018-21 funding agreements  

• Complaints documentation relating to the 2018-21 RFO process  

• A sample of assessment reports provided to applicants  

• A detailed profile of the 2018-21 RFO Network  

• Auditors report on staff responses to the Regular Funding process  

• Staff responses to an internal survey on the Regular Funding process  

• Creative Scotland’s Complaint Investigation Reports  

• Board papers and minutes of Board meetings  

Stakeholder consultations: The Evaluation Team undertook semi-structured 
qualitative interviews with members of Creative Scotland’s Senior Leadership Team 
and Board members. Specialism Leads and teams provided written responses to the 
Evaluation Team structured against a number of research questions. The Evaluation 
Team have, where necessary, sought clarification and feedback from non-assessing 
teams including Knowledge & Research, Communications, Funding and Finance.  
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Survey of applicants: An online survey was used to obtain feedback on the published 
guidance, application and assessment process for the 2018-21 Regular Funding 
programme.  

A total of 105 organisations completed the online survey, representing 57 per cent of 
the 184 organisations that applied to the Regular Funding programme.  

• Of the 121 organisations that were successful in their application to Regular 
Funding, 72 responded to the survey - a response rate of 60 per cent.  

• Of the 63 organisations that were unsuccessful, 33 responded to the survey – 
a response rate of 57 per cent.  

Telephone consultations with applicants: All respondents to the survey of 
applicants were asked whether they would be willing to speak with a member of the 
Evaluation Team. The purpose of these in-depth telephone consultations was to 
explore particular points or views provided during the body of their response. The 
Evaluation Team completed a total of 21 telephone consultations with applicants, of 
which 15 were from applicants that were funded and 6 from applicants that were not 
funded.  

Review of comparable funding models: To support a process of understanding 
what alternative funding models could be explored or developed by Creative Scotland, 
the Evaluation Team has consulted with staff from Arts Council England, the Arts 
Council of Northern Ireland and the Arts Council of Wales. 

3. Summary of Recommendations from the evaluation 

What follows is a summary of the key recommendations from the evaluation conducted 
as above: 

Design of the RFO process  

• Creative Scotland should explore the feasibility of using investment bands 
within the design of future funding models.  

• Creative Scotland should discuss the implications of extending the duration of 
the current Regular Funding cycle with Scottish Government as well as 
engaging Arts Council England to learn from their experiences.  

• The design of future funding models should more explicitly consider the 
interplay and links between the alternative funding options available including 
Open Project Funding.  

• Creative Scotland should provide clarity on the rationale and benefits of 
including sector support organisations within the RFO process and/or consider 
the relative merits of developing a separate process for funding sector support 
organisations.  

• Creative Scotland should explore the use of an account management model in 
the design of future Regular Funding programmes.  
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Development of the RFO process  

• Creative Scotland should review all application guidance and access support 
arrangements to ensure that this is compliant with relevant good practice 
guidelines.  

• Creative Scotland should undertake a detailed training needs assessment as 
part of the development phase of future funding models as this will help to 
ensure consistency of assessment approach and also support the professional 
development of staff.  

Stage 1 and 2 of the process 

• Creative Scotland should reconsider the current closed nature of the RFO 
process and identify options to enable dialogue with applicants without 
undermining the transparency and integrity of the process.  

• Creative Scotland should undertake a review of the resourcing requirements for 
future funding models to ensure that workloads and pressure exerted on staff 
during any assessment process are carefully managed.  

• Consideration should be given to using external assessors to supplement 
aspects of the assessment process where appropriate and where this enables 
staff to adequately discharge other aspects of their substantive roles.  

• Creative Scotland should explore options for the use of a two-stage lighter-
touch application assessment process with more detailed information 
requested only from organisations that are recommended to progress to the 
next stage.  

• Future guidance documentation for applicants should consider outlining 
expectations of what constitutes acceptable conduct following any 
announcement of funding awards.  

• All assessment reports should be thoroughly checked prior to dissemination 
and a more robust system of moderation put in place to ensure a greater degree 
of consistency in the language and tone used in the assessment reports.   

Stage 3 of the process 

• Creative Scotland should ensure that applicants are more clearly signposted to 
relevant sector reviews in future funding models to enable them to better 
reference how they would address specific sector priorities rather than a more 
general statement of how they would contribute to the higher-level ambitions 
outlined in Creative Scotland’s 10-year plan.  

• Creative Scotland should ensure that the approach to assessing multi-artform 
organisations is reviewed as part of the design phase of future funding models.  

• Creative Scotland should ensure that more capacity is allocated to providing 
guidance and oversight for specialist team discussions for future funding 
models to ensure consistency of approach.  

• Creative Scotland should lead a process of reviewing the distribution models 
for future funding that is based on a balanced assessment of both historic levels 
of funding and the existing and future needs of each artform and creative area.  
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Stage 4 of the process 

• Creative Scotland should enter into dialogue with the sector to explain how the 
balancing the network processes operate and how decisions are taken, whilst 
at the same time stressing the ‘commercial in confidence’ nature of staff 
discussions.  

• Given the lack of certainty regarding future budget settlements it is important 
that the innovative ideas put forward in Stage 4 discussions are not discarded 
but used to facilitate ongoing dialogue both internally within Creative Scotland 
and more widely with the sector.  

• The option of using external observers should be revisited for future funding 
models.  

• Creative Scotland’s Leadership Team should ensure that future funding models 
include sufficient feedback briefings for staff on the different scenarios and 
modelling considered as part of the balancing the network stage.  

  

Stage 5 of the process 

• There is a fundamental need for the Leadership Team and Board to reflect on 
the RFO process. This is likely to require a review of the lines of communication 
between both parties and also a discussion on the parameters of the Board’s 
role and support needs with regards to future funding models.  

• Future funding models should allow for a suitable gap between Board meetings 
at which funding decisions are taken and their subsequent public 
announcement.  

• The approach to funding and supporting key organisations that are deemed to 
be integral to the national cultural infrastructure needs to be factored into the 
design of future funding models and requires a wider dialogue between 
Creative Scotland, Scottish Government and the sector.  

• Creative Scotland should review future funding models to ensure that all 
reasonable steps are taken so that staff involved in the assessment process 
aren’t placed in potentially compromising positions.  

• Guidance should be included for applicants to future funding programmes 
around making direct approaches to the Leadership Team or Board members 
during a live assessment process.  

Stage 6 of the process 

• The process of notifying applicants of the outcome of future funding models 
should ensure the provision of better communication and support for staff 
involved in the feedback meetings.  

All of these recommendations are being given proper consideration as part of Creative 
Scotland’s ongoing review of funding, strategy and operations. The evaluation report 
is currently being finalised and will be published in due course. 
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Written submission from Screen Facilities Scotland 

The support demonstrated for the Screen Sector at the debate in the Scottish 
Parliament on Tuesday 23rd October 2018 was welcomed by all members of Screen 
Facilities Scotland (SFS). 

SFS were particularly pleased to hear the ongoing commitment from both MSP’s and 
Screen Scotland to the importance of engaging screen sector industry professionals. 

SFS firmly believes that engaging those working at the front end of the Screen Sector 
paid big dividends for members of the CTEER committee through providing a greater 
understanding of the opportunities and challenges faced by the Screen Sector in 
Scotland. Resulting in a high quality, relevant set of recommendations from the 
CTEER Enquiry into the TV & Film Industry in Scotland.  

It is critical that Screen Scotland achieves the same benefits through engagement of 
industry professionals across the Screen Sector in Scotland not only to achieve a 
greater understanding of the opportunities and challenges but to ensure Screen 
Scotland has a high impact, quickly! 

SFS believes there are three ways Screen Scotland could engage industry 
professionals immediately: 

1. Access to information on incoming and indigenous planned productions in advance 
of pre production  

2. Include the industry in the Non Disclosure Agreement process that Creative 
Scotland signs on behalf of the industry.  

3. Advocating, introducing and creating business opportunities for industry 
professionals in Scotland.  

What is important as Screen Scotland moves to achieving the recommendations 
outlined in ‘Making Scotland a Screen Leader’ is to recognise that like every industry 
the Screen Sector works through the relationships built from working together and 
networking. 

SFS would therefore, seek a commitment to not only engage professional through 
access to information and inclusion in all Non Disclosure Agreements that Creative 
Scotland sign for on behalf of the industry but through Screen Scotland playing a 
proactive role in advocating introducing and creating business opportunities for people 
investing and working in the Scottish industry.  

SFS looks forward to a continuing dialogue with all members of the CTEER Committee 
and a beneficial working relationship with Screen Scotland. 

SFS is fully committed to helping achieve all the recommendations laid out in ‘Making 
Scotland a Screen Leader’. 

Ian Pearce, Chair of SFS. 
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