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Local Government and Communities Committee 

 
Third Sector Resilience Fund - summary of submissions 

 
During this incredibly difficult period, the Committee has been keen to understand 
what additional support the Scottish Government is providing to the third sector.  The 
Committee therefore asked Scotland’s network of Third Sector Interfaces (TSIs) to 
submit views on the Scottish Government’s Third Sector Resilience Fund (TSRF) 
and whether it is reaching all those organisations needing support. In particular, the 
Committee was keen to hear about the application process and eligibility criteria, and 
whether these ensure equitable access for all organisations. As such, the Committee 
asked TSIs for their views on the following: 
 

1. Are third sector organisations sufficiently aware of the Scottish Government 
support available and the eligibility criteria?  

2. In your opinion does the application process and eligibility criteria favour or 
disadvantage any particular type of organisation?  

3. Can you provide examples of where local organisations have had their TSRF 
application rejected and reasons given?  

4. Is the Fund sufficient? If not, what is required from the Scottish Government? 
5. Has there been an increase in demand for the services of the third sector over 

recent months and if so, what services are more in demand?  
6. Can you provide examples of successful collaborations between third sector 

organisations and other groups? 
 
The Committee received 17 submissions from TSIs across Scotland as well a joint 
submission from SCVO, Firstport, Social Investment Scotland and Corra Foundation 
(SCVO has a coordinating role and the others have been commissioned by the SG 
to manage the TSRF on its behalf). Although submissions from a wide range of 
geographies were received, it is striking that the TSIs from Scotland’s two largest 
cities chose not to submit evidence. 
 
 
1. Awareness of TSRF and other support 
 
Most TSIs reported high levels of awareness of the Third Sector Resilience Fund 
(TSRF). Some, for example Argyll and Bute, North Lanarkshire and West Lothian, 
surveyed their members in preparation for answering our call for views and found the 
majority of organisations were aware. Of course, TSIs have an important role to play 
in informing local organisations about funding opportunities. Many, for example 
Aberdeenshire Voluntary Action, employ dedicated officers to help smaller 
organisations locate and apply for funding. 
 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/third-sector-interfaces-contact-details/
https://scvo.org.uk/support/coronavirus/funding/scottish-government/third-sector-resilience-fund
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/115184.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Local_Gov/ThirdsectorRFjointsubmissionformatted.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Local_Gov/ThirdsectorRFjointsubmissionformatted.pdf
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Some TSIs highlighted a difference in awareness levels between medium/large 
organisations and some of the newer and smaller organisations. Voluntary Action 
South Lanarkshire for example, surveyed their members and found that 39% of small 
community-based organisations were not sufficiently aware of the full range of 
support available, this despite the efforts of their TSI. 
 
There appeared to be some confusion among smaller third sector organisations 
about what is currently available and who can apply. The landscape is confusing, 
especially to those organisations without dedicated staff employed to deal with 
funding. Aberdeenshire Voluntary Action paints a vivid picture of the challenges 
facing small, overworked community bodies: 
 

“A small community group (such as a Covid-19 ‘popup’ community group) is 
so busy doing what it is they do to support people and communities that only 
once their days work is done, will they have time to start wading through the 
mass of funding information.” 

 
South Lanarkshire, East Renfrewshire, Highland and Orkney TSIs share similar 
stories, with the latter describing a “cluttered and confusing” funding landscape 
which can be particularly bewildering to smaller, local organisations. Highland TSI 
also describes the confusion arising from the multitude of different funding streams, 
each with their own approaches and application processes. 
 
The timings of the various launches of different funding streams may have added to 
the confusions. Stirlingshire Voluntary Enterprise, for example, believed that the 
TSRF has been well publicised, however various other funds have subsequently 
been launched. They feel: 
 

“Had all of the funds been launched together, with artificial separation of the 
funds removed, it is our view that the needs of the sector would have been 
better met. Eligibility criteria for the funds was late in being publicised and was 
confused in its message, particularly for the Wellbeing Fund and Support for 
Communities Fund. The lack of timely clarity on these two funds impacted the 
implementation of the Resilience Fund.” 

 
Likewise, Perth & Kinross Association of Voluntary Service highlights similar 
confusions, although in their view the demarcation between the TSRF and other 
funds, such as the Community Wellbeing Fund, could have been made clearer. 
 
 
2. Application process and eligibility criteria 
 
Unsurprisingly, this aspect of the Third Sector Resilience Fund has been the most 
controversial. We asked for views on the application process and whether or not the 
eligibility criteria favoured or disadvantaged any particular type of organisation. The 
majority of responses highlighted some issues with the process and criteria. These 
mainly relate to: 
 

• Organisations with healthy cash reserves being ineligible for funding. 
• Deadlines being tight, requiring organisations to act quickly. 
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• Lack of clarity in the criteria and problems with the language used in the 
application process. 

• Problems caused with the application form being online only. 
 
 
Reserves – On this issue, the TSIs were very vocal. It seems that TSRF funding is 
difficult to access for organisations with at least 12 weeks’ worth of cash reserves. 
For example, Argyll and Bute received feedback from some of their organisations 
that those “who had applied the rules” and kept 12 weeks’ reserves in a ringfenced 
account were refused funding, while others who had used their reserves received 
funding. This has caused considerable disgruntlement. Midlothian TSI believes some 
organisations have been “penalised” for being “financially prudent”. Often these 
reserves are ringfenced for specific purposes, for example to support a re-start of 
operations after the pandemic, or possibly needed to cover staff redundancy 
payments. 
 
Worryingly, one West Lothian organisation informed its TSI that having been turned 
down for resilience funding due to its reserves policy they were now “planning 
contingency to wind-up [their] charity in Summer and dismiss staff”. Highland TSI 
argued that rather than a “universal policy” regarding reserves, “perhaps 
consideration of an organisation’s reserve approach, their policy and their own 
adherence to that would be more inclusive”.   
 
It is worth noting Argyll and Bute’s point that “shortly after the first tranche of 
applications were processed, the rules were relaxed on the 12-week reserve and 
organisations were encouraged to reapply.”  In its current guidance on this issue, 
SCVO state: “please note that if your accounts show high levels of reserves, we 
cannot consider your application unless you can explain why you are unable to tap 
into these”. 
 
Clarity of application process and language used - Some TSIs, for example 
Aberdeen, Aberdeenshire and Orkney argued that the application process 
disadvantages some smaller grassroots organisations who lack grant-seeking 
expertise. Larger organisations often employ application writers or people with 
“business acumen”, with Aberdeenshire TSI observing that these organisations will 
“always be more successful in attracting grants than small community groups”. This 
is an important point with Orkney TSI setting out their view that the TSRF eligibility 
criteria may be clear to those who are familiar with business language, however 
smaller organisations “may think the fund is not for them” because of the language 
used. 
 
As such Clackmannanshire TSI believed it would have been beneficial if on the 
TSRF website smaller applicants were directed to their local TSI for support in 
completing the applications: “some of our smaller organisations were unsuccessful 
however once they reapplied they were successful after guidance from the TSI”. 
Likewise, Western Isles TSI believed it would be useful if there was a national 
telephone helpline for those making applications to funds where the TSI has not 
been involved. 
 

https://scvo.org/support/coronavirus/funding/scottish-government/third-sector-resilience-fund/guidance-for-applicants
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Online application only – clearly, with organisations working remotely and people 
having to social distance, applications to the TSRF are being made online. According 
to some TSIs, this has had made it far more difficult for TSIs to directly support small 
organisations and help groups to make their applications. According to 
Aberdeenshire TSI, “it has only been once an application is submitted that a pdf of 
the application becomes available so there can be no checking of an application for 
a group who is not comfortable with what words to use in which box”. Voluntary 
Action Orkney made a similar point, stating “we have found it difficult to provide the 
usual support to smaller organisations to ensure that the criteria have been met and 
that all the necessary information has been included.” 
 
Other issues – Highland TSI (HTSI) claim that “the initial and ongoing focus [is] on 
the provision of food as one of the main criteria”. Regardless of their concerns - that 
such a focus “risks of developing significant levels of dependency within certain 
communities or within certain demographics within communities” - HTSI believe 
other social and community needs “are not being fully understood or met within the 
criteria or within the scrutiny process”. For example, it is their belief that there few 
applications to the TSRF from groups who actively support young people. 
 
Furthermore, HTSI had some concerns about the Scotland-wide nature of decision-
making and the awarding process. In their view, “decisions made by people not 
based within the local area has complicated local politics and failure to understand 
geographic equality”. They argued that this “lack of utilisation of local intelligence in 
places” has restrained the full potential of the fund and “possibly failed to realise 
opportunities to fully create a foundation of strength upon which to recover”. Moray 
TSI also stressed the importance of established relationships, mutual understanding 
and trust between funding distributors and community-based organisations. It is their 
contention that organisations prefer dealing with a “local broker” like their local TSI, 
rather than a national body (North Lanarkshire made a similar point). 
 
 
3. Information on rejected applications 
 
A number of TSIs raised concerns that the TSRF has inadvertently discouraged 
innovation and has actually penalised organisations for adapting services to changed 
circumstances. Argyll and Bute, for example, described a situation whereby a group 
had included in their application plans on how they were adapting to the Covid-19 
circumstances in their area. Apparently, their application was rejected on the 
grounds that funding is for “current provision” only. The organisation therefore felt 
this was unfair “as they were trying to support the community the best way they 
could and felt penalized that their innovation had cost them the funding”. Likewise, 
Midlothian TSI highlighted an example of an organisation being rejected because 
they had moved their service delivery online.  
 
Aberdeenshire described the difficult situation some village halls and community 
facilities are finding themselves in. Clearly, social distancing requirements and 
lockdown legislation mean that these venues can no longer provide services and are 
therefore not eligible for TSRF funding. However, they still have overheads to pay 
and are therefore “falling between the cracks”. 
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The reserves issue was again raised as a common reason for applications being 
rejected (see above). Some organisations, for example two based in Shetland, were 
informed that their application was rejected because “other applicants demonstrated 
a more urgent need for financial assistance”. 
 
 
4. Sufficient support from TSRF 
 
This was perhaps the most difficult question for the TSIs to answer.  As a number of 
respondents have observed, including Stirlingshire TSI, demand for TSRF support 
has clearly outstripped the amounts actually paid out in grants and loans (a fact 
confirmed in the joint submission from Firstport, Corra Foundation, Social Investment 
Scotland, and SCVO). Moray TSI for example said their understanding is that the 
TSRF has been oversubscribed, “which would lead us to conclude the funding 
available was not sufficient”. North Lanarksire were more forthcoming concluding 
“the fund is insufficient by a very long way when the scale and scope of the Scottish 
community and voluntary sector is considered and the risk to their income due to C-
19”. 
 
Other TSIs, such as those in Highland and Renfrewshire believed that the fund may 
have been sufficient to meet “immediate need”, but they still voiced concerns about 
what happens next. Perth & Kinross Association of Voluntary Services also stated 
that the funds released thus far have been for the short term, “focused on the 
immediacy of the pandemic”, but concluded “what happens beyond this initial 
reaction remains to be seen”. Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire TSIs also raised similar 
points, as organisations in their areas look to the future and have real concerns 
about how they will manage the work they are funded to do beyond the emergency 
phase.  Aberdeenshire TSI argued that the current funding was not sufficient to help 
organisations plan for recovery and renewal: 
 

“Organisations have not been able to engage in any meaningful fund raising 
for the last two months, so Scottish Government needs to start planning for 
how it will be able to support community groups and organisations to plug that 
gap, otherwise those small groups and organisations will face a very difficult 
future.” 

  
Also looking to the medium and long term, Highland, Orkney and Shetland TSIs 
believed one of the main challenges for the third sector will emerge as lockdown 
eases and emergency funds disappear “whilst the needs of the most vulnerable 
increase and intensify”. This is vividly described in the Highland submission, as the 
knock-on effects from the tourism crisis are felt across most Highlands and Islands 
communities: 
 

“Finally looking to the recovery, we anticipate significant impacts on the 
Sector due to increased unemployment, reduced incomes and more 
vulnerable families.  Within Highland we have a high dependency on tourism 
and agencies are indicating that it could take up to two years for the industry 
to fully recover, meaning that communities who have previously not 
experienced deprivation at significant levels could be at risk. These factors 
could also have an impact on housing and homelessness within the region.” 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Local_Gov/ThirdsectorRFjointsubmissionformatted.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Local_Gov/ThirdsectorRFjointsubmissionformatted.pdf
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The Western Isles TSI concluded that “no one knows if the fund is truly sufficient and 
there is some confusion and reticence to spend everything awarded in case there is 
no confirmation of what funding may be available in the medium to longer term.” 
 
 
5. Changes in level of demand for services 
 
Almost all TSIs reported significant increases in demand for the services of some 
third sector organisations. Various case studies were provided in the submissions; 
however, those services most in demand at the moment include food and household 
supplies, counselling, domestic violence support, online activities for children, 
bereavement support, reducing isolation/befriending services and tackling 
homelessness services. Clackmannanshire TSI state that the third sector has led the 
response to the Covid-19 crisis in their local area. 
 
East Renfrewshire believe that any organisation previously involved in delivering 
services designed to increase community networks, maintaining local connections 
and decreasing incidents of loneliness “have found this situation both a unique 
opportunity to re-design services but also increasingly challenging” as new ways of 
keeping in touch must be found. Their neighbours in Renfrewshire have also noticed 
a significant increase in demand for digital support, with the third sector having an 
important role to play in providing laptops for home use for children and families. 
 
Midlothian and Moray TSIs have both noticed a particular spike in demand for mental 
health services, a trend they anticipate will continue to increase. 
 
However, the Highland TSI submission describes a “mixed picture” across its area. 
Of course, the third sector has an impressive footprint in the Highlands and operate 
across various economic sectors, so for organisations such as cafés, environmental 
projects, museums, etc. demand has dried up or very much been put on hold. 
 
 
6. Examples of successful collaborations 
 
Each submission presents various examples of collaborations within their local 
areas, most of them arising in response to the Covid-19 crisis. Some are 
collaborations between existing third sector bodies; foodbanks, development trusts, 
housing associations, etc. Others are newly formed partnerships between third 
sector bodies and local businesses, often but not exclusively in the area of food 
provision for vulnerable households. Churches, sports clubs and community councils 
have also played their part in successful partnerships. It is clear that the TSIs are 
impressed and heartened by these collaborations and their efforts in helping their 
communities during this period. 
 
It is difficult to do justice to all of these projects in this short summary. Members are 
therefore recommended to read the submissions in their entirety, or at least those 
submissions most relevant to their constituencies or regions. 
 
 

https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/115184.aspx
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Greig Liddell 
Senior Researcher 
Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe) 
29 May 2020 


