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Summary 
 
Background 
 
This report presents the findings of an evaluation of the Wellbeing Fund Open 
Applications Process, which was set up to distribute grants of between £5,000 and 
£100,000 to third sector organisations to deliver projects of up to 12 weeks’ duration 
which would respond to needs arising from the Covid-19 pandemic. The fund was 
managed by a partnership including Scottish Government, the Scottish Council for 
Voluntary Organisations (SCVO), Corra Foundation, Inspiring Scotland, and the 
Hunter Foundation, with support from Scotland’s 32 third sector interfaces (TSIs). 
 
The report is based on application and awards data, end-of-project monitoring data, 
and interviews with stakeholders involved in the management and implementation of 
the funding scheme. It consists of two parts:  
 

• First, an outcomes evaluation examining the distribution of funding across 
Scotland, whether the funding was used as intended, what the funding was used 
for, and who was supported by the funded projects; 

• Second, a process evaluation which examines how well the design, management 
and implementation of the fund worked, and what lessons could be learned for 
the development of future similar initiatives. 

 
Distribution of funding 
 

• In total, there were 1,563 applications to the fund. £21,582,333 was distributed to 
955 organisations with an application success rate of 61% 

• The average award size was £22,599 

• More than half of awarded projects (59%) were focused locally – either within a 
single local authority area or within a specific community. 23% operated across 
multiple local authority areas, and 18% were Scotland-wide 

• Overall, these data suggest that the fund reached many smaller and local 
organisations seeking support for small-scale interventions within their local 
communities 

• Organisations based in all of Scotland’s local authorities received funding through 
the Wellbeing Fund. In absolute terms, organisations working in Glasgow City 
and the City of Edinburgh received the most funding – £4 million and £2.25 
million respectively. This reflects the high concentration of both population and 
third sector organisations based in these cities. 

• The highest rate of awards per 100,000 people went to organisations working in 
Na h-Eileanan Siar (64), Midlothian (58), East Lothian (55), Orkney (54) and 
Clackmannanshire (54). 

• The lowest rate of awards was to organisations working in Dumfries and 
Galloway, with 15 applications approved per 100,000 people; other local 
authorities with low rates of awards per 100,000 people included Moray (16), Fife 
(18), Highland (19) and Perth & Kinross (19).  

• In terms of amounts received by organisations working in different local 
authorities per head of population, relatively higher levels of per capita funding 
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went to organisations working in Na h-Eileanan Siar (£9.68), Glasgow City 
(£6.40), and Orkney (£5.01)  

• The lowest levels of funding per capita went to organisations working in East 
Renfrewshire (£0.92), South Ayrshire (£1.12), and Falkirk (£1.18).  

• Analysis of a subset of awarded organisations in relation to the Scottish Index of 
Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) found that awards to organisations working in a 
single local area tended to be distributed to areas of relatively high deprivation. 
Among organisations for which SIMD data was available, over 72% of the funding 
went to organisations working in the two most deprived SIMD quintiles. 48% of 
funding went to organisations working in the most deprived SIMD quintile (the 
most deprived 20% of Scottish postcodes). 

• For the proportion of organisations for which relevant data were available 
(organisations working in a single local area), awards were strongly directed 
towards areas with populations most vulnerable to the negative impacts of Covid-
19, according to the British Red Cross Covid-19 Vulnerability Index. 40% of the 
amount awarded went to organisations working in areas that were in the highest-
risk quintile (the 20% of areas where populations were at highest risk of negative 
effects of Covid-19). Almost 70% of the funding was awarded to organisations 
working in the two quintiles where vulnerability to the negative impacts of Covid-
19 was highest.  

 
Outcomes 
 

• 76% of projects had a focus on mental health. Projects focused on a range of 
different aspects of mental health support, including: alleviating feelings of 
loneliness, isolation and boredom; providing emotional support; providing 
activities and social stimulation; and providing professional services such as 
counselling, therapy and therapeutic interventions. These projects included both 
adapting pre-existing mental health services for remote delivery and new services 
designed in response to the Covid-19 pandemic. 

• 44% of projects had a focus on food. Most sought to provide free food in the form 
or groceries or meals to those in need. Other examples of food projects included 
doing or collecting shopping for those who were shielding, and supporting people 
to grow fruits, vegetables and herbs at home. Food projects ranged from small-
scale projects to support organisations’ pre-existing service users alongside other 
services, to large community-wide food initiatives open to anyone who needed 
support. 

• 27% of projects had a focus on physical health. Many physical health projects 
were run by organisations focusing on supporting people with pre-existing health 
conditions or disabilities to manage their conditions, maintain their health, and 
stay well-informed about their condition in relation to Covid-19. Other projects 
focused on: helping service users to stay physically active through fitness 
challenges, games and activities that they could do at home; adapting existing 
fitness classes for virtual delivery; and sourcing, making or distributing personal 
protective equipment (PPE). 

• 25% of projects had a focus on home-life and/or housing situation. In most cases, 
these projects focused on providing a wide range of support to a particular 
vulnerable group. Support included: activity packs and games for children; 
educational and home-schooling resources; support with digital connectivity; 
befriending and wellbeing calls; dog-walking; and deliveries of food, medicines 
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and other essential items. A smaller number of projects focused specifically on 
support for people experiencing or at risk of homelessness and/or domestic 
abuse, such as providing accommodation, case work, legal advice or financial 
advice. 

• 21% of projects had a focus on money. Support offered included: money/financial 
advice; advocacy; signposting to financial support; benefits information and 
advice; discretionary hardship funds; and support paying for costs such as 
utilities and internet access. In most cases, support relating to money was one 
part of a much wider range of support being offered by organisations.  

• 13% of projects had a focus on employment. Projects included those focusing on 
employability for specific groups, such as young people, or people with 
disabilities. Some also set up projects to support people who had lost or were at 
risk of losing their jobs, or had been furloughed. In most cases, support relating to 
employment was one part of a much wider range of support being offered by 
organisations. 

• 27% of projects provided activities or services categorised as “other”. The most 
common types of services in this category related to: digital inclusion; provision of 
recreational activities; spending on operational activities (e.g. recruiting and 
training volunteers); provision of essential items other than food; providing 
guidance, information and advice; projects relating to education and/or training; 
and making social, befriending and wellbeing calls. 

 

• 30% of projects reported supported people with or living with people with Covid-
19 symptoms. 71% reported those who were shielding, and 72% supported those 
financially at risk as a result of the pandemic.  

• 68% of projects reported supporting people with mental health problems. 43% 
reported supporting people with disabilities, and 32% reported supporting people 
with substance dependencies 

• 49% of projects reported supporting people at socio-economic disadvantage; 
44% supported younger people; and 40% supported older people 

• Most projects (65%) reported supporting fewer than 500 people, including 26% 
which supported fewer than 100 people. 23% reported supporting over 1,000 
people.  

 

• 85% of organisations had spent the full grant amount by the time they completed 
the monitoring form. Common reasons for being unable to spend the full amount 
were: lower costs than anticipated; lower demand than anticipated; and slower 
implementation than expected 

• 91% of organisations reported using the grant in the way they had proposed at 
the application stage. The most common reasons for not doing so were changes 
to anticipated needs and demand, and operational challenges 
 
Lessons learned 
 

• Funded organisations highlighted a number of emerging needs that they became 
aware of during the course of their projects. The most common emerging needs 
highlighted related to health and wellbeing; poverty and unemployment; and 
digital inclusion 
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• Asked if, with hindsight, they would do anything differently in the same situation 
56% of organisations reported that they would make changes. The most common 
changes suggested included: changing the nature of service delivery; different 
approach to digital technology and online services; infrastructure and capacity 
changes; and applying for more funding or seeking funding with a longer delivery 
period 

• Funded organisations and those responsible for managing the fund highlighted 
the success of the speed with which the fund was set up, as well as the speed of 
the application and assessment process, which enabled organisations to rapidly 
begin working to support people in their communities 

• Funded organisations were positive about the clarity of the funding criteria, and 
the clarity, simplicity and speed of the application process 

• Those managing the fund highlighted the importance of bringing together the 
skills and expertise of SCVO, national funding partners and local third sector 
interfaces to encourage a robust and effective assessment process 

• The fund was generally perceived to be successful in reaching all types of eligible 
third sector organisations, with a short initial funding round used to analyse the 
early application and awards rates in order to focus on encouraging applications 
from groups with lower rates of applications and/or successful applications 

• However, it was accepted that prioritising distributing the funding rapidly led to 
some limitations. These included: a need for better coordination and 
communication across Scottish Government emergency funds; duplication and 
under-provision of funding and funded services in certain areas; limited overall 
assessment of the needs of potential beneficiaries across the country; a need for 
clearer communication across different Scottish Government funds; and a need 
for clearer communication between the different bodies involved in managing the 
fund. 
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1. Introduction and background 
 
On 18 March 2020, in response to the emerging Covid-19 pandemic, the Cabinet 
Secretary for Communities and Local Government announced a £350 million 
package of Communities Funding support, of which £125 million was committed to 
the third sector. This rapid response reflected ministers’ concerns about the 
seriousness of the pandemic, and their recognition of the need for additional support 
to enable the third sector to move quickly to support Scotland’s communities during 
the crisis.  
 
The Communities Fund consisted of four funding streams, including a £50 million 
Wellbeing Fund to support third sector activities. The Wellbeing Fund included the 
following four funding strands:  
 
1. An Immediate Priorities Fund which provided investment through national 
partners to support Scotland-wide or multi-area work. Ministers agreed recipients of 
this funding by early April. As of 8 June 2020 around £12 million had been awarded 
to 110 projects and 93 partners; 
 
2. Additional funding of £2 million was allocated to third sector interfaces 
(TSIs) to enable them to adapt their ways of working during lockdown and to 
increase activity designed to support the third sector response;  
 
3. An Open Application Process for third sector organisations seeking funding to 
enable them to respond to urgent emerging needs within vulnerable communities; 
 
4. A Small Grants Fund responsible for issuing rapid small grants to local charities 
and social enterprises, which opened before the Open Application Process.  
 
This report presents the findings of a Scottish Government evaluation of the 
Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process, using data gathered through the 
application and monitoring processes for these funds, as well as interviews with key 
stakeholders. 
 

1.1 Wellbeing Fund Open Applications Process 
 
The Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process was set up to distribute grants of 
between £5,000 and £100,000 to third sector organisations to deliver projects of up 
to 12 weeks’ duration which would respond to immediate needs arising from the 
Covid-19 pandemic.  
 
The fund was set up as a partnership between the Scottish Government and national 
third sector organisations: the Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO), 
Corra Foundation, Inspiring Scotland and The Hunter Foundation. Scotland’s 32 third 
sector interfaces (TSIs) worked closely with these organisations, with roles both in 
advertising the scheme to third sector organisations and assessing applications.  
 



8 
 

The aim of this broad partnership was to enable the fund to be developed quickly, 
incorporating high levels of due diligence, and ensuring as broad a reach as possible 
across Scotland.  

 

1.2 Application process 
 
The Open Application Process was coordinated by SCVO and supported by a team 
of assessors from the funding organisations and the TSIs. The assessment process 
was designed to be rigorous and rapid, with each application assessed by both TSIs 
and funders in a two-stage process. The intention of this process was that TSIs 
would be able to use their local knowledge to assess the fit of the proposed project 
and applicant organisation in relation to the needs of the local area, while SCVO and 
funding partners would provide the skills and resources to conduct the financial 
assessment and due diligence. Some TSIs also supported the assessment process 
with financial and other due diligence checks. 
 
The Open Application Process took place in two rounds between April and June 
2020. Organisations typically requested funding for a wide range of responses to the 
pandemic, including:  
 

• Support to adapt and deliver existing programmes using online and remote 
approaches, allowing organisations to continue to reach communities/groups that 
might otherwise have become inaccessible due to the lockdown.  

• Support to scale up or to develop new programmes in order to meet acute 
emerging needs among vulnerable groups – for example, ensuring access to 
food, medication and other types of support for groups most affected by Covid-19 
and lockdown.  

 
Organisations with strong applications which met the criteria but were unsuccessful 
in the first round were given feedback on their applications and encouraged to 
reapply in the second round, which was also open to organisations which had not 
previously applied to the fund. All unsuccessful applicant organisations were given 
feedback to support them to submit a second application, or to apply for alternative 
funds elsewhere.  

 

1.3 Funding criteria 
 
The fund was open to applications from any third sector organisation working in 
Scotland. The application criteria for the Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process 
required applications to:  
 

• Demonstrate that the proposed project would meet new and acute needs which 
had developed as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic; 

• Demonstrate that their project would target a vulnerable group or community;  

• Propose a short-term project lasting three months or less; 

• Propose a project costing between £5,000-£100,000;  

• Apply for no more than 20% of the organisation’s annual turnover, based on the 
previous year’s accounts;  
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• Demonstrate that they had an asset lock1 in place, as well as a sufficiently stable 
financial position to deliver the project. 
 

Applicants were encouraged to demonstrate that they were engaged in local 
coordination with other organisations delivering similar or related projects, in order to 
reduce duplication of efforts and to target funding towards needs as effectively as 
possible.  

                                            
1 An asset lock is a constitutional requirement that any profits arising from trading or other income 
generation activities, or assets arising in the event that an organisation ceases operating, shall be 
reinvested in the organisation or the beneficiary community and not distributed to private owners, 
shareholders or investors. 
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2. Evaluation aims, method and 
limitations  
 

2.1 Aims 
 
The first part of this evaluation aims to examine where and how the Wellbeing Fund 
Open Application funding was spent, and what the outcomes of the funding were 
from the perspective of the funded organisations. As it was not possible from the 
data available to draw direct conclusions about the overall impact of the fund, this 
report is not able to measure or comment on the fund’s overall effectiveness in 
reducing the effects of the pandemic on target communities. Instead it focuses on 
what the funding was used for and where it was distributed. The main research aims 
were to: 
 

• Examine the distribution of funding across the country by geographical area, 
deprivation levels, target groups, and type of project; 

• To understand what the funding was used for and who was supported by the 
funded projects. 

• Examine whether organisations used the funding as they had initially envisaged 
(and reasons why it was not used as originally envisaged); 

 
The second part of the evaluation consists of a process evaluation which examines 
how well the design, management and implementation of the fund worked, and what 
lessons could be learned from the experience of implementing this fund to help in the 
development of future similar initiatives. The main research aims were to: 
 

• Examine how well the design, management and implementation of the evaluation 
worked; 

• Understand any challenges to the implementation of the fund; 

• Make recommendations on how future similar emergency and non-emergency 
funding initiatives could be improved  
 

 

2.2 Method 
 
This evaluation report, conducted by Scottish Government analysts, brings together 
analysis from three main data sources: applications and awards data for all 
Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process applicants; monitoring returns data 
submitted by funding recipients; and interviews with key stakeholders. 
 
Applications and awards data from all 1,563 applications to the fund was used in 
the analysis. This data included organisational and location information, as well as 
details of the proposed projects, target groups, and intended outcomes. This data 
was collected by the funding organisations and supplied to the Scottish Government. 
This data also formed the basis of the previous publication “Wellbeing Fund: 
Analysis of awards made through the Open Application Process and the Small 
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Grants Fund” (Scottish Government, November 2020)2 and a published funding 
mapping tool.3 
 
Monitoring returns data was collected by the funding partners, with all successful 
applicant organisations asked to complete an end-of-project monitoring form. 916 of 
the 955 grant awardees (95.9%) completed the monitoring form in time to be 
included in this analysis. The monitoring forms included both closed- and open-
ended questions requesting information on: 

• what the funding was used for; 

• how much was spent; 

• whether any changes were made to the proposed project; 

• what difference the project made; 

• what challenges were faced; 

• organisations’ experiences of using the fund.  
 

This information was linked with the application data for analysis, and is used to 
inform both the outcomes and process elements of the evaluation. Where open-
ended responses have been analysed, a separate random sample of responses was 
generated for the responses to each question analysed.  
 
Interviews were conducted with 16 key stakeholders, as well as one who provided 
information by email. Interviewees included two Scottish Government officials, two 
SCVO staff members, three staff members from funding organisations, and six TSI 
representatives. Three funding assessors also took part in an interview, and one 
provided information by email. These were semi-structured interviews, some of 
which were conducted individually, others in groups. They provided qualitative data 
used to gain an understanding of how the fund was designed, set up and 
implemented, how well the funding process worked, and what could be learned from 
this experience to improve future similar initiatives. 
 

2.3 Limitations 
 
As discussed in the aims, due to the nature and limits of the available data, it is 
beyond the scope of this project to make any definitive claims regarding the overall 
impact of the Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process. In particular, it was not 
possible to conduct direct evaluation with the individuals, groups or communities 
supported by funded organisations. It was also not possible to compare funded 
areas/organisations with those that did not receive this funding, or make any 
assessment of whether the funding been used more effectively in different way. 
Therefore, rather than seeking to make claims about the impact of the fund, the parts 
of this report focusing on outcomes instead present a picture of what the funding was 
used for, the extent to which it was used as intended, and who was supported by the 
fund. 
 
By relying on organisations’ own reporting about how they used the funds and how 
effective the projects were, the report cannot provide an entirely impartial, objective 

                                            
2 Wellbeing Fund: analysis of awards - gov.scot (www.gov.scot) 
3 Community Funding (arcgis.com) 
 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/wellbeing-fund-analysis-awards-made-through-open-application-process-small-grants-fund/
https://community-funding-mapping-1-1-scotgov.hub.arcgis.com/
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picture of the use of the funding, but it nevertheless provides important and useful 
insight into the successes and challenges of the funded projects. 
 
It is also important to note that the Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process existed 
within the wider context of numerous Scottish Government and other emergency 
funds to support third sector organisations. This report is therefore limited by its 
focus on a single fund which represents a single aspect of a much wider funding 
landscape. 
 
Analysis of the geographical data relating to applications and awards was limited by 
the fact that many applicant organisations were working across several areas and 
more than one local authority. This made it challenging undertake full analysis of 
how funding was spent in different local authorities or in areas of higher deprivation. 
Accordingly, the quantitative analysis presented in relation to geographical data 
relies on various assumptions, which are set in the relevant text. 
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3. Where did the funding go? 
 

3.1 Overview of applications and awards 
 
The Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process was open for two rounds of 
applications. In Round One there were 1,004 applications to the fund, applying for a 
total of £25,073,599. In Round Two there were a further 559 applications for a total 
of £11,497,638. Across both rounds there were a total of 1,563 applications for a 
total of £36,571,237. 
 
In the first round, 557 awards were made with a total value of almost £13.95 million. 
In the second round, 398 awards were made with a total value of £7.63 million.  
Fund assessors recommended 955 projects for funding, awarding a sum of 
£21,582,333. Overall, across the two rounds, 61% of all the applications were 
successful.   
 
Applications in the second round were substantially more likely to be successful than 
applications in the first round. In Round One 55% of applications were successful, 
compared with 71% in Round Two. This is likely to be due in part to the fact that a 
review of the first round highlighted a number of areas where the fund criteria could 
be clarified and better communicated. All unsuccessful applicants were also given 
feedback on their applications after Round One, with the intention that they would be 
more likely to successful in Round Two. Around 100 organisations that were 
unsuccessful in Round One resubmitted their applications and were successful in 
Round Two.  

 
The average application request size across both rounds was £23,398, although 
many of the applications were for relatively low amounts. As Figure 1 shows, 5% of 
applications were for less than £5,000, and therefore not eligible for funding from the 
Wellbeing Fund. More than half (58%) of the applications were for values between 
£5,000 and £20,000. Just 15% were for values of £40,000 or more.  
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Figure 1: Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process: Distribution of application 
values 
 

The average award size of successful applications was £22,599. As Figure 2 shows, 
the distribution of award values reflected the distribution of application values, with 
almost two thirds (63%) of awards being made for smaller projects of £20,000 or 
less, and 36% for projects of £10,000 or less.4 Comparison of the distribution for 
applications and awards suggests that applications for smaller value projects were 
slightly more successful than those for larger values. Overall, the data suggest that 
the fund was successful in reaching smaller and community-based organisations.  
 
  

                                            
4 Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Figure 2: Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process: Distribution of award values 
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3.2 Geographical spread of funding 
 
All organisations applying to the fund were asked to specify whether they operated 
across Scotland, across more than one local authority area, across one local 
authority area or within a specific community. As Table 1 shows, more than half of 
awarded projects (59%) were focused locally – either in a single local authority area 
or within a specific community. Almost one quarter (23%) operated across several 
local authority areas, and 18% were Scotland-wide. 
 
Table 1: Geographical spread of applications and awards 

Operating area 

of applicant 

organisation 

Number 

applications 

Number 

approved 

% of 

awarded 

projects 

Amount 

awarded 

% of total 

value 

awarded 

Average 

award 

size 

Across Scotland 298 173 18% £5,676,990 26% £32,815 

Across several 

local authority 

areas 

355 215 23% £6,124,492 28% £28,486 

Across one local 

authority area 

526 338 35% £6,203,216 29% £18,353 

Within a specific 

community 

384 229 24% £3,577,634 17% £15,623 

Total 1,563 955 100% £21,582,333 100% £22,599 

 
The data on awards for each local authority presented here exclude applications 
from organisations delivering programmes across Scotland. The data include 
organisations which specified one or more specific local authorities as their 
programme delivery areas, as well as organisations that said they were delivering 
programmes in a specific community, based on which local authority they are located 
in.  
 
An important limitation is that the available data do not provide detailed information 
about how amounts awarded to organisations working across more than one local 
authority were shared between the relevant local authority areas specified in their 
application. For the purposes of this analysis the amounts awarded between the 
relevant local authorities have been notionally allocated in proportion to each local 
authority’s population. As such, the allocations of awards to local authorities 
presented here should be seen as indicative only.  
 
Organisations from every local authority in Scotland were funded under the Open 
Application Process. The highest numbers of applications and approved applications 
were from organisations delivering projects in Glasgow and Edinburgh, the largest 
centres of population and the places with the highest numbers of third sector 
organisations (Figure 3). In absolute terms, organisations working in Glasgow City 
and the City of Edinburgh received the most funding, £4 million and £2.25 million 
respectively. 
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Organisations delivering projects in island areas and more rural areas such as 
Dumfries and Galloway and Scottish Borders submitted the lowest numbers of 
applications.  

 
 

 
Figure 3: Successful applications compared with all applications by local authority 
area 

 
Figure 4 shows the rate of awards made per 100,000 people, to organisations 
working in different local authorities. The highest rate of awards per 100,000 people 
went to organisations working in Na h-Eileanan Siar (64), Midlothian (58), East 
Lothian (55), Orkney (54) and Clackmannanshire (54). The lowest rate of awards 
was to organisations working in Dumfries and Galloway, with 15 applications 
approved per 100,000 people; other local authorities with low rates of awards per 
100,000 people included Moray (16), Fife (18), Highland (19) and Perth & Kinross 
(19). 
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Figure 4: Rate of awards made per 100,000 population, by local authority 

 
Figure 5 shows the amounts of money awarded to organisations working in different 
local authorities, by head of population. Allocated on this basis, relatively higher 
levels of per capita funding went to organisations working in Na h-Eileanan Siar, 
Glasgow City, Orkney, Edinburgh and Inverclyde. The lowest levels of funding per 
capita went to organisations working in East Renfrewshire, South Ayrshire, Falkirk, 
Shetland and East Dunbartonshire.   
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Figure 5: Amount awarded per capita by local authority area 

 
Organisations from across Scotland were encouraged to apply for the Wellbeing 
Fund Open Application Process. However, in practice there was a high level of 
variation in the rate of applications and awards to organisations from different areas 
– even when relative population size is taken into account. This may reflect variation 
in levels of need, variation in Covid-19 case rates, awareness of the funding, ability 
to access alternative funding or support, density of third sector organisations and 
other factors.  
 
It is important to note that all applications were considered on their own merits – not 
in relation to other applications. Based on analysis of the first round of funding, and 
on feedback from the TSIs, funders were aware of emerging gaps and needs, and 
made efforts to address these in the second round through strengthened guidance to 
applicants and awareness sessions with assessors.    
 
Overall, the picture at the level of local authorities depends on what indicator is used. 
Consideration of the rate of applications, the rate of successful applications and the 
amount awarded per capita each give a different picture. The outcomes also depend 
on the density of third sector organisations in different areas, how many 
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organisations in each local authority applied to the Fund and how much they applied 
for.  
 

 

3.3 Analysis of awards in relation to deprivation levels and 
vulnerability to the impacts of Covid-19 
 
For awards made to organisations which indicated that they were working in a 
specific local area, the spread of awards in relation to deprivation levels, and levels 
of vulnerability to the impacts of Covid-19, was analysed. This analysis is based on 
data provided at the application stage, and assumes that the location of the 
organisation address represents the location of the programme delivery. There were 
384 such applications, of which 229 were successful. The total amount awarded to 
these organisations was £3,577,634.5  
 
Mapping these awards to the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD)6 shows 
that awards were much more likely to be made to organisations working in areas of 
higher deprivation. Overall, 48% of the amount awarded went to organisations 
working in SIMD 1 areas (the most deprived 20% of areas), and a further 24% went 
to organisations working in SIMD 2 areas (the second-most deprived quintile) (Figure 
6).  
 

                                            
5 The awarded organisations were located in 211 of the 7000 datazones and 187 of the 1300 
intermediate zones represented. 
6 The SIMD splits Scotland into 6,976 equal areas of roughly the same population size. It uses 38 
indicators to measure different aspects of deprivation, including unemployment, crime and travel 
times to local GP surgeries. It then uses these to rank each data zone depending on its level of 
deprivation, where the first quintile represents the 20% most deprived areas in Scotland. For more 
information, see: https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-index-multiple-deprivation-2020/  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-index-multiple-deprivation-2020/
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Figure 6: Amount awarded by deprivation status of project delivery area 

 
 
While vulnerability to the negative impacts of Covid-19 appears likely to be 
concentrated in communities experiencing social, economic and health deprivation, 
other groups are also significantly affected across all areas of the population – 
notably older people, and people with particular health conditions that place them at 
higher risk of poor outcomes if they contract Covid-19.  
 
At the outset of the pandemic, the British Red Cross developed a ‘Covid-19 
Vulnerability Index’.7 This index combines data on population demographics, health, 
economic status, geographic isolation and other indicators in order to give an overall 
ranking of different places across the UK in terms of their population’s relative 
vulnerability to the impacts of Covid-19. As with the SIMD, postcode areas are 
classified into one of five quintiles, where the first quintile represents the 20% of 
areas with highest vulnerability to the negative impacts of Covid-19.  
 
When using this ranking to assess the awards for which local delivery data is 
available (Figure 7), the findings show that awards were strongly directed towards 
areas with populations likely to be more vulnerable than average to the impacts of 
Covid-19. Overall, 40% of the amount awarded went to organisations working in 
areas that were in the highest Covid-19 vulnerability quintile.   

 

                                            
7 More information about the British Red Cross Covid-19 Vulnerability Index is available here: 
https://britishredcrosssociety.github.io/covid-19-vulnerability/ This analysis is based on the Index for 
Intermediate Zones in Scotland as available at June 2020.  
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      Figure 7: Total awarded by Covid-19 vulnerability status of project delivery area 
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4. Was the funding used as intended? 
 
 

4.1 Was all the funding spent within the designated funding 
period? 
 
Only projects designed to last no longer than three months were eligible for funding. 
In the end-of-project monitoring form, Wellbeing Fund recipients were asked whether 
they had spent their entire grant award. As shown in Figure 8, 916 organisations 
responded to this question, with 774 (84.5%) confirming that they had spent all of the 
funding. The remaining 142 (15.5%) organisations had not spent it all by the time 
they completed the monitoring form. 
 

 
Figure 8: Percentage of organisations that had spent full grant awarded by time of 
completing monitoring form 

 
Of the 142 organisations that had not spent the full grant amount, 50 (35.2%) did not 
specify a reason for this. It is expected, however, that many of these organisations 
may not have come to the end of their grant period by the time they completed the 
monitoring form. 
 
Of the remaining 92 organisations that did specify a reason for not having spent the 
full grant amount, over a quarter of organisations (26.1%) said that it was because 
their costs were lower than they had anticipated when applying for the grant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

774 84.5%
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Table 2: Reason for not spending full grant amount (organisations that specified a 
reason (92)) 

 
Reason for not spending grant in full Number Percentage 

Costs lower than expected 24 26.1 

Unable to implement project in full/low demand for project 19 20.7 

Project slower than expected 13 14.1 

Still in funding period 10 10.9 

Awaiting goods/invoice from provider 9 9.8 

Received food donations/funding from elsewhere 8 8.7 

Unable to hire staff/staff absence 5 5.4 

Other 4 4.3 

Total 92 100 

 
The second most common reason was that organisations had been unable to 
implement their project in full and/or demand for their project was low. A further 
14.1% said that the project had progressed more slowly than anticipated. In several 
cases this was explained as being due to delays in supply chains and restrictive 
social distancing measures.  
 
9.8% of projects were awaiting final deliveries and/or invoices from suppliers to 
complete their spending, and 8.7% of organisations – mostly those providing food – 
had not spent their full grant either because they had also received other grants, or 
they had received large donations of food and essential items from private 
businesses or the general public, therefore reducing their need for spending on food. 
A further 10.9% of organisations had not spent the grant in full because they had not 
yet come to the end of their funding period. 
 

4.2 Was the funding used as intended? 
 
Organisations were asked whether they used the grant funding as they had stated 
they would in their original applications. As Figure 9 indicates, 916 organisations 
responded to this question, with 831 (90.7%) saying that the grant had been used as 
originally intended, while 85 (9.3%) reported that its use had changed. 
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Figure 9: Percentage of organisations that spent the grant as initially intended 

 
There were a variety of reasons for organisations not using the funds exactly as 
intended. Changes to anticipated demand were a common reason, with 
organisations often reporting deciding to change their service provision as a result of 
higher demand than anticipated, lower demand than anticipated, new unanticipated 
needs emerging as priorities among service users, or becoming aware of significant 
needs among people outside their original target groups. 
 
Operational changes and challenges also led to some organisations changing their 
use of the funding. These reasons included projects moving more slowly than 
expected, organisations struggling to source items listed in their original budgets – 
often as a result of supply-chain lags as a result of the pandemic – and organisations 
spending less than they had budgeted for on some of their costs. 
 
Overall, then, the data suggests that the majority of funding provided by the 
Wellbeing Fund was used for the purposes it was originally intended fo, based on the 
information organisations provided in their application forms. Similarly, most of the 
funding was spent within the designated funding period. Where these were not the 
case, in most cases it appears to have been as a result of unanticipated changes in 
circumstances.  
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5. Outcomes: What was the funding used 
for? 
 

5.1 Who was supported by the Wellbeing Fund? 
 
5.1.1 How many people were supported? 
 
Each organisation completing the end of project monitoring form was asked to 
estimate the number of people it had supported through its project funded by the 
Wellbeing Fund. The numbers provided ranged from five to 906,800.  
 
In general, where smaller numbers were provided, these tended to be local projects, 
often focusing on the mental wellbeing of a small number of people.  
 
Where particularly large numbers (over 10,000) were given, these tended to be from 
organisations operating across multiple local authority areas or nationwide, 
particularly those providing information and advice on a large scale. This included, 
for example, a radio station providing information about Covid-19 to listeners, and 
large-scale organisations representing people with specific long term health 
conditions or disabilities who offered advice and support to the whole population of 
people living with particular conditions. 
 
In some cases the numbers of people helped appear to be overestimates. For 
example, in one case an organisation which supports people with a particular health 
condition appears to have provided the total number of UK sufferers of the disease 
the organisation focuses on. 
 
It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to verify the numbers provided by each 
organisation. As such, rather than presenting a total number of people supported, 
the data on the number of people helped are presented in ranges to provide an 
indication of the reach of the funded projects. 
 
Figure 10 shows how many people funded organisations estimated that they had 
supported with their projects, giving figures for all projects, as well as the two most 
common types of project – mental health and food. The majority of organisations 
(64.6%) said that they supported under 500 people, including 235 projects (25.7%) 
which said that they supported 100 people or fewer. Much smaller numbers said that 
they supported over 500 people: 112 (12.2%) supported 501-1000 people, and 132 
(14.4%) supported between 1,001-3000. 8.6% of organisations said that they 
supported 3,001 people or more. 
 
These figures reflect the broad range and scope of the Wellbeing Fund, with projects 
ranging from a large number of small, local projects providing in-depth, personal 
support to limited numbers of service users, to food-distribution programmes of 
varying sizes, to a smaller number of large national information and advice services 
for people with a range of specific needs. 
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Figure 10: Estimated number of people supported for all projects, mental health 
projects and food projects 

 
 
Looking specifically at mental health, which was the most common thematic focus 
area for funded projects, the pattern of estimated number of people helped looks 
broadly similar to the overall pattern. For mental health projects, 68.1% of projects 
said that they supported up to 500 people, while 24.% said that they supported 
between 501-3000 people. Only 7.6% said that they supported more than 3000 
people. 
 
For food, the second-most common focus of Wellbeing Fund projects, the pattern 
was slightly different, with a larger proportion of projects than average reporting 
supporting between 501-10,000 people, and a much small proportion than average 
supporting 100 people or fewer. Only 17.7% of food projects reported supporting 100 
people or fewer, compared to the average of 27.6% of all projects. Meanwhile, 
32.9% of food projects reported helping between 501-3,000 people, compared to 
26.6% of all projects. This most likely reflects the fact that food projects tended to be 
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designed to reach larger numbers of people, while other activities such as mental 
health support tended to operate on a smaller scale given their more time and 
resource intensive nature. 
 
5.1.2 Who was supported?  
 
Each organisation completing the monitoring form provided information on the types 
of groups and individuals it had supported with assistance from the Wellbeing Fund.  
 
Covid-19 risk  
 
As part of the application criteria for the Wellbeing Fund, applicants needed to 
demonstrate that their proposed project would meet new and acute needs which had 
developed as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic. Of the 916 organisations to 
complete the monitoring form, 92.1% (844) stated that their work supported people 
whose health and/or personal finances were at risk from, or affected by, Covid-19. 
 
As Figure 11 shows below, the majority of the projects supported people who were 
not shielding but who were at higher than average risk from the disease (73.8%), 
those who were financially at risk (71.9%), and those who were shielding (71.1%). 
Just under one in three projects (30.8%) supported people who either had Covid-19 
symptoms or were living with someone with Covid-19 symptoms. 
 

 
Figure 11: Percentage of projects supporting people with specific risks relating to 
Covid-19 

 
While 7.9% of projects did not specifically support any of these groups, this does not 
necessarily mean that these projects were not also supporting new and acute needs 
specific to the Covid-19 pandemic. A wide range of needs not captured in this 
question have developed as a result of the pandemic, such as the needs of those 
whose education, employment status, personal safety at home, mental health or 
physical health had suffered as a result of the pandemic and the lockdown. 
Organisations were therefore also asked about another other types of vulnerabilities 
faced by the people they supported. This data is shown below. 
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Vulnerabilities 
 
Organisations were asked if they supported any of the vulnerable groups listed in 
Figure 12. As these responses demonstrate, the funded organisations worked with a 
range of people facing particular vulnerabilities relating to their health, financial or 
employment status, social marginalisation and personal safety.  
 
Reflecting the fact that a large proportion of the fund was given to organisations with 
a focus on mental health, 67.8% of projects stated that they worked with people with 
pre-existing mental health problems.  
 

 
Figure 12: Percentage of projects supporting particular vulnerable groups 

 
 
More than two in five funded organisations (43.2%) worked with people with learning 
disabilities, while one almost one third (31.9%) worked with people with substance 
dependencies. Other common recipients of support from Wellbeing Fund projects 
were people who were homeless (23.6% of projects), vulnerable migrants (23.5% of 
projects), people with dementia (23.5% of projects) and victims of domestic abuse 
(22.1% of projects). Although information to show how many people from each 
vulnerable group were supported is not available, these data suggest that the 
Wellbeing Fund reached a wide range of groups who were at greatest risk from both 
the health and social effects of the pandemic.  
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Equalities data 
 
Wellbeing Fund recipients were also asked whether they supported people from the 
particular groups listed in Figure 13. 84.1% (770) of end of project monitoring 
respondents stated that they had supported people in relation to one or more of the 
following groups or protected characteristics: older people; younger people; 
disability; gender; race; religion/belief/faith; sexual orientation and/or gender identity; 
and socio-economic disadvantage. 
 

 
Figure 13: Percentage of projects supporting particular groups/those with particular 
characteristics 

 
Almost half of organisations worked with people who were socio-economically 
disadvantaged (48.6%). A significant minority of projects also focused on younger 
people (44.0%), people with disabilities (40.9%), and older people (39.5%).  
 
Smaller numbers of projects focused on supporting from specific backgrounds or 
communities relating to race (12.7%), gender (11.1%), religion, faith and/or belief 
(7.6%) and sexual orientation/gender identity (5.9%). 
 
 

5.2 What did the Wellbeing Fund projects do? 
 
Organisations responding to the monitoring questions were asked whether they 
provided any services or activities relating to the following categories: food; 
employment; money; mental health and wellbeing; physical health; home life or 
housing situation. The responses to this are summarised in Figure 14. Organisations 
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were able to select as many categories as necessary to describe their projects, with 
many of them focusing on multiple issues.8 
 
As Figure 14 shows, over three quarters of projects (76.0%) had a focus on mental 
health and wellbeing, while just under half (43.8%) focused on food. Physical health 
(27.0%), home life or housing situation (25.2%), and money (21.0%) were also a 
common focus for projects. Employment was a focus for 13.0% of projects. Over a 
quarter of projects (26.5%) also focused on something outside of these main 
categories. These are discussed in detail towards the end of this section. 
 
 

 
Figure 14: Focus of funded services/activities 

 
The majority of the 916 organisations which responded to the monitoring survey 
(538) selected multiple project types, while 378 (41.3%) selected a single focus. 
 
As well as being the most common types of project, those with a focus on mental 
health or food were also more likely to be exclusively focused on one area. 32.5% of 
projects focused on mental health were exclusively focused on this, while 20.2% of 
food projects focused exclusively on food. In contrast, fewer than 10% of projects 

                                            
8 Please note that these figures are different to the figures presented the earlier publication Wellbeing 
Fund: Analysis of Awards (Scottish Government, November 2020) because the present report is 
based on monitoring data through which organisations could select multiple categories, whereas the 
previous report was based on data from the application forms, in which organisations were asked to 
pick a single category. 
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focusing on physical health, home life or housing situation, money, employment or 
“other” had an exclusive focus on one area of work. 13 projects recorded a focus on 
all seven categories. 
 
In the sub-sections below, the type of activities undertaken in each area of activity 
are discussed. For each of the six main areas of focus (mental health; food; physical 
health; homelife/housing; money; and employment) a random sample of 
approximately 50 projects was generated. This was analysed to gain a deeper 
insight into what the funding was used for, and what types of projects were 
developed with support from the Wellbeing Fund. 
 
5.2.1 Mental health and wellbeing 
Mental health and wellbeing was the most frequent focus area for projects funded by 
the Wellbeing Fund. More than three quarters of all funded organisations (76%) said 
that their project had a focus on mental health and wellbeing (696). Of these, 226 
projects were focused solely on mental health (24.7% of all projects).  
 
Mental health and wellbeing projects took a variety of forms. Many organisations 
used the Wellbeing Fund grant to move their pre-existing mental health and 
wellbeing services online, and to adapt their offering to meet their service users’ 
changing needs as the pandemic continued. One organisation, which works with 
young members of the LGBT+ community, described moving to offering remote 
support for its users: 
 
“[We] applied for the Wellbeing Fund in order to be able to provide an extended service to 
LGBT+ young people across East Lothian and Midlothian throughout the COVID-19 
Lockdown measures put in place by the Scottish and UK Government in March 2020. Prior 
to March 2020, [we] provided support to LGBT+ young people in Midlothian by providing a 
weekly social/support group for LGBT+ young people aged 12-21 and one-to-one support 
around LGBT+ related issues, emotional support and practical support in improving mental 
wellbeing. [We] aimed to extend the availability of the LGBT+ service to young people in 
East Lothian as well as Midlothian [and] aimed to maintain the full service during Lockdown 
by moving both the weekly group and one-one-one support to online and telephone methods 
of providing support.”  

 
Many of the projects focused on mitigating feelings of loneliness and social isolation 
among service users in recognition of the fact that many people were likely to 
struggle with the loss of social interaction caused by the lockdown. As one 
organisation summarised:  
 
“The wider goal of our project was to keep people in social circles that they would otherwise 
not have access to due to the lock down, deliver a varied program of events in place of our 
originally planned summer schedule, and to connect members across the country enabling 
relationships that previously were unable to be created due to a distance barrier.” 
 

Often, efforts to alleviate loneliness and isolation were initiated by organisations 
whose main focus was not on mental health, or who did not usually typically focus on 
mental health. For example, organisations whose primary focus was food distribution 
recognised that loneliness was a major challenge for their service users, and set up 
additional services to provide social interaction and support for those who needed it. 
As one organisation explained: 
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“The aim of this project was to provide a local food distribution hub/delivery service.  Our 
target group are experiencing poverty through unemployment, furlough, financial hardship, 
additional demands to feed families and individuals mental health issues during these times. 
We are working with all different circumstances from single persons to families as well as 
supporting people who are shielding, elderly or disabled by co-ordinating a home delivery 
service. Staff continue to support service users by way of telephone and physically (walks, 
following social distancing to people who were identified as being alone and isolated and 
struggling with their mental health).”   

 
As well as focusing on maintaining service users’ social connections, mental health 
and wellbeing projects also sought to keep service users occupied and to alleviate 
boredom, by providing a range of activities to take part in, particularly for younger 
people. One organisation distributed:  
 
“…activity packs, sensory boxes and tablet computers to families across the area in which 
we operate to provide access to activities for young people who have been unable to 
participate in their usual face2face youth work activity owing to the COVID-19 pandemic to 
help reduce to effects of the pandemic on their physical and mental health.” 
 

Another organisation, working with young families, provided activities and social 
stimulation for children, and counselling and emotional support for their parents, to 
try to help alleviate the stress, anxiety and boredom of the lockdown: 
 
“[We] aimed to provide online support through counselling and provision of trusted support 
workers to provide daily online/telephone calls to families to support their wellbeing and 
reduce anxiety and stress.  We also aimed to provide a range of online children’s activities 
focused on interactive sessions with small groups of local children who already know each 
other, but who are currently unable to have their normal social contacts. The aim of these 
sessions would be to improve mental wellbeing, alleviate boredom for the children, provide 
structure and routine for children and short periods of respite for parents, and to provide 
parents with advice and support to cope with any increased anxiety and challenging 
behaviour.” 

 
While many organisations’ support for mental health and wellbeing focused on 
providing social stimulation or activities to keep people occupied during the 
lockdown, those with a more specialist focus on mental health were able to offer 
professional support via counselling, therapy or other therapeutic interventions, as 
shown in the example above. These projects were usually aimed at specific, pre-
existing service users with particular needs. For example, one project provided 
therapeutic art therapy for children and young people with chronic health conditions, 
many of whom were at increased risk from Covid-19 and struggling with the 
implications of the pandemic: 
  
“The overall aim of our project was to provide crucial early intervention support to children 
and young people living with chronic physical conditions and their families during the 
Coronavirus pandemic.  We have seen an increase in demand for our art therapy services… 
Our young patients have weakened immune systems as a result of their physical health and 
the medications they are taking which means they are in the high-risk category for COVID-
19. Some parents have described the added pressure on them of “keeping their child alive” 
through this crisis. This situation is causing heightened anxiety for children and parents alike 
and placing these children at greater risk than usual, as we know many already have suicidal 
thoughts. We wanted to use the funding to provide professional art therapy and creative 
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interventions online to support the mental health and wellbeing of the children and young 
people we work with. The therapeutic process of art enables our young patients to explore 
and express their fears, to manage their anxiety and to build their resilience so that they are 
better able to cope.” 
 

Another organisation sought to support carers with online therapy sessions to help 
them manage the emotional strain of caring for others during the pandemic:  
 
“Our aim was to support carer well-being. This funding was to support that through the 
provision of online therapy sessions to give carers time away from their caring roles and the 
means to manage their mental, emotional and physical health. In addition we sought funding 
to access an Employee Assistance Programme which would support our staff with their own 
well-being and enable them to have the resilience to deliver the highest standard of 
emotional support to carers during these highly challenging times.” 

 
5.2.2 Food 
Food-related projects were the second-most common activities and services 
provided, with 401 of the 916 projects for which we have monitoring data (43.8%) 
engaged in helping people to access food in some form. As discussed above, most 
of these projects were not exclusively focused on food, with 79.8% of food-related 
projects also having a wider focus. The most common activities were the provision of 
free meals, food items or supermarket vouchers to individuals and families struggling 
to afford food themselves.  
 
Some organisations focused on helping the specific target group they ordinarily 
supported to access food, with examples including organisations working with at-risk 
groups such as asylum seekers, women fleeing domestic abuse, families with 
vulnerable children, people who were homeless, and people with specific health 
conditions. In some cases, these organisations recognised a need to ensure that the 
food they provided was appropriate for their specific service-users’ health needs or 
culturally and religiously appropriate. 
 
Many other organisations took a broader focus, choosing to make food support 
available to anyone in the local area in need, recognising the likelihood that families 
and individuals who had not previously needed support may need it as a result of the 
specific circumstances of the pandemic, such as the risk of unemployment or the 
need to shield or self-isolate. 
 
Some organisations, such as established food banks, sought support from the 
Wellbeing Fund to continue or expand work that they already undertook in relation to 
food provision. For many organisations, food provision was an entirely new area of 
work, which they had identified as important in the context of the pandemic. For 
example one organisation in Glasgow began providing food to support families who 
might miss out on services they were ordinarily reliant upon such as free school 
meals: 
 
The provision of food was a new development for [our organisation] but a key focus of the 
support we started to provide at the beginning of the pandemic and we recognised that many 
of the families we worked with were often reliant on food bank provision and in receipt of free 
school meals and that without these supports in place, and with children at home all day 
families would need additional support during this time, so our response aimed to plug a 
specific gap that we knew existed locally within the Govan area and would be made worse 



35 
 

by Covid-19.  We hoped that we would be able to support families with food and other 
essential items during this time when household incomes were affected by unexpected 
unemployment or reduced income on furlough and parents were unable to leave the house 
to shop due to shielding. 
 
While most food-related projects focused on the direct provision of food, others 
supported people’s food-related needs in different ways. For example, by: 
 

• assisting with food shopping for those who could afford food but could not go 
to shops themselves (for example if they were shielding);  

• connecting or referring people in need to food provision initiatives 

• and supporting people to grow their own fruits, vegetables and herbs in their 
allotments, community gardens or at home. 

 
5.2.3 Physical health 
 
247 (27.0%) of the projects focused on physical health, although only 12 of these 
(4.9% of all physical health projects) focused exclusively on physical health. The 
reason for this appears to be that the majority of projects with a physical health focus 
either focused on supporting people with a specific long-term health condition with a 
with wide-ranging support throughout the pandemic, or focused on providing a wide-
range of support, including physical health support, to particular vulnerable groups. 
Of the random sample of 50 projects that said they had a physical health focus, 19 
did not specify the physical health element in their description of their project. This 
suggests that in many cases, physical health was just one aspect of a much more 
wide-ranging project. 
 
A significant proportion of these were projects run by organisations which focus on 
supporting a particular group of people with specific pre-existing health conditions or 
disabilities, which often meant that sufferers were at increased risk from Covid-19. 
These included organisations supporting people with lung disorders, chronic pain, 
dementia, cancers, cystic fibrosis, deafness and children with life-limiting conditions.  
 
The support provided by these organisations through their Covid-19 projects tended 
to focus on supporting people, as well as their families and carers, to manage their 
conditions remotely and on providing information, guidance, advice and resources to 
help people maintain their health and stay active during the pandemic. Many of these 
organisations also offered wider support including mental health support, befriending 
and wellbeing calls, virtual peer support groups, and practical support such as food, 
PPE and prescription deliveries. For example, one organisation working with children 
living with serious health needs across Scotland set up a project to offer wide-
ranging support to families, providing practical assistance and emotional support: 
 
“Since the COVID-19 pandemic began, the families we support are facing some of the 
toughest challenges and the most anxious of times. [We] rapidly adapted our services to 
meet this sudden and growing need. In a matter of days we created our COVID-19 Direct 
Response Service which has already helped more than 1,000 families UK wide get the 
support, food, medical and PPE supplies they desperately need. Over 150,000 items have 
been distributed and we anticipate this dedicated service and support being needed for a 
significant time to come, with fears for a renewed lockdown and second wave of the virus in 
the winter months of 2020/21 being prepared for. Our families were amongst the first to 
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isolate and will be some of the last to emerge… Our online information, guidance and 
resources have already been accessed 39,000 times and are helping families manage their 
way through the crisis, and we have also responded to the need for emotional support with 
the “Wellbeing Wednesday” initiative, posting new videos from experts with coping 
strategies, techniques and self-help advice. Our latest videos are focussing on the return to 
school.” 
 

Other physical health projects focused on supporting specific at-risk groups including 
homeless people, vulnerable children, young people or families, people who were 
shielding, elderly people and refugees and asylum seekers. In the vast majority of 
cases, the support for physical health was part of a much wider programme of 
general support for people who were likely to find living in the context of Covid-19 
and the lockdown particularly difficult. One example of this was an organisation 
which provided a range of activities for the young people it works with. As well as 
providing a variety of craft, cooking and social activities to help maintain their 
children and young people’s mental health, this organisation also provided fitness 
challenges: 
 
“The fitness challenges included local treasure trails, football, hula hooping challenges, 
frisbee and ball games. These activities ranged from individual to group games to encourage 
increased fitness and interaction between family members.” 

 
Another organisation, which focused on hard-to-reach children from deprived areas, 
also sought to offer physical activities as part of their support programme, along with 
educational materials:  
 
“Our overall aim of the project was to try and engage with children and families who may 
have been struggling to interact through the online channels of social media during Covid-
19. We were aiming to provide some of the hardest to reach families, and those living in 
areas of high deprivation, with at home activity books to support the school work they were 
missing and also provide them with physical activities to keep them active. Also those who 
may have been missing their usual football activity… On top of this we were looking to 
provide footballs to some families struggling to afford these in the current times. This would 
help give children the opportunity to stay active.” 
 
Some projects were set up to continue to provide exercise or fitness classes that had 
previously been running face-to-face. One example of this was an organisation 
which runs boxing classes which used the grant to move its boxing classes online via 
pre-recorded sessions and Zoom in order to enable its members to stay fit and active 
during the lockdown.  
 
Finally, a small number of organisations’ focus on physical health revolved around 
sourcing, making or providing PPE to those who needed it. For example, one 
organisation in the Western Isles helped a local hospital and care home to source 
PPE:  
 
“Staff at the hospital found that they were dangerously under-equipped with PPE and 
medical equipment to deal with testing and sufferers from the epidemic should the virus take 
hold in the island. This lack of equipment was causing genuine distress to staff. [We 
decided] to source the necessary supplies to NHS standard and in quantities which would 
ensure that the hospital could be operated safely with regard to staff, patients and the wider 
community… [We] were lucky to have… an ex-RAF medic who had field experience of 
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dealing with installations of emergency medical treatment centres in various parts of the 
world who was able to work with the hospital to source the required supplies from alternative 
outlets such as eBay, Amazon and local builders' merchants.   
 
Soon after, the tragic outbreak of Covid-19 at a private nursing home in the village occurred 
resulting in 10 deaths of residents, and many members of staff suffering from the virus or 
testing positive. We assisted with the emergency supply of PPE to help locum staff to nurse 
sick and anxious residents in the home.” 
 
 
5.2.4 Home life or housing situation 
 
Of the 916 respondents, 231 (25.2%) said that they had a focus on people’s home 
life or housing situations. However, only 15 projects (1.6%) focused exclusively on 
home life or housing.  
 
The majority of projects which identified home life/housing as a focus were relatively 
broad projects focused on supporting a specific group or community of people. This 
included vulnerable children and families, families caring for a sick child, children of 
armed forces families, particular ethnic minority groups, asylum seekers, young 
people, elderly people, and people living with specific health conditions. In most 
cases, projects were designed to provide a wide range of support, including support 
for people spending long periods at home such as activity packs and games for 
children, educational and home-schooling resources and support, support with 
becoming digitally connected, befriending and wellbeing calls, dog-walking services, 
and deliveries of food, medicines and other essential items. 
 
One organisation, for example, offered a wide range of support both to individuals in 
need – such as dog walking and technical assistance – as well as supporting other 
local services such as foodbanks: 
 
“As with many charities throughout the UK, COVID 19 stopped all our 'traditional' projects, 
and we refocused our energy and attention to assisting our local community.. We worked 
with many other local partner organisations to target and help those in urgent need of help 
and were part of a co-ordinated targeted response. We amassed a network of over 40 
volunteers, and offered the following services: 1. Delivering Food Parcels and Prescriptions 
to those self-isolated; 2. Collecting food donations for foodbanks and assisting some of 
these organisations with food drop offs; 3. Offering a befriending service for the vulnerable 
and those living in isolation; 4. Dog Walking Service for those in isolation; 5. Offering 
technical assistance with Skype and Zoom to keep people in touch with their families; 6. 
Home Schooling Support.” 

 
Other organisations focused on specific groups of people. For example, an 
organisation which supports “hard to reach” Sikh and ethnic minority women and 
children offered a range of support: 
 
“We aimed to support people with a wide range of complex needs including: 1. Food and 
utility bills: Supporting people to access either deliveries of hot food, food parcels or small 
grants to support with food/bills. Our outreach support is working with multiple agencies to 
ensure people are having their basic needs met. 2. Advocacy:  Working with people 
experiencing a wide range of personal circumstances which for a variety of reasons 
including language or cultural barriers that require support including; benefits, household 
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bills, immigration, medical advice, social work and many others. 3. Emotional Support:  We 
have saw an increase in domestic abuse, loneliness, emotional distress and mental health 
concerns.  People are also contacting us for support with home schooling, family issues, 
bereavement, struggling to understand the current situation and guidelines, as well as not 
knowing where to go for help.” 
  

Many organisations also described offering support specifically for vulnerable and/or 
low-income families and children, often providing educational and home-schooling 
support, activities and games, and parenting support. For example, one organisation 
provided a range of support to vulnerable families from deprived areas known to 
local authorities and frontline services, who would potentially struggle as a result of 
the pandemic and lockdown. Their project aimed to provide creative and educational 
activities for children: 
 
“The families we were supporting were able to access practical support (food parcels, health 
support, financial advice etc.) but there was a gap in provision [for] supported activities that 
teach through fun creative learning and can help families learn together and relieve stress. 
Whilst families and children are not able to access activities like this [at school or clubs] we 
wanted to support them to get creative in their own homes during this stressful period. The 
project provided a vital service in ensuring children and families are able to respond 
positively and creatively to the current crisis.” 
 

Specific homelessness, housing and domestic abuse support 
 
A smaller proportion of projects in this category focused specifically on issues 
relating directly to homelessness, housing and domestic abuse. Projects focusing on 
homelessness and housing included provision of legal advice, casework, advocacy, 
and telephone support services for those who were homeless or at risk of 
homelessness. 
 
One example of this is a project designed to house people at risk of homelessness: 
 
“We aimed to house people from South Lanarkshire who were homeless and/or threatened 
by homelessness safely during the Coronavirus pandemic, in a way that would protect them, 
allow them to remain in South Lanarkshire, and support them to develop life skills and 
prepare for a move into independent living. We did this through a working partnership with 
South Lanarkshire Council, who had identified safe and suitable modern housing. The 
funding would allow us to hire and train staff who would support residents in their 
accommodation during the worst of the pandemic, and help them to improve their health, 
become engaged with their community, access education, training, and employment, and 
prepare to live independently in their own tenancies.” 

 
Another example of this is a project designed to provide legal advice and casework 
for people vulnerable to problems including homelessness and debt: 
 
“The aim of the project was to address the gap in services to the most vulnerable people 
being affected by the covid-19 lockdown in terms of Income, Employment/Government 
Scheme Rules, Debt & Finances, Housing, homelessness, welfare benefits and access to 
services, and to provide our specialised services effectively and making them as easily 
accessible as possible. Through the fund we were able to provide a 3 month dedicated 
service whereby 5 staff were funded to work full time on this project - solicitor, housing 
homelessness caseworker, welfare rights officer, Debt and Finances and Administration 
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officer, providing legal and casework services to address the issues concerning the 
aforementioned target group(s)”. 
 

Another organisation offered remote support for households at risk of homelessness, 
which included advice on housing, money, debt and welfare, as well as emotional 
and practical support such as ensuring that they could access food parcels if 
necessary: 
 
“Advisers provided a telephone-based support service with the assistance of existing 
volunteers to households at risk of homelessness.  Through regular telephone appointments, 
households will have a dedicated adviser who will connect with them to fully understand and 
assess their housing, money & debt and welfare benefit situation.  Where necessary 
advisers could issue mobile phones or credit to ensure households stayed in touch with 
them. Households will be directly referred to the service via our existing national helpline and 
online chat services, local partner organisations and we will undertake a targeted digital 
advertising campaign. We will also re-contact recent clients where paying rent, arrears or 
eviction action was a factor. To prevent households from disconnecting, each client will be 
assigned a dedicated volunteer who will provide emotional support and make sure 
households are accessing all the support available locally such as food parcel delivery 
services.  Volunteers will be coordinated and supported by our Volunteer Manager.” 
 

Projects focusing on supporting victims of domestic abuse reported needing to adapt 
to the changing circumstances of the pandemic and increased demand to support 
people experiencing, or at risk of, harm in their own homes. One project, for 
example, sought funding to help provide effective interventions for women urgently 
needing accommodation to escape violent households during lockdown: 
 
“Our project focused on the changing needs of our service provision in light of COVID-19 
pandemic. This funding was anticipated to help women/families experiencing domestic 
abuse and at risk of harm in their own homes, unable to leave due to COVID-19 and for 
women requiring immediate support to re-settle. Due to decreased safe spaces forced by 
lockdown, we hoped the funding would enable a swift and effective intervention to mitigate 
further abuse or exploitation. Women told us they felt increasingly vulnerable as their abuser 
exploited lockdown as an opportunity to increase surveillance and use child contact as a 
means to control. We received an unprecedented volume of requests for refuge and support 
from other parts of UK outwith Scotland.” 
 

Other projects focused more on the provision of legal advice and support for people 
experiencing domestic violence. As one organisation described their role of providing 
a specialist legal service to which victims of abuse could be referred by other 
agencies: 
 
“The project was intended to [provide] legal advice in relation to domestic abuse and 
housing. Lockdown, whilst necessary for public health, increased the difficulties by people at 
risk of domestic violence. Wider stakeholders contacted us with complex legal issues in 
relation to their clients; we were the only organisation in a position to provide a legal service 
of this nature. We also identified that a wider response may be required post-lockdown and 
we were aiming to prepare for this and work collaboratively with others to co-ordinate 
services for the future. We planned to use the funding to provide a response to this unmet 
legal need which we previously serviced but which was exacerbated by lockdown. In the first 
instance, the aim was to provide a consultation service for other stakeholders dealing with 
victims of domestic abuse on the front line. We were aware that many individuals would be 
reluctant to fully disclose their circumstances or report the abuse, particularly during 
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lockdown when they were more at risk. However, we considered it vital to provide a legal 
service which could be accessed through a third party if individuals did reach out. The aim 
was to “layer up” the support available to this particularly vulnerable group of people.” 
 
Finally, several projects in the home life and housing situation category mentioned 
providing bereavement support for those who had recently lost loved ones. For 
example, one organisation aimed to: 
 
“Offer supportive phone calls to previous clients during lockdown who were recently 
bereaved and experiencing poverty with an aim of improving their mental health and 
wellbeing and community connectedness during this period. [We aimed] to make 8 support 
calls/contacts per week totalling 100 calls over a 13-week period.” 

 
5.2.5 Money 
21% of organisations said that their project related to money (192 projects), although 
only 13 of these projects (1.4% of all projects) were focused exclusively on money. 
Most projects focusing on money were, therefore, part of much a much wider range 
of support offered to individuals or families. For example, one organisation offered a 
wide range of support to members of the local community in need, including several 
measures relating to finances, poverty and benefits: 
 
“The overall aim of the project was to deliver a support project for our community focusing on 
providing food, help with utilities and Friendship Calls. We wanted to make sure people were 
able to heat their homes and have a hot meal and hot water. We wanted to do Friendship 
Calls - a phone call twice a week to make sure that our clients are ok, checking on their 
general health and well-being, discussing any money or benefits issues, reassurance, 
mentoring and someone who will listen to how they are feeling. We wanted to help people to 
access benefits, maintain those benefits and help with food, utilities, advice and practical 
stuff such as form filling and all aspects of employability skills. We wanted to provide an 
emergency service for our clients who are all very vulnerable, are living in poverty, have lots 
of issues such as mental health, alcohol and/or drug abuse, lack of support networks, 
chronic health conditions, poor literacy, poor IT skills and no access to the internet. We also 
wanted to help people with budgeting and money management, meal planning, picking up 
and delivering prescriptions and advising people on the coronavirus lockdown measures and 
symptoms of coronavirus and next steps.” 

 
Many organisations did not specify exactly what money-related support they offered 
their service users beyond efforts to alleviate food and digital poverty, for example 
via foodbank referrals, the provision of free food, and the provision of phones, 
tablets, or mobile data. These types of projects are discussed in more detail 
elsewhere in this chapter.  
 
Most commonly, where projects specified the nature of their focus on money, they 
provided money advice, advocacy, signposting to financial support, and/or hardship 
funds for people whose financial struggles may have been precipitated or 
exacerbated by the pandemic.  
 
Many of these organisations focused on adapting existing forms of support for 
vulnerable individuals and families. For example, one organisation focused on 
supporting clients with disabilities to maximise their incomes: 
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“The overall aim of the project was to provide services to clients during the lockdown.  In 
particular we identified clients with disabilities who had problems with benefits and ensured 
that their income was maximised. In addition to providing help with benefits and debt, we 
also ensured that clients had access to additional services.  This initially meant ensuring 
clients had sufficient food by referring them to the Foodbank where necessary.” 

 
Several organisations recognised that, given the loss of jobs caused by the 
pandemic, support would be needed for people who had lost their jobs and had 
found themselves financially vulnerable for the first time. For example, one 
organisation which runs a letting agency as a social enterprise reported that: 
 
“We have 163 people who have lost their jobs, been furloughed or with jobs at risk, with 45 
of them now requiring first time support with benefits and mental health.  36 people found 
themselves in rent arrears for the first time, and required support to access Universal Credit 
and other benefit advice to prevent arrears from escalating… [We have put in place] 
increased, rapid response and ongoing benefits and specialist income support advice where 
needed due to change in circumstances to prevent poverty and rent arrears, including 
advocacy with DWP on behalf of tenants who struggle to navigate the online Universal 
Credit portals” 
 
Similarly, a housing association used the funding to bring in a financial advisor to 
support their residents who had lost their jobs or been furloughed during the 
pandemic: 
 
“Since many of our residents had been furloughed or made redundant, we had high demand 
for financial advice so we wanted to have a financial advisor on hand to offer help with 
welfare benefit advice, applying for Universal Credit, energy advice and vouchers and grants 
as well as helping with budgeting, emergency grants and debt.” 
 
Some organisations used the funding to create discretionary hardship funds for their 
users. For example, one organisation which works with vulnerable families and their 
children said that they: 
 
“…put aside £3000 of the grant to be used for a discretionary fund. This enabled us to 
support any families that were in need of essential items they perhaps could not afford 
themselves due to the ongoing pandemic.” 
 

Similarly, another organisation provided funds for those who needed it to pay for 
their utilities costs: 
 
“The project aimed to assist individuals and families who had suffered financial hardship due 
to Covid 19. The funding was used to provide people on prepayment meters with emergency 
top up credit vouchers at a time when they were unable to afford basics due to income 
changes.” 

 
Finally, some of the projects focusing on money used the funding to adapt existing 
services to allow them to continue remotely after the introduction of the lockdown. 
One credit union, for example, described their use of the funding: 
 
“The funding provided tablets to enable Zoom meetings to take place with our directors so 
that in this time of crisis good governance of the credit union would continue. This was a 
challenge as some of our Directors [had not] heard of Zoom. We… have been having weekly 
Covid-19 meetings since then. The directors also have smaller sub meetings together which 
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has been fantastic for the ongoing running and governance of the credit union while many of 
our directors are shielding. This has meant the Directors could make hands on decisions 
about the credit union like reducing and freezing accounts and the impact this can have on 
the credit union. [We also adapted] our loan policy to better fit the current economic climate, 
financial projections and budget negotiations.” 
 

Like other organisations, however, this credit union also used the funding to offer a 
wider service of support to its members, conducting wellbeing calls and delivering 
food parcels, as well as offering extra support to their most vulnerable members: 
 
“We also had a vulnerable group that we called on a weekly basis just so that they had 
contact while shielding from the outside world and had a friendly voice at the end of the 
phone. Sometimes just to check in and see if we could help in any way. We signposted 
members to our local money advice services so that they could gain access to any benefits 
they may be entitled to and supplied food parcels to those in need. We helped members 
access web pages through the credit union office who had no internet access at home so 
that they could access help through the government websites and DWP and provided 
access to a telephone to make any calls. We are at present looking to apply to continue the 
Wellbeing Project as it has had such a positive impact on our members and our members ’ 
feedback has been fantastic.” 
 
5.2.6 Employment 
13% of organisations said that their project related to employment (119 projects), 
although only 7 of these projects (0.8% of all projects) were focused exclusively on 
employment. As these figures indicate, only a small number of these 119 projects 
focused either entirely on predominantly on employment. Many appeared to be only 
indirectly connected to employment, for example projects focusing on providing food 
or financial support to those experiencing financial difficulties. 
 
Among the projects focusing more substantially on issues relating to employment, 
most commonly the projects funded by the Wellbeing Fund were adaptations of 
existing services, with the aim of enabling them to be provided remotely. In some 
cases, organisations also sought to use their move to remote delivery to expand their 
reach among their target populations. Several organisations focused particularly on 
employability among young people. One organisation, for example, offered free 
remote access to employability skills along with fitness and wellbeing activities for 
young people: 
 
“The overall aim of our project was to expand our delivery of a free packaged service for 
young people to access which focused on developing core employability skills coupled with 
fitness and wellbeing. Our intention was to equip and enhance young people with 
employability skills and to improve the overall physical and mental wellbeing during 
lockdown.” 
 

Another organisation, which ordinarily provides employability skills training to school-
aged young people, also moved its services online, and provided a range of support 
including: 
 

• live interactive barista and cooking workshops;  

• live interactive sessions on developing CVs and job searching;  

• and an online learning platform to facilitate support with SQA qualifications.  
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These were targeted towards the most vulnerable and disadvantaged young people 
who were thought most likely to need support during the lockdown. 
 
As well as vulnerable young people, other groups were specifically targeted for 
employability support, including people with specific disabilities or mental health 
conditions. For example, one organisation which supports people with visual and/or 
hearing impairments used the funding in part to continue funding an Employment 
Officer to support those who might lose their job or face furlough as a result of the 
pandemic: 
 
“…the funding would support the continued activities of our Employment Officer in 
supporting our sensory impaired service users through furlough, redundancy, and urgent 
welfare applications.” 
 

While most organisations focused on using the funding to adapt existing projects to 
remote delivery, at least one organisation took a more creative approach, using the 
funding to offer paid work to some of their existing volunteers in order to both 
increase the capacity of the organisation to respond to the Covid-19 crisis and 
provide valuable work experience to their volunteers: 
 
“We applied for the Wellbeing Fund to allow us to employ and offer sessional hours to a 
group of our current volunteers. We wanted to offer our volunteers a paid position, to 
experience paid work, participate in training, building skills and knowledge, build their 
personal capacity to enter the world of full time employment, for some for the first time. In 
turn [they could] offer their personal skills, experience and knowledge that they all had to 
offer our service and its service users. Having the extra capacity allowed full time staff to 
divert their role into essential local service delivery (e.g. supporting our NHS colleagues to 
deliver medication/methadone to clients who were self-isolating). We were able to support 
several community pharmacies who were experiencing significant challenges with long 
queues of people, social distancing issues and general safety issues. This was a very 
positive piece of work and reduced demand on Police Scotland time and resource.” 

 
 
5.2.7 Other 
 
As Figure 14 shows, 26.5% (243) of organisations specified activities or services 
within the “other” category. 353 separate activities or services were specified under 
“other”. These were coded into categories, with the most common (those mentioned 
20 times or more) shown in Figure 15 below. By far the most common category 
(mentioned on 66 occasions) was that of activities and services relating to digital 
inclusion, with organisations initiating a range of projects including giving or lending 
digital devices to service users, providing internet connections, and helping service 
users learn to use these devices to stay connected. 
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Figure 15: Most common services/activities mentioned in "other" 

 
 
The second-most common category was recreational activities, with 36 mentions of 
activities or services – including games, crafts and gardening activities – aimed at 
providing both children and adults with activities to do during the lockdown.  
 
Several organisations stated that they used some of the funding to help with 
operational activities, including projects to recruit and train volunteers, research their 
users’ needs and pay for essential costs such as staff, rent and storage. This 
suggests that some of the funding was used for purposes outside of the criteria for 
spending the grant, although this was relatively uncommon.  
 
A further 30 mentions were made of activities and services involving the provision of 
essential items (excluding food and digital technology). These included clothes, baby 
clothes and maternity items, furniture, and toiletries. 
 
Guidance, information and advice were common services provided (29 mentions), as 
well as activities relating to education and training (29 mentions). In most cases, 
guidance, information and advice services appeared to relate to guidance on 
concerns arising either directly or indirectly from the Covid-19 pandemic, while 
educational activities and services ranged from educational resources and activities 
for children who were missing out on school to training for newly recruited 
volunteers.  
 
Finally, 20 mentions of the activities and services under “other” related to tackling 
loneliness and isolation, with organisations setting up social activities online as well 
as conducting befriending and wellbeing calls for people who might be struggling 
during lockdown. 
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6. Lessons learned: funded 
organisations’ experiences of the fund 
 
The next two sections of this report examine what we can learn from the experiences 
of those involved with the Wellbeing Fund to help policy makers, funders, third sector 
organisations and other stakeholders to understand what worked well, what could 
have been improved, and how the design and implementation of the fund could be 
improved for future third sector funding initiatives. 
 
This section focuses on the experiences of the funded third sector organisations 
themselves, and seeks to answer the following two questions: 
 

1) What emerging needs did organisations identify during the funding period? 
2) What did third sector organisations learn from the experience of running 

Wellbeing Fund projects as part of the Covid-19 response effort, and how 
could their responses have been improved? 

 
The data used in this section is taken from open-ended questions completed by 
recipients of the Wellbeing Fund in the end-of-project monitoring forms about their 
experiences of the fund. 
 

6.1 Emerging needs identified by third sector organisations 

Wellbeing Fund recipients were asked to report any emerging needs or gaps in 
provision that they had observed over the course of running their projects in 
response to the Covid-19 crisis. A randomly selected sample of 100 organisations’ 
open-ended responses to this question were selected for coding and analysis. 
 
Of this sample of 100 TSOs, 80 organisations identified emerging needs. The 
remaining 20 organisations either reported that they had not noticed any emerging 
needs, left the question blank, or did not specify their answers clearly enough to be 
included in the analysis. 
 
Of the 80 organisations that did specify emerging needs, 146 separate needs were 
identified. These were coded into the broad categories shown in Table 3. When 
grouped into these broad categories, 49% of comments related to health and 
wellbeing. This included needed relating to mental health, loneliness and isolation, 
physical health and disabilities, support for carers, adapting to the “new normal”, and 
general physical and mental wellbeing.  
 

Table 3: Broad categories of emerging needs identified by Wellbeing Fund recipients 

Broad categories of emerging needs Percentage of organisations 
identifying need 

Health and wellbeing 49% 

Poverty and unemployment 37% 

Digital inclusion 20% 

Support for TSOs 3% 

Other 17% 

None/unspecified 20% 
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37% of comments related to emerging needs relating to poverty and unemployment, 
with organisations noting greater numbers of people needing food, financial and 
employment support as well as advice relating to benefits, unemployment, and 
finances. The 20% of comments relating to digital inclusion overlap to a large extent 
with this category, as many of the comments related to the needs of those who could 
not afford access to digital devices such as phones, tablets and laptops or data to 
keep them connected to the internet. The 20% of needs categorised as “other” were 
those specified by two or fewer organisations. 
 
When coded into more specific categories, Figure 16 shows that the most commonly 
identified needs were those relating to mental health support and digital inclusion, 
with 20% of organisations identifying each of these as emerging needs.  
 

 
Figure 16: Types of emerging need identified by Wellbeing Fund recipients: 
percentage of organisations identifying each type of need (sample size = 100) 

 
 

6.1.1 Digital inclusion 

Digital inclusion was the joint most common need identified by respondents, with one 
in five organisations (20%) citing this as an emerging need. Given that very few of 
the organisations supported by the Wellbeing Fund are focused primarily on this 
issue ordinarily, this suggests that digital exclusion has been a particularly noticeable 
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and significant challenge for the third sector and their beneficiaries as a result of the 
pandemic. 
 
Organisations highlighted several factors preventing people from using their virtual 
services, connecting digitally with friends and family, across the age range. Access 
to, and the affordability of, devices and data was cited by several organisations as a 
significant barrier to people’s engagement in their services, with concern raised 
about the impact that this has on equality of opportunity, particularly for children 
unable to access the internet while schools were closed. As one respondent noted: 
 
“The effects of digital exclusion on low-income communities is clearer than ever before, and 
as we gradually ease out of lockdown, digital access remains limited at a time when it is 
most essential. It remains imperative that young people and their families are connected to 
ensure the safety and wellbeing of their families and communities. There is a huge IT gap in 
skills and knowledge for very many of our tenants who do not have access to broadband, 
access to a device and the knowledge of how best to use a device to stay in touch with 
people, to get a cheaper quotation or to access information on the web.” 
 

Like this respondent, several organisations also commented on the need to address 
low IT skills and confidence. Where service users were able to use digital technology 
and access services remotely, other organisations highlighted the fact that there is a 
need to be sensitive to what formats people are comfortable using, with some people 
preferring more traditional channels like email to communicate, rather than social 
media or video calls.  
 
Another consideration highlighted by an organisation working with disabled people 
was the particular challenges to using digital and virtual technology facing people 
with particular disabilities. For example, digital inclusion was made more difficult for 
those who needed particular software or skills, such as voice-activated technology, 
to be able to use virtual services: 
 
“It has been hugely frustrating at times to know that so many of our guests were 
experiencing unnecessary isolation due to their own digital exclusion as a result of their 
disability. In today’s day and age, with more and more voice activated technology readily 
available in the marketplace, this simply should not be the case” 
 

6.1.2 Health and wellbeing  

Mental health, loneliness and isolation 
Just under half (49%) of the comments on emerging needs identified by 
organisations were broadly related to the health and wellbeing of beneficiaries. 
Needs relating to mental health were the joint most common of all emerging needs 
identified, with one in five (20%) organisations mentioning this.  
 
Closely related to this, 9% of comments referred to support for those struggling with 
loneliness and/or social isolation. To some extent, these concerns reflect the fact 
that the majority of projects funded by the Wellbeing Fund (64%) were focused on 
mental health and wellbeing.  
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The main themes arising from the comments concerning mental health needs were 
exacerbations of existing mental health conditions, newly emerging mental health 
issues, and concerns about access to mental health support. 
 
Some organisations highlighted the negative impact that the pandemic and social 
restrictions have had on people with existing mental health conditions. Most 
comments particularly focused on anxiety, with many pointing out that anxiety-
related conditions appear to have worsened for many people. For example, 
respondents noted anxiety being exacerbated by concerns such as those relating to 
job losses and unemployment, physical health, loneliness and isolation, 
bereavement, accessing food and medication, and worries about adhering to specific 
regulations such as wearing face coverings in public places. As one respondent, 
whose organisation works with veterans described: 
 
“The majority of our course participants suffer from mental health issues.  These were made 
much worse by Covid-19, leaving some people extremely anxious.  Many veterans find using 
supermarkets a difficult environment at the best of times, with the additional queues and 
difficulty in getting online shopping this was made much worse and sometimes food supplies 
became extremely low. There was a similar effect with medication as a lot of our participants 
are on long term medication. There was huge anxiety about whether medication would be 
available. For those with hidden injuries, e.g. head injuries, resulting in not being able to 
wear masks, there was a lot of confusion and unknowns which again led to a lot of anxiety 
and stress.” 
 

As these comments highlight, organisations have observed the pandemic not only 
exacerbating existing sources of anxiety – in this instance, struggling with 
supermarkets – but also bringing up new causes of anxiety, such as face coverings 
for those with hidden injuries.  
 
Other organisations highlighted the view that new cases of mental health problems 
across the age range appear to have arisen as a result of the lockdown. As one 
respondent commented: 
 
“We have evidenced a very high need for mental health supports for all ages as we have 
witnessed kids as young as 8 years old right through to pensioners who have developed 
mental health issues throughout the lock down period. Anger issues have grown from 
frustration and this has led to resentment within families and extended families, breakdowns 
in relationships and the stress of the ongoing uncertainty for the future. Statistics were high 
prior to lockdown but we have evidenced a sharp rise and as stated, more kids are showing 
signs now than ever before.” 
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Loneliness and isolation 
As with other mental health concerns, comments relating to the needs of those 
suffering from loneliness and/or social isolation emphasised the view that this was a 
significant problem which has been exacerbated by the pandemic. Some indicated 
that their work during the pandemic has enabled them to better understand and 
respond to the needs of those who feel lonely or socially isolated: 
 
“Many of our clients who participated in online activities shared with us that they had been 
feeling severely lonely and isolated long before COVID-19, and that they would have 
benefitted from this kind of contact [the virtual social activities offered by the organisation] 
even under normal circumstances. We have been aware that loneliness and isolation is a 
serious problem within the veteran community and have created in-person sports groups for 
football and disabled curling to address it [before the pandemic]. However, it is clear that 
sports activities are not meeting the social needs of all those suffering with loneliness. As a 
result, we will be continuing virtual outreach for this cohort through the most popular of our 
activities, such as the weekly video quiz.” 
 

Similarly, another organisation said it had become aware during the response to the 
pandemic of how dependent some of their members are on carers and specific 
activities for social connection, also suggesting that there will be a continued need 
for online sessions in the future: 
 
“The lockdown period has confirmed to us how isolated and vulnerable many of our 
community are. When services have been paused, such as reduction in carers visiting, or 
usual activities cancelled, many are very likely have to have little or no contact outside of 
immediately family. We hope to continue online peer support sessions that are both social 
and informative.” 
 
 

6.1.3 Physical health and people with disabilities 
 

7% of comments about emerging needs were related people with specific needs 
arising from physical health conditions and/or disabilities. A common need cited was 
the need for specialist advice, information and support for people living with specific 
conditions to help them understand what they needed to do to stay safe from Covid-
19, maintain their health, and manage the virus should they catch it. One 
organisation, which works with people with cerebral palsy, noted that there was a 
need for better understanding of cerebral palsy and Covid-19 to better inform people 
with the condition of how to address their concerns.  
 
“The lack of specialist knowledge both of COVID-19 and cerebral palsy meant that often 
GPs were having to guess if someone should be shielded or not and greatly increased 
anxiety for people with cerebral palsy. This lack of specialist knowledge of cerebral palsy is 
something that we are committed to working with partners in order to address. Wider 
conversations also highlighted, and again confirm our experience, that some adults haven’t 
had any ongoing contact or support from health and social care services.  The pandemic has 
left them feeling that they had nowhere to turn when they needed help and advice at a 
frightening time.”  
 

The concerns of this organisation were reflected by other organisations in relation to 
a range of other conditions, including heart problems, blood diseases and cancers. 
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Some organisations also highlighted an emerging need to support people suffering 
with “Long Covid”, noting that growing numbers of people seeking support and 
information about this condition. As one organisation that works with people with 
neurological conditions noted:  
 
“Long Covid seems to have significant overlap with many of the neurological health 
conditions we support and we are seeing an increasing number of enquiries across our 
centre and other similar charities as people look for support and solutions.” 
 

Support for carers 
The need for greater support for carers was highlighted as an emerging need by 6% 
of respondents. These comments highlighted a range of challenges that carers face, 
and which have been exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic, including: financial 
struggles; stress, anxiety and burnout; digital exclusion; and loneliness and isolation. 
 
Organisations highlighted the intense pressure some carers were under during the 
lockdown, with many having to take on full-time care for relatives without respite, as 
paid carers were often not able to work because of illness, self-isolation or lockdown 
restrictions. Several organisations noted that the Covid-19 pandemic had highlighted 
the a pre-existing need for a stronger caring workforce. As one organisation stated: 
 
“The project reminded us of the ongoing need to build a quality workforce. Families often 
commission this care directly but when supply dries up, have nowhere else to turn.  The 
pandemic has shone a spotlight on this issue as many carers were unable to work.  With 
other support services also shutting down, this left too many families having to care for their 
child 24/7.  There is an emerging need for an emergency social care service to be available 
to families in these times to prevent them falling into crises themselves.” 
 

6.1.4 Poverty and unemployment 

Needs relating to poverty and/or financial assistance were prevalent in the 
comments provided by recipient organisations, with more than one in three (37%) 
respondents citing these as emerging needs.  
 
Food 

12% of respondents highlighted a continuing need for food security, with several 
commenting on the upsurge in demand for emergency food parcels and meals 
during the lockdown, and the expectation that this would continue as a result of 
economic recession: 
 
“From the start of lockdown our frontline staff were connecting vulnerable families with 
foodbanks. We recognise that as we have now officially entered a recession demand for 
food banks will only grow. It is essential that foodbanks are able to keep up with demand, as 
no child should have to go hungry.”   
 
A number of organisations also stressed that the main need in relation to food was 
for longer-term food security so that people would be less dependent on emergency 
food aid. As one respondent commented: 
 
“Covid responses across Dundee have predominantly looked at increasing food distribution 
which is great, but income maximisation is really important, especially if we aim to move 
away from always having to provide crisis interventions; we want to tackle rent arrears 
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before eviction notices are served; we want to make sure people are addressing debt before 
being court action is taken.  We hope to make sure people have long-term food security, 
instead of referring people for food parcels as and when needed.” 
  
Poverty 
As well as the specific problem of food insecurity, 12% of organisations noted more 
general needs relating to poverty, while 13% noted needs specifically relating to 
unemployment. Many of these comments centred on concerns about increasing 
unemployment and redundancies, and the likelihood of these continuing to rise in the 
near future. As a result, organisations highlighted emerging needs for access to 
support and advice relating to benefits, personal finances and debt, and support in 
seeking employment. The following comments from three separate respondents 
highlight these main concerns: 
 
“Employment and redundancy issues continue to spike and there is a strong indication that 
the need for this type of advice [on employment and redundancy] will continue.  On the back 
of these issues come the money and benefits advice clients require due to changing 
circumstances. I do fear that advice agencies will struggle to cope with the additional need 
and demand for services are the true impact of COVID-19 emerges.” 
 
“My current concern is regarding the furlough scheme – will employers start paying off staff – 
this will create an influx of people who will need support until their universal credit will get 
sorted out, therefore there is the anticipation that support may be needed through until end 
of October and possibly beyond – but at the moment this is an unknown factor.” 

“The future for our clients is once again going to be made very difficult. We were recovering 
from the impact of the 2008 financial crash and were seeing more of our clients moving in to 
employment and ending their previous negative lifestyle. The rate of unemployment now has 
soared and our client group will be pushed further back from the labour market and from 
support.”  

 
 
6.1.5 Support for third sector organisations 

A small number (3%) of third sector organisations highlighted better support from 
local authorities and/or the Scottish Government as an emergent need. One 
commented that there is a need for more guidance from government for community 
groups (although the type of guidance was not specified), while the other two 
commented on wanting more engagement and support from their local councils for 
third sector organisations. As one commented: 
 
“The Third Sector is still not recognised to be an equal partner in terms of service provision, 
unfortunately, and are under-utilised by local authorities, certainly in [ local authority name].  
We could have done so much more if we had had support from [the local authority] and 
recognition of the support we offer to families of children with additional support needs” 
 
 

6.1.6 Other 

17% of emergent needs were coded into the “other category”. These were needs 
identified by two or fewer of the 100 organisations sampled. They included a need 
for better communication with service users and potential service users, specific 
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support for minority groups, more outdoor spaces for children to play in, more 
support for young people, particular essential items outside of food boxes such as 
toothbrushes, and support for people who are rough sleeping. 
 

 

 
6.2 What did organisations learn from the experience of running 
projects through the Wellbeing Fund?  
 
6.2.1 What would organisations do differently?  
 
All recipient organisations were asked what, with hindsight, they would have done 
differently if they could have run their Wellbeing Fund project again. A random 
sample of 100 open-ended responses was selected for analysis.  
 
Of this sample, 56 (56%)  said that they would do something differently, while 27 
(27%) said that they would do nothing differently. 17 (17%) did not specify whether 
they would make any changes. 
 
The 56 responses indicating that the organisation would make changes were coded 
and analysed to understand what challenges these organisations faced and what 
they might change in a similar future situation. In total, 96 suggested changes were 
identified by the 56 organisations, and were coded as shown in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: What organisations would have done differently 

 What organisations would have done differently.  Coding of 
responses where changes were specified by type (56 out of 
100 organisations) 

Number of 
organisations 

 
Percentage 

of total 
sample 

Nature of service delivery 15 15.6% 

Digital technology and online services 14 14.6% 

Infrastructure/capacity 12 12.5% 

More funding/longer funding period 11 11.5% 

Speed 10 10.4% 

Planning 8 8.3% 

Expand service provision 6 6.3% 

Staff skills/training 6 6.3% 

Better knowledge of the crisis, needs, and the wider response 5 5.2% 

Staff/volunteer wellbeing 2 2.1% 

Other 7 7.3% 

 
The most common areas where organisations suggested that they would have liked 
to do something differently were in relation to: the nature of their service delivery 
(15.6%), digital technology and online services (14.6%), infrastructure and/or 
capacity (12.5%), more funding/longer funding period (11.5%), and the speed of their 
projects (10.4%). 
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Nature of service delivery 
 
The most common change that organisations suggested that they would like to have 
made were changes to the nature of their service delivery. In most cases these were 
relatively minor changes such as changing the type of activities offered, or the 
medium through which they communicated with their clients. In a small number of 
cases, the changes suggested were more significant, such as completely changing 
the focus or type of support provided to ensure that people’s most pressing needs 
were being met.  
 
Some respondents mentioned changing their focus because they became aware of 
unanticipated unmet needs, or found that the original service they offered was 
already available from other organisations. For example, one organisation, with a 
focus on supporting people with HIV, realised that their initial offering of free food 
was already available from many other local organisations and was not necessarily 
what their service users needed most:  
 
“In the early days, there was a lot of duplication. Every other organisation was attempting to 
deliver free food.  For many of our service users, the cost of the food wasn’t really the issue, 
it was the access to food that was the real problem.  Not all of our service users have the 
tech, knowledge or a suitable bank card to order food online from the major supermarkets.  
The Scottish Government and local food banks (Trussell Trust) were fantastic and credit to 
them for weekly deliveries and medication pick-up and drop-offs. Because HIV is 
unfortunately still a stigmatising health condition many of our service users were not 
comfortable with local volunteers delivering their HIV medication for fear of disclosure.  
There was clearly a role here for [us].  Medication distribution was the focus and we should 
have left the early distribution of food to the Scottish Government and food banks, with a few 
clear exceptions (specific dietary issues).” 

 
One area where several respondents noted a need for changes in their service 
delivery was in relation to online and virtual services, with many service users being 
less keen than had been anticipated on using online tools such as video calling. For 
example, one organisation working with families noted that they had assumed that 
people who had previously attended family group sessions would want to continue 
their groups online via Zoom or Skype. However, they found that many service users 
were wary of “appearing on screen” from home – for example because they were not 
comfortable showing others their homes. Many therefore preferred individual 
sessions with staff members via phone or text. This led the organisation to reflect 
that it would have been better to offer a more flexible approach to providing support 
for the families they work with remotely. 
 
Digital technology and online services 
The area of digital technology and online services was the second-most common 
category of suggested changes, with issues arising in relation to both staff and 
service users’ ability to use certain technologies.  
 
As already mentioned, in some instances service users were less willing to embrace 
certain means of virtual communication than organisations had initially anticipated.  
In other cases respondents reported service users struggling to access their online 
services as a result of poor connections, lack of equipment or low digital literacy. As 
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such, some organisations said that they would have liked to be able to more to help 
services users access virtual services, through provision of the necessary equipment 
and support with using it. As one respondent commented:  
 
“We have identified very definite skills gaps amongst our participants in relation to using 
technologies. For example, in setting up and using wifi connections, accessing and signing 
up to apps and using them. Ideally, we would have had the ability to offer “Digital First 
Aiders” from the outset, to assist with these issues and ensure people could get quickly 
connected to support. In our survey [of service users], 20% of respondents said they had not 
found our online platforms (e.g. Cluster, zoom) easy to use and we were aware that some 
were not participating within these groups.  We did as much as we could remotely, but this 
could be time consuming, difficult, and was not always effective.” 

 
Staff IT skills were also mentioned as an area where more training and support 
earlier in the pandemic would have helped to ensure that staff were able to support 
clients as well as possible remotely. One respondent commented, for example, that if 
they could do the project again: 
 
“I would have applied for digital training for the staff – it would make more effective use of 
their time to be up to speed on all the packages we use – to enable better use of them and 
free up time for more direct support.” 

 
Infrastructure and capacity 
 
Several organisations mentioned wanting to have had better infrastructure or more 
capacity in place to deal with the demand that they were facing. In many cases, the 
substantial changes that they needed to make to their usual patterns of service 
delivery required much better infrastructure or greater capacity than they had 
available at the beginning of the project. 
 
Several organisations suggested that they would have benefited from already having 
the technological infrastructure in place for their staff to work remotely. Similarly, a 
number of the organisations engaged in cooking and/or distributing food mentioned 
needing to invest in better infrastructure to cope both with the supply of stock coming 
into them, and the demand from service users. As two separate respondents 
explained: 
 
“We did experience issues on a few occasions with our generator as it was not designed to 
be used to the extent that it was. So, in hindsight, we could have had a back-up generator. 
We have very limited storage and with the volume of food and drinks being needed to 
operate 7 days we would definitely have found a benefit to having a bigger storage facility 
with the addition of a freezer as we had to use our volunteers’ freezers to store our 
perishable foods.” 

 
“I would have increased the storage (especially of frozen food) at an earlier point as we 
received a lot of additional donations which we found it hard to find space for.” 
 
Some organisations also commented that their work would have been enhanced by 
greater staff and volunteer capacity. These comments reflected a relatively 
widespread overall sense that demand for third sector services was sometimes 
higher than anticipated, and that the demands of creating entirely new areas of work 
in such a short period of time was challenging. As one respondent explained:  
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“What I will do differently for any future response will involve being more realistic about the 
staff capacity required to move to a completely new area of work and to deliver it. We have a 
great staff team and they have all stepped up and put in the hours, working full time instead 
of part-time etc., but without this we would have found it very hard to keep up with need and 
demand.” 

 
This desire to have had more personnel also fed into concerns about staff and 
volunteer wellbeing, with a small proportion of organisations (2.1%) noting that their 
staff and/or volunteers were working extra hours and had suffered from low morale 
and even ill health as a result: 
 
“Had we had better capacity at the onset of the pandemic, we could have avoided some of 
the added stress and pressure that the team felt. This would have made me feel that we 
were better prepared rather than just doing it anyway and hoping for the best. This would 
possibly have prevented very long working hours, some ill health, and staff morale taking a 
hit, but maybe that would still have happened anyway. We are now paying the price for this a 
wee bit as staff are very tired and have had no time off yet. I implemented a new well-being 
strategy for staff three weeks in, formalising regular Zoom team fun tea breaks, increased 
supervision, etc., but I wish I had done this sooner.” 
 

More funding/longer funding period 
 
11 of the 56 organisations commented that they would have benefited from either 
more funding or a longer funding period. Some commented that the relatively short 
time in which they needed to spend the Wellbeing Fund grant meant that they did not 
have the necessary time for planning their projects thoroughly. This sentiment was 
also implied in several of the responses which focused on planning, without explicitly 
mentioning funding. These responses also tended to express a desire to have had 
more time for planning the project more in detail. 
 
One organisation, which supports people coping with bereavement, said that with 
hindsight, it would have sought funding elsewhere in order to implement a longer 
project, as some people suffering a bereavement need a long period of support, 
which was not possible through a project of this length: 
 
“We would have chosen a fund that provided a longer time frame to incorporate the grieving 
process from the death, including the Delayed Grief process which may not affect people 
until the festive period and beyond. Unfortunately [we] will not be accepting any further 
COVID-19 referrals from agencies or people grieving after 14th September 2020 due to lack 
of funding.” 
 
Others commented that with hindsight they would have applied for more funding, as 
they had underestimated the level of demand for their services that the pandemic 
created. As one respondent noted: 
 
“We would have asked for more funding earlier as the demand was far greater than we had 
expected.” 
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Speed 
 
10 organisations mentioned feeling that they would have liked to have moved more 
quickly at the beginning of the project. In some cases, organisations felt that they 
should have embraced new methods more quickly, particularly in relation to digital 
technology and virtual services, or provided for their clients’ practical needs more 
quickly. Other things organisations felt they could have done more quickly to help the 
smooth running of their projects were mobilising or bringing in more volunteers and 
creating strategies for managing volunteer and staff wellbeing. 
 
Some organisations noted the fact that as a result of the provisions they have put in 
place with the Wellbeing Funding, they will be in a position to respond more quickly 
to similar situations in future: 
 
“We are, probably like most others, much more prepared to support the community in times 
of crisis as a result of the pandemic (and this funding) than we had been previously and 
while we are pleased to have been able to introduce some activity as the pandemic 
progressed, we would be in a better position to implement support more promptly in future if 
required.” 
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7. Lessons learned: Fund management 
and implementation  
 
This section examines the process of setting up, managing and implementing the 
Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process from the perspectives of those working on 
the fund, as well as beneficiary organisations, to ask what went well, what were the 
challenges, and what lessons can be learned from this experience to inform future 
third sector funding mechanisms. 
 
The data used in this section is taken from feedback on the process of applying for 
the fund provided by funded organisations in their end of grant monitoring forms, as 
well as interviews with those involved in setting up, managing and administering the 
Wellbeing Fund.  
 
In total, six interviews were conducted; these were a mixture of individual and group 
interviews, with 16 people taking part in total. Interviews about the overall 
management of the fund were conducted with officials from Scottish Government, 
SCVO, and three funding partners – the Corra Foundation, Inspiring Scotland, and 
the Hunter Foundation – as well six representatives of four of the 32 third sector 
interfaces (TSIs), representing Edinburgh, Glasgow, East Renfrewshire, and Perth 
and Kinross. A group interview was also conducted with three application assessors 
(with a fourth providing information by email), who had assessed applications on 
behalf of the Hunter Foundation, STV Appeal, the Corra Foundation and Inspiring 
Scotland. 
 
At the end of the reporting form, funded organisations were asked to complete an 
open-ended question to provide any final comments on their experience of applying 
for an being supported by the Wellbeing Fund. A random sample of 100 responses 
to this question were selected for analysis, and are included in this section. 
 
Overall, both the funded organisations and those involved in setting up, managing 
and administering the fund were generally positive about the work of the fund and 
what it achieved, particularly given the short period of time in which it was created. 
Of the 100 funded organisations sampled, 80% gave wholly positive comments 
about their experience of the fund, while 6% gave a mixture of positive and negative 
comments/suggestions for improvements. 5% gave negative comments/suggestions 
for improvements only, and 9% did not comment.  
 
It is important to note, however, that this sample only included organisations that 
were successful in their funding applications, meaning that there is likely to be an 
overall bias towards positive comments. 
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7.1 Overall management of the fund 
 
7.1.1 Balancing speed and risk 
 
“Really impressed by how quickly this fund was set up and started to distribute much-needed 
funding to groups who were determined to continue to support Scottish families during this 
ongoing crisis.” (Wellbeing Fund recipient organisation) 
 
Acknowledging the desire from third sector organisations and key stakeholder 
groups for emergency funding to be distributed rapidly, setting up the Wellbeing 
Fund quickly was a key priority for the Scottish Government and funders. As 
exemplified in the quote above, many of the Wellbeing Fund recipients commented 
positively on the speed with which the fund was created and began receiving and 
processing applications.  
 
Echoing these comments, interviewees involved in setting up the fund also 
highlighted the speed of implementation as one of the main successes of the fund, 
as it allowed third sector organisations to act quickly so provide support to individuals 
and communities. As one SCVO representative explained: 
 
“The Cabinet Secretary publicly launched the fund on the 18th of March [and] we delivered a 
fully functioning £50 million grant programme on the 13th of April…  In normal 
circumstances, grant programmes take months to develop and define… We got a lot of 
money out to voluntary sector organisations rapidly, [and through to] the public… we had 
food parcels on people’s doorsteps within weeks, which was absolutely brilliant” 

 
Interviewees suggested that this speed was possible because of the high priority 
placed on the fund within the Scottish Government, SCVO, and the funding partners, 
and historically strong relationships between these organisations which worked 
together to deliver the scheme. For example, the civil service was able to quickly 
assign extra staff from elsewhere in the organisation, including those with prior 
experience of working with the third sector, to work on the development and 
management of the fund, and to volunteer as assessors for the application process.  
 
Partner organisations also dedicated large amounts of time and resources to setting 
up and managing the fund, and were able to bring in external assessors to support 
the application assessment process. For example, SCVO were able to use their 
internal expertise to develop and build the system for processing applications and 
train people to support the smooth running of the fund. TSI’s were awarded £2 
million in funding to support them to adapt and increase their ability to support the 
third sector response to the pandemic, including their work supporting the Wellbeing 
Fund.  
 
Interviewees praised the long hours worked by their staff, while noting that the 
workload would have been unsustainable long-term. As one noted, they “…had 
people working seven days a week, probably working 14 to 15 hour days” to ensure 
that the fund was set up quickly. 
 
Most of the interviewees also described an environment in which there was a 
relatively high “risk appetite” compared to non-emergency times. Because of the 
nature of the emergency, it was felt that there was a widespread acceptance – 



59 
 

among ministers and civil servants, partner organisations, and the general public – 
that it was necessary to prioritise distributing money to organisations quickly. As a 
result, it was felt that the emergency situation justified less rigorous checks on 
applicant organisations than usual. 
 
Interviewees acknowledged, however, that because of the speed with which the fund 
was set up, and with which applications were processed, it contained a number of 
“necessary imperfections”, as both time and resources were limited in relation to the 
size of the project. For example, one funder noted that a small number of projects 
which were not primarily focused on responding specifically to the pandemic 
received funding because of the speed of the application assessments. Meanwhile, 
assessors felt that some funded projects did not meet the quality standards that 
would have been applied in non-emergency times. In particular, one assessor raised 
concerns about whether some organisations seeking to develop new areas of 
service provision may have lacked the expertise to deliver the new types of projects 
they sought to deliver. 
 
Coordination of service provision was raised as a particular challenge by all 
interviewees, as one limitation of the fund was that it was not always possible to 
ensure that Wellbeing Fund awards were not being made to multiple organisations to 
deliver similar services in the same geographical areas, or that duplication was not 
occurring across different emergency funds. As one funder noted, where patterns of 
duplication of services were emerging though the applications process, there was 
not time to pause and deal with these situations, nor to think strategically about how 
to prevent duplications across the projects receiving Wellbeing Fund grants. For 
example, this funder explained that: 
 
“We were seeing more projects [wanting] to employ mental health counsellors than there 
were mental health counsellors out there. So... we were processing all these mental health 
applications and we knew these [projects] are probably not going to achieve [their aims] 
because the pool of resource that they are trying to tap into doesn’t equate to the volume of 
[counsellors] available. It was the same with food… we were looking at food [projects] and 
saying “we still haven’t got this right either”. But there wasn’t time and space to [deal with 
these emerging issues]. 

 
Overall, though, the general sense among interviewees was that the right balance 
was struck between the speed of the fund and its risks and imperfections, as the 
main priority was to fund organisations to support those affected by the pandemic as 
quickly as possible. Thus while interviewees acknowledged that some of the funding 
may not have been used as efficiently as it may have been had there been fewer 
time constraints, they generally felt that the fund was as effective as it could have 
been given the circumstances. As one assessor summarised:  
 
"Considering how quickly this [fund] was put together, I think it was very, very good. I can't 
imagine doing anything better given the constraints" 

 
However, it was also acknowledged that the particular circumstances of March 2020 
made it possible to get the fund up and running quickly because of a variety of 
factors unique to the emergency situation – the high priority of the fund for all 
organisations involved, the large amount of funding made available, the long working 
hours staff were willing to contribute in the short-term, the changing risk-appetite, 
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and the clear need desire to get funding into communities as quickly as possible. As 
such, although the speed with which the fund operated was impressive – and highly 
beneficial for funded organisations and their service users – it was also 
acknowledged that this is not something that could or should be replicated in non-
emergency funds to the same extent. Nevertheless, important lessons from this 
experience can be learned to help inform future funds in both emergency and non-
emergency contexts. 
 
7.1.2 Collaboration and partnership working 
 
Most of the interviewees involved in the set-up and management of the Wellbeing 
Fund highlighted the importance of strong relationships between the national funding 
partners, SCVO and Scottish Government as central to the success of the fund in 
distributing funding quickly to third sector organisations. Interviewees from these 
organisations highlighted the fact that strong relationships had evolved over many 
years between some of the organisations involved in the project, meaning that it was 
possible to set up a team quickly which had the necessary skills and could 
complement and work well together. For example, there were already strong existing 
relationships in place between SCVO and funding partners, meaning that they felt 
they were able to work constructively alongside each other, with a high level of trust. 
As one funding partner explained:  
 
“Because we had those relationships and understanding of each other, we could challenge 
each other without thinking we were stepping on egg shells… it allowed the space for those 
kinds of conversations… I think that helped a lot. And we were able to look at where our 
strengths were and look at capacity and use our wider networks to bring people in to help as 
well, which was another key thing” 

 
As this interviewee suggests, many of those working on the fund also generally felt 
that the broad range of skills and knowledge each organisation brought to the project 
gave the right balance to be able to run the fund effectively. As an SCVO interviewee 
explained: 
 
“Everybody played to their strengths: SCVO was able to come with our global view of the 
sector. We brought our tech platform knowledge. Funders brought their expertise around 
funding, due diligence, financial governance, assessments. Third sector interfaces brought 
local knowledge and expertise of organisations, but also that on-the-ground knowledge of 
what funding was going where from funders, but also what was being done locally… that 
really worked well [and] people gave it their all” 

 
While in the main, interviewees highlighted the strength of the relationships between 
the different organisations working on the Wellbeing Fund, some also acknowledged 
that, particularly at the beginning of the process, some of the relationships involved 
in this partnership had been less strong. For example, interviewees highlighted 
communication issues early in the process, as Scottish Government officials worked 
to iron out the details of the fund, which led to misunderstandings and difficulties 
surrounding the precise role of each organisation in the process.  
 
In particular, there was an initial lack of clarity surrounding the working out of a 
relationship between local and national organisations which would allow for each 
organisation to best bring their skills, knowledge and experience to the process. One 
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specific challenge was the question of how best to balance the need for a simple, 
centralised fund with a single point of application – which would be easy to 
communicate, apply for and monitor – with the different needs and priorities of 
different localities across Scotland. 
 
In the main, interviewees from Scottish Government, SCVO and the national funding 
partners felt that, despite initial challenges, the fund was successful in striking a 
balance between these concerns, by creating a centralised application process 
which was managed by SCVO, but which was dependent on the local knowledge 
supplied by local TSIs. This meant that the fund was able to make best use of the 
resources, skills and organisational structures of the funding partners and SCVO, 
and of the local knowledge of the TSIs via through a shared assessment process in 
which TSIs were engaged in bringing their local knowledge to bear in process of 
assessing each application. As one civil servant explained: 
 
“This is the bit I think was really good. That […] every single TSI, they were all on the shared 
[assessment] platform, looking at the fit [of each applicant] with the local TSI area. [There 
was] a dashboard that would tell the assessor: “you have this many to check just for due 
diligence”. If it passes that stage it goes to a TSI assessor who checks the fit with the local 
TSI landscape. And they're {..] good at spotting [things] “Oh, that's a really good charity, 
they’re really plugged in locally” or “we've never heard of them, maybe they just set up a new 
charity and they're not plugged in”.  

 
Similarly, SCVO suggested that the local knowledge of the TSIs was valuable, and 
should be replicated in future: 
 
“Bringing the TSIs into the assessment with the assessors, I think that is something we could 
do again in the future… Getting them involved to provide the local information around how 
these [applicant] organisations are respected in their communities and neighbourhoods and 
the services they're delivering, because that adds to the assessment and feeling comfortable 
with the due diligence and sending money out to these organisations, because we know 
[from the TSIs] that they're [the third sector organisations] doing good work.”  

 
However, the experiences of the TSI representatives were more mixed. While some 
TSIs were positive about their relationships with the organisations involved in the 
management of the fund, others felt that TSIs’ assessment skills and local 
knowledge could have been better used. Some TSI representatives suggested that 
while most TSIs had relatively good working relationships with the national 
organisations at an operational level, they could also have been better engaged and 
regarded as “equal partners” at a strategic level, using their local-level knowledge to 
help shape design of the fund and ensuring that the funding was spread 
appropriately according to need. TSI representatives also felt that their work was 
often complicated by limited communication and a lack of information flowing to TSIs 
from the Scottish Government, SCVO and the funding partners. 
 
7.1.3 Communication about the fund 
 
Interviewees from all organisations indicated that the process of setting up and 
managing the fund highlighted some important lessons about the need for clear 
communication. Interviewees reported an initial lack of clarity for third sector 
organisations about the status, nature and timing of the Wellbeing Fund after it was 
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announced by the Cabinet Secretary in March 2020. A couple of interviewees also 
suggested that third sector organisations initially received incorrect information about 
how the fund would be run and which organisations would be managing it. 
Interviewees noted that this lack of clarity meant that it was necessary for the 
organisations managing the fund – particularly the local TSIs and national funding 
partners – to spend a significant proportion of their time responding to queries and 
concerns about the fund from third sector organisations, rather than focusing on 
preparing to deliver the fund. 
 
Similarly, some interviewees suggested that there was an initial lack of clarity among 
the partners involved in setting up and managing the fund over their specific roles 
and duties. TSI representatives, for example, reported receiving contradictory 
communications from Scottish Government and SCVO about their role in developing 
and managing the funding, with initial miscommunications about whether the fund 
would be administered nationally by the national funding organisations, or locally via 
the TSIs.  
 
On the positive side, however, funded organisations were generally very positive 
about the communication about the fund to third sector organisations themselves. 
96.7% of funded organisations report that the helpfulness of the information and 
guidance they received was “good” or “very good”. Positive comments were also 
made about the communications and support received from the funding partners, 
with organisations praising them for quick, clear responses to their queries. As one 
funded organisation, whose funding was processed by the Corra Foundation, 
commented:  
 
“Corra [Foundation] were great. When we had a question they responded faster than one 
might expect given the circumstances. Their relaxed approach was comforting.” 
 
Most interviewees also agreed that despite the initial lack of clarity about the roles of 
each organisation, the relationship between the national organisations and the TSIs 
helped to improve communication about the fund across Scotland. Many of the TSIs 
had strong links with local third sector organisations and local communities, allowing 
them to play a vital role in advertising the fund to local organisations, supporting 
organisations to make applications, and providing greater detail than would 
otherwise have been possible. As one of the funding partners noted: 
 
“Having the third sector interfaces involved allowed for greater awareness [of the funding] 
within the communities to make sure that those organisations that need this money the most 
are aware and able to get applications in. Also, having the third sector interfaces with the 
knowledge of what the funds about in that greater detail, they're able to advise the 
organisations a bit more closely to make sure that they understand what the criterion 
guidance for the fund is, and making sure that the activities they're delivering are going to 
suit it.” 

 
 
7.1.4 Co-ordination with other emergency funds 
 
As discussed earlier in the report, some funded organisations found themselves 
needing to change the focus of their projects because they were offering services 
(such as food provision) which were already being offered in the local area by other 
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groups. While in part, as noted above, duplication occurred among different 
Wellbeing Fund projects, this kind of duplication was also reported by interviewees 
as occurring as a result of limited co-ordination between the Wellbeing Fund and 
other Scottish Government and non-government emergency funds serving similar 
purposes. 
 
This was one of the main areas where interviewees identified challenges to the 
process of managing the Wellbeing fund, suggesting that it was not “well-dovetailed” 
with the other funds which made up the £350 million Scottish Government 
emergency funding. Another risk that this raised was that some organisations may 
have been funded by multiple organisations for the same project. As one TSI 
representative explained: 
 
“I don't know how many occasions I kind of asked, well, who knows what’s happening at the 
bigger jigsaw piece level? ... We know that there are organisations locally who are applying 
to local action partnerships for money and also applying into here, but nobody seems to be 
in that position to sit back and join all the dots and see what is actually happening… Can we 
honestly say that we don't know that organisations weren't being double-funded for bits of 
work? I don't think we're in a position where we can honestly say that.” 

 
Like this TSI representative, all those involved in running the Wellbeing Fund felt that 
the funds would have benefited from more clear management structures and 
oversight to ensure that all the separate funding streams were better streamlined in 
order to avoid both the risk of confusion for those seeking funding, and to avoid 
duplication of funding and services. However, this was challenging given the speed 
with which civil servants were expected to begin distributing the £350 million funding 
package which was agreed quickly by ministers as the severity of the pandemic 
became clear. As one civil servant commented: 
 
“What didn’t go so well was the manner in which the money was divvied up at the start, and 
then handed to a number of different areas of government… there needed to be better co-
ordination, I think. I can understand why it happened [because of the speed with which 
emergency funding decisions needed to be made] but there was a bit of duplication. We 
were paying for food organisations and then [other funding streams were doing the same]. 
[Or…] we would fund somebody with Wellbeing Funding and then they would say that they 
had just been approached by a different [SG] fund to be an anchor organisation for another 
fund. So there was heaps of duplication. I think it needed a bit more thinking about how the 
money is divvied up, and then maybe having one senior civil servant who is accountable for 
the whole [£350 million] pot” 

 
Partner organisations also expressed a desire for greater cohesion between the 
separate Scottish Government funds, suggesting that it would have been beneficial 
to have streamlined the application process for the Wellbeing Fund, the Third Sector 
Resilience Fund (TSRF) and the Supporting Communities Fund. In particular, it was 
noted that third sector organisations often needed support from both the Wellbeing 
Fund and the TSRF (which provided support for running costs for organisations 
whose income had been affected by the pandemic and lockdown). As one 
interviewee noted, a streamlined application process could have simplified the 
process for applicants: 
 
“There were very few organisations that just needed one of the funds, and that comes back 
down again to making it simple for organisations to access the funds that they needed” 
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7.2 Fund implementation 
 
7.2.1 Eligibility criteria 
 
As noted above, almost all the funded organisations thought that the fund criteria 
and guidance were clear. A very small number of organisations noted that they found 
it difficult to work out from the application criteria whether or not they were eligible for 
the fund. 
 
Some organisations questioned the relatively short amount of time available – 12 
weeks – for spending the funding. For example, some organisations felt that some of 
the challenges arising from Covid-19 crisis were problems that would take longer 
than the 12 week period to resolve. As one organisation explained, the short 
timescales worked against them because the effects of the pandemic were much 
longer-lasting than initially anticipated in March: 
 
“Funding to help people return to work as quickly as possible was unfortunately premature. 
The one-to-one support we have provided has centred around making sure that clients' 
confidence is maintained and that they are motivated and ready to take opportunities as they 
arise. Our overall experience of the fund is therefore that for some sectors of work the 
timescales of it were too short and that it should therefore have a longer available time 
before it has to be fully used” 

 
A second area of concern for some interviewees was the minimum award amount 
stipulated by the Wellbeing Fund criteria, with organisations needing to apply for a 
minimum of £5,000. Given that grants from the Small Grants Fund were capped at 
£2,000, this was seen as problematic for those organisations for which a grant of 
between £2,000 and £5,000 would have been most beneficial. As one TSI 
representative commented:  
 
“The minimum grant of £5,000 was sometimes a bit of a barrier… An organisation that would 
be well-placed to get up and deliver, and had people ready and waiting to [volunteer], 
because of the £5,000 threshold, couldn’t get through the first hurdle... It didn’t help those 
organisations that were very well placed at a community level” 

 
Applicants also needed to demonstrate that the amount applied for would not exceed 
20% of their annual turnover. With 57% of charities in Scotland having an annual 
income of £25,000 or less,9 many small community-based charities were unable to 
apply to the Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process because the minimum grant 
exceeded 20% of their annual turnover. However, it is important to note that other 
funds were available for smaller organisations outside of the Wellbeing Fund, such 
as the Response, Resilience and Recovery Fund managed by Foundation Scotland. 
 
Similarly, some assessors highlighted the fact that they felt that some very good 
quality projects were rejected because organisations were required to show 12 
months’ of audited accounts, which, they noted, can be difficult for newer charities.  
 

                                            
9 Microsoft Power BI 
 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNDY5YTg2MGItMjg1MC00ZDBkLThlMzYtYjc4MDhhNTJkYTZhIiwidCI6ImMyOTQ5NGY5LTNhY2EtNGE3MS05NWUyLWM4ODBjNWE1ZThmOSIsImMiOjh9
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Finally, some interviewees also suggested that it may have been beneficial to take a 
more innovative approach to the funding criteria, for example by seeking to fund 
some of the new groups which were emerging in local areas in response to the 
crisis. However, given the speed at which the fund was operating, it was generally 
felt that funding organisations did not have the time or capacity to complete robust 
due diligence checks on non-constituted newly emerging groups. Some interviewees 
also expressed concerns funding such informal groups, citing potential for concerns 
relating to issues such as the vetting of volunteers and data protection. 
 
 
7.2.2 Application process 
 
“Overall, our experience was one of a slick, professional and well-coordinated process” (third 
sector organisation) 

 
As highlighted by this respondent, recipient organisations were positive about the 
process for applying to the Wellbeing Fund. Organisations described the application 
process as “straightforward”, “simple”, “easy”, “efficient” and “unobtrusive”. Their 
comments praised the clarity and user-friendliness of the application form and 
guidance, and the fact that the application form requested what was generally felt to 
be a minimal and proportionate amount of information which was not burdensome to 
complete. This is reflected in the fact that, when asked specifically about the clarity 
of the application form and criteria, 97.4% of the funded organisations responding to 
the question stated that the application form and criteria were either “good” or “very 
good”. Only one organisation (0.1%) stated that it was “poor”.  
 
Several organisations highlighted the benefits of such a simple process, with one 
commenting, for example, that:  
 
“It would be great if funding processes moving forward were as simple and effective as this 
one, allowing more time and energy to be spent directly on supporting young people and 
their families”. 

 
Funding partner, assessor and TSI interviewees were also positive about the 
application process. Funding partners and assessors suggested that it would be 
important to review the extent to which the level of simplicity built into the Wellbeing 
Fund application form and process could be replicated in future funds. While 
acknowledging, as discussed above, that the particular context of the pandemic 
enabled a quicker application process which required less information from 
organisations than usual, they were keen to use this experience to review the 
amount of information collected in in other application processes, particularly for 
relatively small grants, with a view to lightening the bureaucratic load for 
applications. 
 
While TSI representatives were also positive about the application process, and 
welcomed the lighter bureaucratic burden on applicants to the fund, some expressed 
concerns about shortening application forms for sector organisations. One TSI 
representative suggested that thorough application forms are important to give a 
clear indication to assessors of the quality and thoroughness third of proposed 
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projects. It was therefore suggested that the focus should be more on improving the 
formatting and accessibility of application forms, rather than the content. 
 
Very few recipient organisations reported problems with the application process. 
Among those that did report problems, most related to a relatively minor technical 
details relating to the completion of the online application form. Some organisations 
suggested that the application process would be easier to complete if the online form 
could be saved mid-process, rather than having to be completed in a single session. 
Given that responses were only requested from organisations that were successful 
in their funding bids, however, it may be the case that unsuccessful applicants 
encounter more problems with the application form. 
 
Finally, one funded organisation reported receiving vague feedback on an initial 
unsuccessful application. This point was also raised in some of the interviews, with 
interviewees acknowledging that application support was limited as a result of the 
stretched capacity of SCVO, the funding partners, and third sector interfaces. Noting 
that it was clear that good feedback had enabled some first round applicants to 
improve their applications and ultimately be successful in the second round, it was 
suggested that future similar funds would benefit from increased capacity for 
helpdesk support. 
 
 
7.2.3 Assessment process 
 
Funded organisations wrote positively about the speed with which applications were 
assessed and payments were made, and the speed of communication between 
funders and applicants. Several pointed out how important this was for helping them 
support people most vulnerable to the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic. As one 
organisation working with deafblind people commented: 
 
"There are a range of inequalities for deafblind people. These were magnified probably more 
than most other disability groups during Covid-19 due to the age and profoundly isolating 
nature of deafblindness. Shielding and self-isolation was a triggering experience for many 
and caused high levels of anxiety. The speedy response of this fund was invaluable in 
allowing us to act quickly to prevent this stress and anxiety from becoming distress" 

 
Several grant recipients and application assessors compared the speed of the 
process favourably with other funding application processes, with more than one 
describing the Wellbeing Fund process as “a breath of fresh air”. Another funded 
organisation commented:  
 
“Simple application process, a quick answer and swiftly transferred funds. Please do not 

underestimate the impact of this on our ability to provide support, a drawn out decision 
making process often means missed opportunities which was avoided in this case.” 

 
Interviewees highlighted the importance of the well-streamlined and straightforward 
system for processing applications that was put in place using Salesforce 
management and analytics software, with assessors particularly positive about what 
they viewed as a relatively simple, clear and well-designed assessment system.  
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A two-stage assessment process was used, in which TSIs assessed each 
application based on their own local knowledge of the applicant organisations and 
their suitability for the proposed projects. These assessments were then passed on 
to the funding partner organisations to conduct the second stage of the application 
process and due diligence. Some TSIs also took part in conducting due diligence 
checks. Each partner organisation – Scottish Government, SCVO, the funding 
partners, and the TSIs – used the same shared, cloud-based Salesforce platform, 
through which they were all able to track the progress of the assessment process 
and see what needed to be done via a live dashboard. As one civil servant described 
it:  
 
“[Everyone] could see a dashboard with the number of applications currently queued, the 
money going out of the door, the location data… So there was a good sense of everybody 
working together on the same platform. It was a good example of how you connect the local 
to the national, and have those organisations working together as well. So you get your intel 
from the local organisations [local TSIs] who understand the priorities in their area. And you 
have the back office, the websites and overarching contact points, managed centrally by one 
of our trusted partners. For me that’s the thing that’s succeeded and should be replicated 
again if possible – getting [each organisation] geared up to be better equipped to work 
together as a team.” 

 
Despite the generally positive view from funded organisations and most 
interviewees, several TSI representatives highlighted two particular issues within the 
assessment process. First, some TSI representatives felt that their local knowledge 
and expertise sometimes appeared undervalued. It was noted among TSI 
representatives, for example, that in a small proportion of cases, decisions made by 
TSIs about whether an application should be considered for funding were overturned 
by other organisations, often without the TSIs having an opportunity to query or 
appeal these decisions.  
 
Thus while interviewees from Scottish Government, SCVO and the national funding 
partners tended to speak positively of the TSIs’ role in the assessment process, and 
several highlighted this as an important area to replicate in future funds, the general 
view among TSI interviewees suggests that it may be necessary to review how 
relationships can be strengthened and how such a process can make the most of 
their local knowledge and understanding.  
 
A second challenge highlighted by a small number of TSI representatives and 
assessors was that because of the large budget and minimal eligibility criteria, there 
was little incentive for TSIs to reject applications for funding within their own local 
areas, as there were no budgetary limits set upon how many applications the TSIs 
should recommend for funding.  
 
On the whole, though, national funding organisations praised the robustness with 
which TSI evaluated applications and suggested that this did not appear to be a 
substantial issue. Similarly, a number of TSI representatives did not agree that this 
was an issue. 
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7.2.4 Adapting the fund after first funding round  
 
A key area where the fund was seen by interviewees to be particularly successful 
was in the implementation of two separate rounds of funding. In effect, a short initial 
round of applications acted as a pilot programme, the results of which were analysed 
to inform the remainder of the programme. This first round was open for a relatively 
short period, and the results of this were analysed, by Scottish Government, SCVO 
and funding partners, to show any patterns emerging in the application and approval 
rates, or types of organisations submitting applications or receiving awards.  
 
Assessors were also asked for their feedback on the process and potential 
improvements. This information was then used to adapt aspects of the fund – such 
as the eligibility criteria and the way that it was targeted – to try to ensure the smooth 
running of the applications and assessment process, and that funding was reaching 
as many people in need as possible. As one civil servant explained:  
 
“This was, this was absolutely invaluable. [It] enabled us to see that the application uptake 
from organisations representing disability groups, and black and minority ethnic groups, was 
low and also the success rates for them was low. So it enabled us to place a bit more 
emphasis in the application criteria for the second round just to encourage [applications] 
from them. And actually the improvement in both the application rates and success rates 
was really quite strong second time around, very reassuringly. So what we had second time 
round [in the second round] was a fund that was a lot more robust.” 

 
Funding partners agreed with this view, explaining, for example, that being able to 
see the lower application and approval rates among groups representing disability 
and black and minority ethnic groups allowed them to reach out to national 
organisations representing these groups which would be able to help support greater 
uptake from these groups. TSI representatives also reported making contact with 
groups representing black and minority ethnic communities after round one to 
encourage applications and support them through the process.  
 
Several funders suggested that they would be keen both to repeat a similar model in 
future, and to build the lessons learned about lower rates of access among particular 
groups into future funding plants, to ensure equality of access to funding 
opportunities for different groups across society.    
 
7.2.5 Assessing and meeting needs 
 
Some interviewees expressed concerns over the extent to which some of the funded 
organisations had been able to accurately assess the needs of their client-groups. 
Highlighting the fact that a number of organisations needed to change the nature or 
focus of their projects after receiving funding, it was suggested that some 
organisations’ communication with their client groups, and their understanding of 
their service users’ needs, was not as strong as it could have been.  
 
This view is supported, to some extent, by the findings reported in Section 4 of this 
report, which showed that almost one in ten projects (9.3%) delivered something 
different to their original proposal, with changes to anticipated demand and the 
emergence of unanticipated needs or priorities being the most common reasons for 
these changes. As a result, some funders suggested that the Wellbeing Fund 
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process had highlighted a need for some third sector organisations to develop 
stronger relationships with, and understandings of, their client groups to better 
understand and anticipate their needs. They also suggested that it had also 
highlighted a need for funders to develop means of better identifying third sector 
organisations with strong understandings of their client groups. However, it was also 
noted that the was an expectation that a degree of flexibility would be needed for 
funded projects, because of the unique and uncertain nature of the situation facing 
third sector organisations and their service users. 
 
TSI representatives also expressed the view that the nature of the Wellbeing Fund 
may not necessarily have been the most effective way of meeting the needs arising 
across different communities. One TSI representative suggested that because 
funding was awarded to third sector organisations through a competitive application 
process, this appeared to lead to over-provision in areas where third sector 
organisations were heavily concentrated, and under-provision in areas where there 
are fewer third sector organisations. In part, this was because projects were 
assessed individually based on the strength of the application, rather than in relation 
to known needs in geographical area where the application was made.  
 
As such, some TSI representatives suggested that a future similar emergency fund 
could be improved by using local knowledge to identify the levels and types of need 
in each area, then distributing funding to local organisations accordingly, rather than 
using a competitive application process.  
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8. Conclusion 
 

8.1 Outcomes 
 
The Wellbeing Fund Open Application Process supported 955 organisations, 
distributing £21,582,333. Grants were awarded to organisations working across all 
32 local authority areas of Scotland. A large proportion of grants were awarded to 
relatively small, locally-focused organisations, with 59% of grants supporting projects 
operating within either one or two local authority areas.  
 
The findings suggest that the majority of projects were focused on supporting people 
with particular needs, characteristics or vulnerabilities which meant that they would 
have been likely to be more affected by the social, health, and economic 
consequences of the pandemic and subsequent lockdown than average. For 
example 30% of projects reported supporting people who had Covid-19 symptoms or 
lived with someone who did; 71% supported those who were shielding; and 71% 
supported those who were financially at risk as a result of the pandemic. In addition, 
68% of projects reported supporting those with mental health problems; 49% 
reported supporting people at socio-economic disadvantage; 43% reported 
supporting people with disabilities; and 32% reported supporting those with 
substance dependencies.  
 
A wide range of projects were supported, many of them offering wide-ranging 
support to their service users. The most common areas that projects focused on 
were: mental health (76%); food (44%); physical health (27%); and home life and/or 
housing situation (25%). Support relating to employment, money and digital inclusion 
were also relatively common areas of focus. 
 
Overall, interviewees from Scottish Government, SCVO, national funding 
organisations, third sector interfaces, and the organisations funded by the Wellbeing 
Fund were positive about the ability of the Wellbeing Fund to distribute funding 
quickly to third sector organisations in order to support people whose lives had been 
affected by the Covid-19 pandemic. While recognising that the speed and scale of 
the project meant that some “necessary imperfections”, it was generally felt that the 
quick distribution of funds was the most important factor in the context of the crisis, 
and that the Wellbeing Fund helped a large number of third sector organisations to 
respond quickly to the needs of their communities.  
 

8.2 Lessons learned 
 
This final section summarises the key lessons learned from this evaluation, to help 
third sector policy makers and funders better prepare for future emergency and non-
emergency funding situations. These consider both the aspects of the fund which 
went well and could be replicated in future third sector funds, and those areas where 
improvements could be made for similar future initiatives. 
 
8.2.1 Emerging needs  
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Funded organisations identified a number of needs that emerged throughout the 
course of their projects which could be used to help identify potential areas of 
support both for future initiatives and as third sector organisations continue to work 
to respond to the ongoing pandemic. 
 
Most significant was the number of organisations highlighting digital inclusion as an 
emerging need, having faced issues including clients being unable to access to 
laptops, tablets, phones and internet connections, as well as low digital skills and 
confidence.  
 
Mental health needs were also commonly highlighted as significant emerging needs, 
with organisations concerned about exacerbations of existing mental health 
conditions as a result of the pandemic, as well as newly emerging mental health 
issues and concerns about limited access to mental health support for those who 
need it. 
 
8.2.2 Overall co-ordination of separate third sector funding streams 
 
The process evaluation highlighted concerns both that duplication of funding and 
services was felt to be a relatively common challenge, and that many third sector 
organisations needed to make multiple separate applications to separate Scottish 
Government funds.  
 
These challenges suggest a need for a clearer management and oversight structure 
within Scottish Government in emergency funding situations, to ensure that funds 
are well-coordinated and to minimise the risk of duplication, and to allow for clearer 
communication with local authorities and others. The implementation of a smaller 
number of clearly distinct funds may also have helped to avoid duplication and 
ensure greater clarity for applicants. 
 
For future funds in both emergency and non-emergency situations, the creation of a 
single application process through which organisations can apply for all relevant 
funds would reduce the administrative burden on applicants and funding providers. 
 
The experience of the Wellbeing Fund also suggests that future funding exercises  - 
both in emergency and non-emergency situations – would benefit from the 
development of a needs-based approach based on dynamic local-level assessment 
of emerging needs, to ensure that funds are targeted as accurately as possible with 
a smaller risk of duplication. 
 
8.2.3 Clarity of communication  
 
The process evaluation highlighted that clarity of communication could have been 
improved, both between the organisations managing the fund, and to third sector 
organisations. Those involved in the management process highlighted the need for 
clear early dialogue, agreement and communication between Scottish Government, 
funding organisations, and the third sector interfaces about the purpose of the 
proposed funds and the specific roles of each partner organisation.  
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It was also clear that both those managing the fund and third sector organisations 
themselves would have benefitted from clearer communication to third sector 
organisations about the nature, scope and timing of the fund at the time that it was 
publicly announced. 

 
8.2.4 Collaborative working between Scottish Government, SCVO, national 
funding partners and third sector interfaces 
 
This evaluation highlighted the importance and effectiveness of strong collaborative 
working between Scottish Government, SCVO, national funding partners and third 
sector interfaces, with each organisation bringing complementary skills, resources 
and expertise to the project, alongside a high level of trust between these 
organisations. This was seen by many stakeholders as a strength which has been 
developed over a long period of time.  
 
In both emergency and non-emergency settings, future funding initiatives could 
benefit from continuing to build on and enhance these collaborative working 
relationships. In particular, using the local knowledge and expertise of third sector 
interfaces and others during the application assessment process could be an 
important element in the design of future initiatives. It would also be beneficial to 
continue using shared, cloud-based application assessment platforms to ensure the 
type of streamlined assessment process modelled in the Wellbeing Fund project.  
 
8.2.5 Speed and simplicity of application processes 
 
Third sector organisations and those involved in the management of the Wellbeing 
Fund highlighted the speed and simplicity of the application process as one of its 
main successes. This not only suggests that this is something to be replicated in any 
future emergency funding exercises, but also raises questions about how third sector 
funding processes in non-emergency situations could be simpler, faster and more 
inclusive.  
 
While acknowledging that the amount of time and resource used to set up and 
implement the Wellbeing Fund was much greater than would be available in non-
emergency situations, the experience of this fund nevertheless suggests that several 
steps could be taken: 
 

• Firstly, reviewing the quantity of information requested in application forms to 
seek ways to reduce the amount of paperwork required from applicants 
without diminishing the quality of information provided; 

• Secondly, reviewing the formatting and accessibility of application and 
monitoring forms to seek ways to improve the ease and speed with which 
forms can be completed; 

• Thirdly, reviewing the simplicity and accessibility of fund application criteria to 
improve accessibility of funding;  

• Finally, reviewing the level of “risk appetite” in non-emergency funding 
situations, to assess the risks and opportunities involved in lowering the 
overall level of documentation required from third sector funding applications.  
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8.2.6 In-project improvements through multiple funding rounds 
 
The use of more than one funding round was highlighted as an important feature of 
the Wellbeing Fund process, allowing the scheme adapt and improve based on 
findings from analysis of distribution of funding in the first round. This allowed the 
fund managers to adapt the second round to encourage and support more 
applications from organisations working with groups or communities that had been 
under-represented in the first round, such as black and minority ethnic communities 
and groups representing people with disabilities.  
 
This practice could be repeated more regularly in both emergency and non-
emergency funding exercises in order to improve the equity of distribution of funding, 
and give funders a greater real-time understanding of any funding gaps and the 
reasons for them. 
 
8.2.7 Identification of needs 
 
Several challenges relating to the accurate identification of needs were raised during 
the funding process, with suggestions that the inability to identify needs effectively 
and to provide a fully coordinated response at national and local levels, may have 
led to duplication and under-provision in different areas. Without quantitative data to 
demonstrate this duplication and under-provision, however, it is not possible to 
comment on the extent to which this occurred.  
 
For future funds – both in emergency and non-emergency settings – it is suggested 
that funders, SCVO and the Scottish Government consider developing methods for 
gaining a greater understanding of needs across Scotland. This should include 
making greater use of the local knowledge of TSIs, local authorities, and health and 
social care partnerships alongside funders’ own local knowledge. It should also 
involve drawing on international humanitarian expertise and good practice in rapid 
assessment and coordination of large-scale emergency responses. It may also be 
beneficial for funders to seek to develop methods for better recognising and 
assessing applicants’ level of understanding of their client groups’ needs during the 
application process. 
 
Several other measures could be considered for third sector fund in emergency 
situations: 
 

• First, considering methods for encouraging and supporting third sector 
organisations and others to conduct rapid needs assessments in emergency 
contexts to better understand and respond to client groups’ needs; 

• Second, Scottish Government, SCVO and funders could consider the risks 
and benefits of using a funding model that focused primarily on meeting 
known needs, rather than awarding funding on the merit of each individual 
application; 

• Third, further research could be conducted to fully assess the extent to which 
the Covid-19 emergency response – including the interaction of different 
funds and agencies – did successfully meet the needs of individuals and 
communities. 
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8.2.8 Organisational preparedness for emergency situations 
 
This suggests that there is a need to consider ways in which the Scottish 
Government could be better prepared for emergency situations affecting the third 
sector. It also suggests that it may be beneficial for Scottish Government and funding 
organisations to consider how to encourage and support third sector organisations to 
improve their preparedness for emergency situations, including having the skills and 
structures in place for remote working, supporting staff and volunteer wellbeing, and 
the ability to rapidly assess emerging needs among client groups. 
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