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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

FUNDING OF EU STRUCTURAL FUND PRIORITIES IN SCOTLAND, POST-BREXIT 

SUBMISSION FROM ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL

Aberdeenshire Council has agreed a position following a review and stakeholder consultation on 

post-Brexit funding which is available here. 

1. How should Scotland’s share of post-Brexit structural funding be determined? (for 
example, should it be on measures such as GDP, needs-based, via the Barnett formula; 
match funding or based on competition?)

It is important that this is agreed at an early opportunity to provide certainty, clarity and allow for 

the development of new programmes which smoothly replace the current EU programmes.  The 

methodology for determining Scotland’s share of funding should be considered after the 

activities to be funded through mechanisms such as the ‘Shared Prosperity Fund’ are agreed.  

For example, if the programmes are to include community led local development activity 

presently funded through the LEADER and European Maritime and Fisheries Fund programmes 

or wider rural/fisheries activity, the proportion allocated to Scotland would likely be larger due to 

the relative importance and size of these sectors to Scotland.  

Whilst a minimum applicant match funding contribution may be useful to ensure that those 

delivering activity are invested in their projects, arbitrary splits between different public funding 

sources can be unhelpful and add to the administrative costs of delivering programmes.  Given 

the role of Structural Funds in addressing disparities between areas, it is important that a 

flexible approach to allocating funds is taken to reflect the different challenges faced in rural and 

urban areas. Funding should be available for all areas taking into account their needs, 

opportunities and capacity to deliver. 

2. Should the existing structural funding priorities be retained for any new funding 
approach post-Brexit or are there other national or regional outcomes, strategies or 
plans to which future funding should align instead?

It is important to ensure that the general principles of the European Structural Funds (e.g. 

reducing disparities between areas, economic and place-based development) are continued.  

However, as these priorities are similar to those in existing national and regional strategies, 

there is an opportunity to align funds to existing priorities rather than create new ones.  Given 

the area-based approach of the European Structural Funds and the ‘bottom-up’ approach of 

community-led local development, it is recommended that programmes are aligned with local 

and regional priorities within a wider national strategic framework.  

3. In terms of the proposal for a UK Shared Prosperity Fund - where should the 
responsibility for any decisions about funding levels and allocation be taken (for example 

UK Government, Scottish Government, Local Government or local stakeholders) and 

what level of autonomy should they have in deciding how funding is allocated?

Initially decisions on allocations of funding would need to be taken by either the UK or Scottish 

Governments, depending on whether or not the funding is devolved.  Such decisions could 

either be taken on the basis of an agreed formula or the competitive submission of bids from 
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different localities in a similar way to awards for Local Development Strategies in the current 

European Structural Funds programmes or City-Region deals. Either way, funding should 

ideally be allocated to geographical areas with full coverage of Scotland.  This may be on a 

local authority or regional basis depending on the level of funding and activities to be supported.  

Once such allocations are made, we would recommend a partnership approach to allocating 

funds to specific projects or activities, based on our experience of working with stakeholders 

from community, private and public sector organisations in the delivery of the community-led 

local development funds.   

4. To what extent should the current system of allocating funding to strategic

interventions across Scotland through lead partners etc be retained or changed by any

post-Brexit funding approach and why?

Funding should be allocated on an area-based approach rather than to thematic ‘strategic 

interventions’.  This is because the ethos of the funds is to support regional development rather 

than implement national programmes.  The lead partner model also increases bureaucracy due 

to the need for Delivery Agents to claim funds from Lead Partners who then claim funds from 

the Scottish Government who then claim funds from the European Commission.  This model is 

leading to delays in expenditure being declared to funders and difficulties in meeting annual 

spending targets.  It also leads to administrative complexity and confusion for grant recipients 

with each stakeholder adding its own rules and requirements and interpretations on top of the 

others.  Furthermore, there is the potential for duplication of effort when funds are split between 

national delivery agencies and local/regional ones (e.g. employability support).  Local/regional 

delivery tends to be delivered in partnership with a wide range of stakeholders which helps to 

co-ordinate resources between the public, private and voluntary services. 

5. What barriers limit strategic intervention funds being committed to individual projects

under the current programmes and to what extent should any new structural funding

approach address these barriers?

The lack of available match funding is a significant barrier.  As European funds are to be used 

for additional activity over and above statutory activity, it can be difficult to find eligible match 

funding within existing public budgets.  A higher intervention rate of 80-90% would be helpful in 

terms of ensuring that project sponsors are committed to and invest in their projects but do not 

have to bid to multiple funders for the same activity.  Administrative processes (e.g. the two-

stage ‘Strategic Intervention’ and ‘Operation’ approach) also lengthen the time to commit funds 

to activity and pay claims.  Reimbursement in arrears and the detailed audit trail required (e.g. 

evidencing payments to HMRC through to bank statements) deters smaller and voluntary sector 

organisations from applying for funding.  Finally, the ‘funder of last resort’ approach requires 

applicants to approach a wide range of funding sources prior to even applying, by which time 

many have lost interest in progressing their application or have missed programme deadlines. 

6. To what extent should any rules relating to post-Brexit structural funding enable a

flexible approach to the range of local projects that can be supported or should the rules

focus on funding specific outcomes or purposes (such as through ring fencing)?

Post-Brexit structural funds should be sufficiently flexible to allow local/regional partnerships to 

tailor support to the needs of their communities and businesses.  However, to ensure that such 
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funds deliver the principles and objectives of structural funding there should be requirements 

that the funds must only be used for regional development within a defined strategic framework. 

7. Are there examples of current structural fund priorities being more effectively

supported by other funds (or core funding) such that they should not form part of any

post-Brexit structural funding approach?

Farm diversification activity has proved difficult to deliver within the present LEADER 

programme and would be better delivered through the wider Scotland Rural Development 

Programme.  The skills and capacity within Local Action Groups are more aligned to community 

projects than farm diversification, which is a highly specialist and technical activity to administer. 

It is anticipated that moving farm diversification support to the wider SRDP would also be 

simpler for applicants, who presently have to determine whether to apply to the LEADER 

programme or national schemes such as the Food Processing, Marketing and Co-operation 

scheme.   

8. What changes to the current monitoring, evaluation and compliance activities would

reduce administrative complexity for any future structural funds approach while

maintaining sufficient transparency?

It is important to assess why the current requirements were introduced in the first place, but 

also to assess whether or not they are proportional and appropriate.    Consideration of 

simplified costs models such as flat rates or unit costs may help to reduce the administrative 

burden on both applicants and programme managers whilst maintaining transparency and 

accountability in the use of public funds. 

9. Should the system for making claims change for any future funding approach?

Aberdeenshire Council has experienced different approaches to claims through the ERDF/ESF 

programmes, LEADER programme and European Maritime and Fisheries Fund programme.  

The payment of claims centrally by Marine Scotland to end recipients for the latter programme 

has proved to be the most straightforward process.  It has also allowed on the ground staff 

resources to be targeted more effectively at supporting applicants to develop projects and bid 

for funds, rather than focusing on administration and compliance checks on live projects.   

The EUMIS/LARCs system used for ERDF/ESF/LEADER is proving to be overly complex and 

time consuming to use, delaying the application, change request and claims processes. The 

EMFF eSystem is relatively straightforward to use. An alternative electronic system would be 

preferred for future applications, based on the principles of only requesting the minimum 

amount of information required.  The system should also be able to cross-reference information 

entered in separate fields rather than simply collect and store data without any analysis. 




