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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

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

SUBMISSION FROM ANGUS COUNCIL

Core approach 

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?)

The existing EU programmes being delivered in Angus align to the Angus Council Plan priorities and 
ensure that we are delivering on our vision to make Angus a great place to Live, Work and Visit. The 
Council Plan 2019-2030 highlights our commitment to our four strategic priorities: Angus is a go to 
place for business; We want to maximise inclusion and reduce inequalities; We want our 
communities to be strong, resilient and led by citizens; We want Angus Council to be efficient and 
effective. Therefore to ensure that Angus Council is working with businesses and communities 
achieve our priorities it is essential that the UKSPF provides the same amount of support as currently 
available.  

Economic development in the UK varies the length and breadth of the country. GDP per person has 
been the measurement of economic development used by the EU in the structural funds. It is also 
the measure the EU uses to classify regions. This measurement can provide a distorted picture and 
there are other measures that could be incorporated to ensure a fair allocation of funding to areas or 
regions. The purpose of the UKSPF is “to reduce inequalities between communities across our four 
nations”.  Within the current EU Structural fund system funds have been pre-allocated and the 
Managing Authority distributes allocations.  An example of UK competitive funding is the UK City 
Deals, where regions have bid into Government to receive a funding allocation for a particular 
region.  Angus Council is part of the Tay Cities Deal. Competitive funding can however result in less 
developed/populated rural areas missing out on allocations in favour large city or industrial areas. 

For the budget period of 2014-20, Scotland was allocated €476 million from the ERDF, €465 million 
from the ESF, £77 million for the LEADER rural development programme, and €107.7 million for the 
European Maritime Fisheries Fund. The future allocation should be at least equal to these amounts, 
and it should also take into account any future inflation increases. It should not be tied in to the 
Barnett Formula which is detrimental to rural areas and Scotland as a whole.  

2. Should the existing structural fund 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?

Within the existing structural funding priorities ESI funding is distributed through four funds; the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), The European Social Fund (ESF), the European 
Maritime Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD). 
Each programme has individual objectives and priorities. If the UKSPF is to replace ESIF then the 
primary focus should remain economic development and convergence, otherwise it does not 
replace the funding being lost.  The UKSPF should primarily seek to replicate the high level objectives of 
the current EU Structural Funds, which provide demonstrable added-value, and do not duplicate 
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existing local or national funding. It should also align on a national level to the Scottish Government 
Economic Strategy Framework key priorities: Investment, Innovation, Inclusive Growth and 
Internationalisation.  

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?

The UKSPF gives an opportunity to redesign the former European Social Funds with a simpler decision 
making model that addresses the needs of Scotland’s diverse regions. The delivery model should be 
designed in partnership by the UK Government, the devolved administrations, local authorities and 
other relevant stakeholders having an Independent Administrative Body is also important for 
transparency and audit.   

Local partnerships have expertise in delivering local activity specific to local needs, this is where 
there is the best foresight into local growth potential, and partnerships are in a position to identify 
any existing or potential gaps.  The LEADER model and the EMFF (Community Led development 
strand) are “bottom up” grass roots models of delivering support for rural and coastal development 
through implementing Local Development Strategies. This bottom up approach has been 
successfully delivered throughout Angus over several EU funding programme periods. 

Using local experience and knowledge funding allocations could also be decided upon using the 
Participatory Budgeting (PB) model. Within Angus, Participatory Budgeting is being led by the 
Locality Implementation Partnerships and has to date provided local examples of this approach 
including events in Brechin, Montrose and Arbroath. Angus Council are currently participating in an 
Interreg North Sea Region Project called LIKE, which will create a Local Digital Innovation Culture 
across the North Sea Region.  One of the Angus activities has been a PB process “Your Budget Your 
Choice” aimed a local Health & Wellbeing Priorities within the Montrose areas. These activities show 
that we are already participating in decision making on various levels with our communities and the 
UKSPF could allow flexibility on funding level decisions. 

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?

As highlighted in question three, successful funding streams are often delivered through a bottom up 
approach to ensure that the funding is making the most impact on a local level. In the current 2014-
2020 programme Scottish Government is the Managing Authority for ERDF and ESF, funds are 
distributed to lead partners e.g. Local Authorities, Agencies and Policy Directorates who in turn 
distribute funding to individual projects and national organisations.  This can lead to a cluttered and 
layered landscape of bureaucracy for individual programmes and projects. And strategic 
interventions have tended to be more focussed on national rather than local outcomes. As the 
Government indicated in its manifesto the fund will be “easier to administrate and will reduce 
bureaucracy” This is an opportunity to design a fund with a streamlined process without the 
complexity and bureaucracy of previous programmes 

Barriers to funding projects 
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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?

Lack of match-funding (the requirement for partners to provide a specified percentage of co-
finance) reducing intervention rates and co finance can be a major barrier.  This was particularly 
prominent in Angus during the 20017-2013 EFF programme with difficulties for applicants sourcing 
additional public co finance.  It can be difficult in certain circumstances for Local Authorities and 
lead partners in times of budget cuts to provide the full co-finance required for projects to meet 
intervention rates. 

Retrospective funding due to EU auditing requirements and removal of advance payments is also a 
barrier especially for smaller community organisations.  During the 2007-2013 LEADER programme 
advances were granted in exceptional circumstances but this offer has not been available during 
the 2014-2020 programme. 

The UKSPF provides an opportunity to reconsider how payments are made to applicants. Many 
national funders offer up front, mid-term and final payments based on reporting requirements.  It is 
an opportunity to adopt good practice used by other UK funders that are familiar to organisations, 
the third sector and community organisations.   

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)?

Local authorities should be given control and autonomy over their allocation from the UKSPF, as they 
are in the best position to make decisions on local growth, based on local need and opportunity. 
The UKSPF aim is to replace the ESIF and a flexible and fair approach should be taken to attract 
projects based on local strategic priorities that link to Scottish Government national priorities.   It 
would be preferable that funding allocations are not ring fenced against specific outcomes or 
purposes but based on the locally identified priorities. 

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?

Angus Council has successfully delivered Crowdfunding since 2014. During this time we have 
supported approximately 70 projects source alternative funding for our communities and start up 
business.  From 2014 we have regularly shared our experiences with many Local Authorities resulting 
in a LEADER led Crowdfund Scotland project sharing crowdfunding knowledge expertise across rural 
communities across nine LEADER areas. 

Where funding is targeted at geographies or requires a threshold of scale, this can be a barrier in 
rural areas such as Angus. When ESF set a minimum of £200,000 project costs Angus Council no 
longer applied as the scale was too great for the smaller target groups we needed to reach 
However we were able to target alternative sources, work in a more flexible way with private and 
third sector for example and also work collaboratively across the region. However there is no 
guarantee of ongoing funds so post BREXIT funding needs to offer flexibility to allow us to target those 
in need in the most appropriate way. 

Administration 
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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?

One of the main issues of the ESIF has been the administrative burden of the programmes and the 
multiple IT systems for the different programmes all of which have their own specific processes and 
procedures.  The creation of one comprehensive user friendly data base and IT system that follows 
the process from application, approval, monitoring and claims to evaluation would be beneficial as 
different systems cause confusion for both applicants and administrators.  The LEADER LARCS system 
was created for this programming period, albeit late in being launched and has not been without its 
issues.  The UKSPF system should be fully tried and tested and ready to use in conjunction with the 
fund announcements to reduce the need for bespoke systems being put in place by lead partners 
at the beginning and then information transferred to national IT systems. 

Audit Scotland, the independent public body responsible for Scotland’s public organisations would 
provide clear, transparent auditing guidance and advice. 

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

The UKSPF requires one user friendly claim process that reduces the amount of data required to be 
provided for verification, especially in the case of staff time in lead partner projects. E.g. a recent 
claim submitted to an ERDF project had three lines of staff time attributed to the projects, for that 
claim 24 individual pieces of evidence were required to be submitted for verification. A reduction in 
evidence would also speed up the overall payment process. 

Due to EU programmes being paid retrospectively many smaller organisations or businesses struggle 
with the cash flow having the ability to provide up front or advance payments based on evidence is 
an option that was removed from this current programming period.  

Retention and auditable periods of projects could also be reduced reducing the likelihood of costs 
being clawed back long after the project has finished. Digital records should also be acceptable.  

The Committee would welcome written submissions dealing with the issues outlined above 
and any other relevant views in relation to the future funding arrangements for EU structural 
funding priorities in Scotland.  

Submissions 

The Finance and Constitution Committee is inviting succinct submissions (max. 4 sides of 
A4).   

Submissions should be sent to: finance.constitution@parliament.scot 

The closing date for responses is Thursday 25 April 2019. 
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