
Funding of EU Structural Fund Priorities in Scotland, post-Brexit 
 

Summary of key points raised during workshop in Paisley on 3 June 
2019. 

 
Four members of the Committee (Adam Tomkins, Tom Arthur, Neil Bibby and 
Emma Harper) held an informal workshop discussion with representatives of 
organisations with experience of working with structural funds on Monday 3 
June 2019. Key points raised in the discussion are summarised below. 
 
Part 1: The Group was invited to consider the following three questions— 
 
Q1) Thinking about the funding you administer or have received – what 
are the positives and negatives about how the funding is provided and 
the purposes it is provided for? 
 
Positives 

• The “key principle” of additionality 
• Multi-annual approach (allows long-term planning) 
• Multi-agency cross-working 
• Involvement of small third sector agencies is welcome 
• Innovation and circular economy – provides support for SMEs and 

encourages new ways of working 
• Wide variety of projects being supported 
• Inclusivity 
• LEADER Programme 
• Expertise of key partners 

 
Negatives 

• Issues arising from Match Funding requirement 
• Administratively burdensome 
• Resource issues, particularly for small organisations 
• Training is necessary to access funds 
• Differing interpretation of rules 
• First stage needs simplified 
• Mismatch between programmes for revenue and capital spend 
• Onerous reporting requirements 
• Overprovision for some priorities (e.g. employability with support from 

EU, UKG and SG but under provision in others. 
• Lack of oversight 

 
Q2) What are the positives and negatives of the way the current funding 
is administered (application, monitoring, evaluation). 
 
Positives 

• Devolved – managed by SG  
• Significant sums available to deliver innovative projects  
• High social impact can multiply health benefits and address inequalities  
• Focus on outcomes 



• Interdepartmental collaboration within Government  
• Wide variety of projects being supported 
• Contributes to social and environmental improvements 

 
Negatives 

• Centralised management within Scotland – local approach/regional 
decision making would be welcome. 

• Lengthy and time-consuming comms by email. Lack of face-to-face or 
telephone communications  

• Length of time to process claims – average of 82 days. 
• Lack of peer group appraisal limits potential quality of partnership  
• Lack of transparency 
• Lead time can be problematic 
• Lead Partner exposed to risk in delivering services before offer of grant 

confirmed. 
• LARCS system overcomplicated and needs simplification – can deter 

applicants, especially smaller orgs 
• Reporting can be problematic 
• Fear of audit requirements 

 
• It was also noted that the SG had recently written to lead partners to 

inform them that their procurement systems were incompatible with EU 
law and the Commission had moved the programme to “pre-
suspension” due to 3 issues - evidence to support claims, procurement 
(use of competitive grant), and a technical issue related to the 40% flat 
rate. Glasgow Council are seeking urgent clarification from the SG. 

 
Q3) Are there any barriers in the current system that prevent the funding 
reaching the right projects and how can these be addressed? 
 

• Delays and lack of urgency in payment – can create cashflow problems 
for smaller and third sector orgs (risk and anxiety). Can be fearful of 
being penalised retrospectively. Although we are in the fourth year of 
the current programme, issues from year one (2015) are still arising 
along with requests for retrospective evidence in specific formats etc. 
This may be due to changes in perception of rules at EU level. 

• Lack of awareness of monitoring requirements 
• Prioritisation – who determines this (i.e. local Vs national)? Local 

initiatives can be subsumed by national providers leading to 
overprovision in some areas. 

• ESF – how to articulate “additionality” principle? 
• Match Funding requirements – how to define “in kind”? 
• Focus on SMEs when larger organisations might be better placed to 

deliver. 
• Expertise needed to draft applications – can benefit experienced 

organisations. Support for future applications would be welcome. 
• Restrictive inflexibilities built into current ESF programmes. 
• Delegation between departments would speed up process 



• Application process “excessively burdensome” as is audit and 
compliance. 

 
Part 2: Roundtable Discussion - The Group was then invited to consider the 
following three questions— 
 
Question 1: Thinking about how you might distribute or receive funding 
post Brexit – how should that be done (ringfencing, competitive bidding, 
match funding) and by whom (UK Government/Scottish Government/ 
Local Government/ national body or organisation)? 
 

• The Group unanimously agreed that it would not support a UK-wide 
competitive bidding model as it was felt that this would favour well-
resourced organisations who could hire consultants to draft bids rather 
than decisions being made on the merits of the projects themselves. It 
was also suggested that the UK Government’s priorities may differ from 
those of stakeholders. 

• In terms of whether allocations should be need-based, it was 
suggested that “need” must first be defined. There was a need to 
reduce inequalities but also to maintain competitiveness and 
encourage innovation. Flexibility to vary and tailor at a granular level 
would be welcomed given the different priorities of different parts of 
Scotland.  

• Concerns were expressed that a UK-wide need-based approach could 
result in a reduction in Scotland’s overall allocation.  

• It was also noted that different metrics were in use across the UK – for 
example, the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation was not 
comparable to metrics in use in England. The Group cautioned against 
the adoption of a “one-size fits all” approach and against attempting to 
“compare apples to oranges.” 

• It was noted that some needs require specific infrastructure that the 
market can’t or won’t provide. 

• Partnership working was required between national, regional and local 
government and stakeholders. Some needs, such as employability, 
were best addressed at a very local level whilst others such as skills or 
infrastructure worked better on a regional level. Others still, such as 
major infrastructure projects were best addressed nationally. 

• It was suggested that greater flexibility in match-funding intervention 
rates would be helpful, particularly for the voluntary sector. However, it 
was also noted that match-funding requirements can bring benefits for 
major priorities by forcing organisations to “put their money where their 
mouth is.” 

• It was also suggested that the funder of last resort approach was in 
need of review. 

• It was noted that the South of Scotland may have missed out on 
funding as it was in the same region as major cities in the central belt. 
Post-Brexit, there would be an opportunity to redesignate regions 
within Scotland on a more equitable basis. 



Question 2: Do you think the current priorities are right? Or does the 
focus need to change to successfully reduce economic inequalities? 
Should the focus be productivity as suggested by the UK Government? 
 

• It was suggested that a focus on productivity could result in projects 
aiming for “low hanging fruit.” 

• Productivity did not necessarily translate to greater automation of 
tasks. High value products such as whisky were among the most 
productive and profitable types of Scottish produce. 

• Sustainability should also be factored in to any discussion of 
productivity – how to do the same job in a sustainable way whilst 
adding value over the long term was vital. 

• However, there was also a need to maintain the ability to respond to 
short-term shocks, particularly in specific geographical areas. 

• It should be acknowledged that priorities should be long-term and could 
not be addressed by “quick fixes” 

• Given the focus on long-term outcomes, it was suggested that 
politicians should not be involved in making funding decisions as the 
electoral cycle did not readily lend itself to the pursuit of longer-term 
outcomes. 

 
Question 3: What parts of the current funding approach should be kept 
by any future funding approach (and why) and what should be changed 
(and why)? 
 

• It was agreed that the Partnership approach was critical to success and 
should be maintained and built upon. 

• Co-design at an early stage and co-decision-making should also 
continue. Decision-making should be delegated to the appropriate level 
although there would still be a role for key, experienced staff with in-
depth knowledge. 

• Where gaps became apparent in funding streams, there should be 
flexibility to fill them. Ring-fencing could be unhelpful in this regard. 

• Assuming the UK Government would have a role in monitoring and 
oversight, but this should be on high-level data rather than minutiae. 

• Differing roles (Lead Partner, Delivery Agent etc) should be undertaken 
by different bodies – they should not all be part of the same 
organisation. 

• Consistency and trust were needed – some organisations met the 
requirements of Audit Scotland but not of EU auditors. If organisations 
are successfully delivering high-level outcomes, then excessive 
auditing should not be necessary. If they are not delivering, however, 
then further investigation would be justified. Currently, the EU system 
“presumes guilt” rather than innocence. 

• Organisations in receipt of funds should be reporting on the difference 
they have made. 

 


