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SUBMISSION FROM FIFE LEADER LOCAL ACTION GROUP 

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?)

Structural funds are vital for communities, life and employment opportunities
in rural Fife.  It is important to maintain the continuity and sustainability this
type of funding can offer rural areas. Without structural funding in Fife, there
would be fewer community opportunities and fewer jobs, resulting in
individuals and families relocating to more urban areas.  This in turn would
cause increased deprivation and isolation within rural communities, and place
increased pressure on urban infrastructure, housing and services.  It is key
that structural funds support both rural and urban areas, particularly those of
SIMD areas as several areas in Fife see deprivation levels similar to those of
central Glasgow.  Future structural funding should equitably divided between
rural and urban allocations.

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

If the UKSPF is to replace ESIF, the primary focus of SPF should remain
economic development and convergence, otherwise it will not replace the
funding being lost.  The SPF should primarily seek to replicate the high level
objectives of current EU Structural Funds, which provide demonstrable
added-value, and do not duplicate existing local or national funding.
However, priorities need to be set in conjunction with local government
strategies, national and rural development strategies, including those currently
covered in LEADER Local Development strategies. With this funding there is
scope to expand and improve upon existing priorities.  For example, at
present structural funding is restricted to what it can fund in terms of
infrastructure, being mostly limited to low carbon and green projects.  This
could be broadened to include other infrastructure projects and if not, covered
by other funding streams
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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 provides an opportunity to be more flexible than its predecessor
and address more closely both the challenges and opportunities of Scotland’s
diverse economies.  The delivery model should be co-designed by the UK
Government, devolved administrations, local authorities and other relevant
stakeholders – possibly as part of a group - to take forward the design of the
new SPF with representation from the key stakeholders from each of the
devolved nations.

An Independent Administrative Body (IAB) is critical for the fund.  The Managing
Authority cannot also be the auditing/verification body as well as the assessing
body or take on other roles.  In Scotland, in the 2007-13 programme period,
ESEP Ltd. was an IAB, and this created a separation between the decision-
making body and the operational administrative body.  In the event of any
dispute, the Scottish Government was then able to take an independent view
on matters which highlights the importance of separation of duties.

Local authorities have unparalleled and distinctive expertise in delivering local
activity specific to local needs, either independently or within partnerships.
They also have the best foresight into local growth potential, and are in a
position to identify any existing or potential skills gaps. This being the case,
Scotland’s councils should be allocated their share of the SPF to ensure they
are able to address local needs and opportunities and to decide which
priorities they wish to focus on, as well as which outcomes they wish to
achieve – not simply in terms of population concentration but in terms of wider
social need.

4. To what extend 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?

ESIF stems from cohesion policy, which supports a bottom-up approach and
due to regional variances, regional issues are undoubtedly best served at
regional level.  In spite of this, too many strategic interventions are managed
by national organisations, with limited local control. This is not the best
approach to addressing regional issues, but instead gives control to national
bodies with a focus on national (rather than regional) issues.  The lead partner
system adds a further level of bureaucracy and the UKSPF offers an
opportunity for a more efficient streamlined process.
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The 2007-13 ESIF programme had priority areas, all managed by the 
Managing Authority, which were not aligned to a national body.  This allowed 
for more flexibility to take account of regional variances.  A local approach 
makes more sense, as it gives control to people locally.  There should be 
options to share across border, or partnership working across regional areas.  

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?

Match funding (the requirement for partners to provide a specified percentage
of co-finance) can be difficult to obtain in an era of much reduced public
funding for all involved in the bidding for EU structural funding, from small
businesses to community groups.

Current regulation restriction on LEADER funding stipulates that
contingencies cannot be covered as an eligible cost.  This creates significant
difficulties for applicants undertaking capital works.  The scale of the work
required in projects of this size only becomes apparent once the building work
is underway.  The true costs of the project are therefore impossible to foresee
before the start of the project.  It would be more helpful if rural development
funds could cover the costs of contingencies for capital projects.

EU auditing regulations mean that project payments cannot be made upfront
and the UKSPF offers an opportunity to reconsider this principle.  Payments
being made retrospectively can cause projects excess difficulty and pressure
in managing their cash flow and can be the reason for some applicants
choosing not to proceed with their funding requests.

Other barriers for projects seeking funding are:

• Too much bureaucracy in making an application
• A complicated application process
• Some project applicants do not have the necessary skills to complete

an application and there is a lack of resources/public sector officers’
time to give assistance

• Services within the Local Authorities can be under resourced, leading
to delays with Planning Applications, Building Warrants etc being
processed and issued which is turn causes projects to be delayed or
ultimately not in a position to go ahead within the funding timeframes
required

• The administration of funding should be proportionate to the level of
funding awarded. In this respect monitoring should also be proportionate
and at a Scottish level, monitoring from the Scottish Government should
focus in high level outcomes and responsibility for the detail of
implementation should be carried out at a local level.
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6. To what extent should any rules relating to post-Brexit structural
funding enable a flexible approach to the range of local projects than
can be supported or should the rules focus on funding specific
outcomes or purposes (such as through ring fencing).

Local authorities should be allowed control and autonomy over their allocation 
of the UKSPF, as they are in the best position to make decisions on local 
growth, based on local need and opportunity. While they should have control 
and autonomy, a higher level of criteria should also be set for guidance towards 
specific local outcomes.  Local authorities should not be expected to then ring-
fence funding from their UKSPF allocation to support national initiatives, and 
the devolved and central governments should not expect councils to finance 
statutory activities via this fund.  

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?

Our priority is funding for rural development which is currently distributed
through the LEADER programme. At present there are some small pockets of
local authority funds which are able to support projects in the form of limited
match funding but with budgets under ever more pressure, this is not secure
in future.  There are no other structural funds which support rural development
in the way in which LEADER does.

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?

Regarding reporting, there are different IT systems used within ESIF,
including the LARCS system for LEADER.  Differing systems also cause
confusion for local authority finance departments, who do not always
understand the difference across or within EU programmes.  This also has a
knock-on effect on internal auditing time.

In some cases the LARCS system works adequately.  However, there are
restrictions when dealing with complicated tasks and the system not having
the ability to cope with these.  This is time consuming for LEADER staff trying
to resolve these issues with the Scottish Government LEADER team.  There
have been a few occasions where these issues cannot be resolved and has
had an impact on the Accountable Body’s i.e. (Fife Council) finances.

The LARCS system can perform some reporting tasks but the Evaluation Tool
on the system does not work.  This results in evaluation being conducted
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differently between the LEADER areas in Scotland, therefore a 
comprehensive approach is not taken. 

In order to improve the evaluation process, an enhanced harmonised IT 
system should be designed, thoroughly road-tested and in place by the 
conclusion of the ESIF and for the start date of the replacement funding 
framework. 

In some ESIF programmes more use has been made of cost models such as 
‘unit cost’ or ‘flat rate +’ models for staffing costs.  Going forward these 
models should be further encouraged with the provision of clear guidance to 
accompany the need for evidence for each model.  If implemented properly 
this would alleviate some of the barriers to submitting and processing claims.  
Consistent guidance on evidence requirements should also be agreed.  Tried 
and tested, clear guidance should also be in place before the start of any 
future programmes rather than continued development or alteration while the 
programme is underway.   LEADER is often subject to different requirements 
as it is operated by a different part of the Scottish Government – and yet the 
same ESIF regulations should apply.  

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

Yes, given issues with the speed and complexity of the current system.  As
LEADER pays retrospectively, this can result in enormous cash-flow issues
for applicants - with some then being unable to proceed with their application
or having to apply for loans resulting in high interest payments.  There have
also been issues with the LARCs recording system in terms of managing
applicant claims, such as:

- Refurbishment of Largoward

Had an overpayment but there is no way to update the system to advise the 
group has paid the overpayment back. The system will either show an 
incorrect grant amount or a negative for grant amount paid. The system is 
used for reporting, but projects can’t be accurately updated.  

- Blairhall Mains Holiday cottage

Grant amounts on LARCs haven’t calculated properly, the applicant was left 
waiting several months for SG to address the issue. FC paid the correct 
amount due to the applicant, offline. The system still isn’t correct and SG 
refuse to pay the amount we paid to applicant as they say there is no way to 
put it through the system.  The system has not calculated the figures correctly 
to reflect the amount paid to the project (grant amount paid) and can’t be 
updated by anyone at all in order to reflect what the applicant has claimed, 
leaving FC out of pocket for the claim paid.  
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- Replacement and extension of Harbour Pontoon

The project was underspent and after using the guidance provided, the 
system still calculated a larger final claim amount to be paid to the applicant 
than what should have been paid. The system thinks that there is still grant 
money to be paid with this project, however manual calculations based on 
new overall project costs and match funding show that there isn’t.  There is no 
way to update the system.  

Other non-project issues related to LARCs. 

• To put cost actuals on the system – it is very time consuming and
repetitive with the same information being asked for and the same documents
uploaded several times.

• The system is confusing in that several tabs on LARCs have very
similar references, e.g. ‘delivery milestones’ and ‘delivery milestone’, ‘costs’
and ‘cost actuals’. ‘Cost actuals’ become ‘cost items’ (different terminology
referring to the same thing). Notes made against a cost actual/item only
appear in the delivery millstone but the notes are made in the claim section.
And many more…
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