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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  
FUNDING OF EU STRUCTURAL FUND PRIORITIES IN SCOTLAND, POST-BREXIT

SUBMISSION FROM THE PRINCE'S TRUST REPRESENTING THE YOUNG PEOPLE'S 
CONSORTIUM

Introduction 
The Prince’s Trust, Barnardo’s and Action for Children are Scotland’s leading Children and Youth 
focussed charities with full national reach and a strong track record of achieving and 
improving employability and skills outcomes for disadvantaged young people in Scotland.   

This National Consortium presents a shared vision and commitment to an innovative partnership that 
increases impact and outcomes for Scotland’s youth. The Consortium have a long track record in 
delivering large national programmes, supporting equality of employment opportunity for 
vulnerable young people. We have been receiving funding from ESIF for over 20 years targeting 
the hardest to reach young people and developing tailored pathways through a range of 
employability interventions. 

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 Young People’s Consortium believes Scotland should not be limited financially to what we have 
previously received from structural funds. We want Scotland to lobby for a proportion of the funds that 
are returned to the UK as a result of Brexit – not matching structural funding that has been received 
previously. We want to look at the availability of new funds in its entirety, which is significantly more 
than what Scotland has had in the past. This is the opportunity to create a step change for Scotland. 

The Young People’s Consortium believes we need to rethink the current mechanisms for allocating 
spend.  Under the current system, Scotland has been unable to utilise all EU funds despite significant 
need for investment. Therefore, we recommend that post Brexit funding should be allocated on a fully 
funded and needs-based approach, as opposed to previous actual expenditure.  

The Young People’s Consortium understands that the use of Barnett Formula removes the element 
of competition between the UK nations. It is an established formula for funding which historically has 
favoured Scotland and recognises that our size and scale geographically requires a higher allocation. 
However, we also believe that Barnett formula, when used in isolation to determine funding, could 
negatively impact youth unemployment due to government figures suggesting this challenge has been 
solved. We are aware that our colleagues in Wales are proposing a share based on the Barnett 
Formula + 10%. They have based their ask on need as they feel they will be hit with the impact of 
Brexit more than most. We agree with this suggestion to front load investment post Brexit to ensure 
areas most immediately impacted in the aftermath are able to progress and are fully supported. The 
Consortium believes the most successful outcome would be to implement front loaded investment 
using Barnett Formula with a needs-led solution. This needs-led solution would ultimately require a 
more local approach to ensure universal support for young people across the country with equal 
access to resources. 
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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?

Our understanding is that the ultimate ambition of the current priorities is to create convergence 
across the least and most wealthy areas of Europe, tackling inequality and promoting a higher 
standard of living. We believe this should be retained; helping poorer communities by reducing child 
poverty and inequalities through job creation, skills and rural development. 

In the face of economic uncertainty and rapid social change, the goals of future funding need to allow 
greater flexibility and responsiveness, allowing priorities to adapt to meet changes in the external 
landscape.  

The focus of the Funds should also be widened to include underemployment and in-work poverty; the 
two key drivers of inequality in our current economy. In so doing, the Funds will continue to support 
the balancing of wealth and a higher standard of living for those most in need.  

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 current capacity and capability of the 32 local authorities to administer EU programmes is highly 
variable, particularly given their tight fiscal restrictions. We would advocate for a national pot reflecting 
regional priorities aligned to current public funding provision, avoiding some of the challenges that 
have been faced following the roll out of the City Deal and Fair Start. To deliver the best possible 
outcomes for young people, it is critical that the Third Sector have parity of esteem with the public 
sector within these collaboratives.  

We believe there should be a specific allocation of funding for the third sector, managed independently 
by the sector. Third sector organisations hold a wealth of expertise and specialist knowledge, 
particularly in supporting target groups. They are close to their beneficiaries, allowing them to respond 
more nimbly to changes in demand and to innovate. They are values-driven and, in the context of this 
Consortium, place young people at the heart of all they do. We advocate for the formation of a Third 
Sector governing body - accountable to the Scottish Government and aligned with local and national 
government policies – to ensure the open, transparent and flexible funding for the sector.     

The existing methods for managing funding levels are ineffectual, as demonstrated by the inability to 
spend current funding allocations. The returning of funds to the UK offers a unique opportunity to 
make a lasting impact on reducing poverty and inequality in Scottish society, if distributed and 
administered effectively.    

The current system has various EU programmes including Leader, ERDF, ESIF, SFC and Third 
Sector Fund which are all managed by different agents. This causes a lack of consistency and 
cohesiveness.  The Young People’s Consortium believes there is a need for regional agencies with 
expertise, which cover all ESF delivery (including ERDF and ESIF), while also supporting city region 
deals.   
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The Young People’s Consortium also suggests thematic ring-fencing as an alternative option, such 
as mental health, available in each region to ensure support is available to young people regardless 
of location.   

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?

The Young People’s Consortium believes there is currently limited knowledge of funding allocation to 
strategic interventions across Scotland, and it has already highlighted the challenges with Skills 
Development Scotland and Local Authorities acting as the current lead partners (causing a lack of 
consistency as a result of multiple agents). Adopting a regional approach with regional agencies that 
facilitate between Local Authorities and current lead partners could resolve this issue.  

Barriers to funding projects  

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 current system is overly bureaucratic and compliance-driven. There needs to be a more 
collaborative approach taken to solving issues. Key learnings can be taken from published research 
on best practice from the European Policies Research Centre (Professor John Bachtler, Director of 
European Policies Research Centre, Strathclyde University) to combat these issues. 

The programme needs to be flexible and more responsive to strategic interventions. Currently it takes 
4-5 years to develop an EU fund, which is far too long a timeline. When a fund is launched, its priorities
have often already been superseded, rendering its purpose defunct. The funding approach needs to
be reflective of real time needs and issues.

Specifically, the requirements to evidence matched funding as part of a bid can present difficulties 
when trying to align different funding sources. The Young People’s Consortium recommends 
completely removing this requirement as it can create a barrier for more rural areas, such as the 
Highlands and Islands, who struggle to secure this resulting in reduced opportunities. It ultimately 
creates increased competition for funding across the third sector and reduces collaboration. As an 
alternative a co-finance model would allow organisations to use the UK Shared Prosperity Fund to 
leverage funding from other sources – rather than having additional funding secured beforehand.  

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)?

We believe there needs to be flexibility to innovate and create new evidence (the current system does 
not allow this). Overly restrictive rules and regulations stifle innovation and collaboration. Compliance 
driven behaviour alienates vulnerable people and is counterproductive for those most in need. These 
rules prevent The Young People’s Consortium from evidencing our complete impact, meaning results 
do not truly reflect the full scope and impact of the programme; a loss to all of those involved.   
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The Young People’s Consortium believes customer satisfaction should be valued over compliance as 
processes are currently too impersonal, making them daunting and unappealing. The optimum 
outcome, in our opinion, would be focused around customer satisfaction rather than job outcome as 
strong projects and evidencing outcomes are not mutually exclusive.  

In our experience, young people are often under the impression they are simply there to make up 
programme numbers, and we believe there should be an equal focus on both their needs and those 
of the economy. Young people’s experiences should be placed ahead of the hard outcomes and 
programme orientated approach.  

We need to establish a stronger culture in which young people’s voices are respected and acted on 
to arrive at individual outcomes relevant to the individual. Rather than encouraging young people into 
programmes to fill space, we believe a person-led approach is more appropriate in fulfilling their needs 
and securing long-term results.    

We feel there is a general consensus that youth unemployment has been solved, which is not the 
case. It needs continual funding as our population ages, and Brexit and limited migration mean every 
young person is needed to support the requirements of our economy.  

The current evaluation of delivery is also outdated. There is a need for more real time evaluation to 
accentuate what success looks like and what the impact is. With ‘jobs for life’ being a thing of the past, 
young people must develop a wealth of transferable skills to make them adaptable to a variety of 
roles. It is critical that these soft skills - which are harder to measure - for example teamwork, 
communication and confidence, are recognised, alongside hard outcomes.  

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?

The Young People’s Consortium only links to structural funds through ESIF, so does not have 
sufficient knowledge of other fund priorities. This highlights the need for key learnings from other 
programmes/fund priorities to be shared more widely across all recipients in the future.  

Administration 
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?

The current monitoring, evaluation and compliance complexity is placing an undue burden on third 
sector resources.  Currently the onus is on third sector organisations to research all local delivery 
services funded by the Local Authorities and Government before demonstrating how their services 
align and fit.  There is no similar obligation on Local Authorities to align with existing local services. 
Creating regional structures that represent all parties fairly and encourage pro-active collaboration 
would achieve the best outcomes.    

Continual changes to the interpretation of regulations is proving to be the biggest challenge. The 
Young People’s Consortium would question if compliance is the best value when it comes to public 
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funds; it seems incongruous to spend such a large portion of disbursed funds on protecting the public 
purse. Setting a proportionate level of acceptable financial risk would seem a more practical. 

If a system with appropriate freedom, scope and flexibility could be devised, Scotland is capable of 
solving its social issues. The Young People’s Consortium would like to highlight our previous 2018 
response paper covering this issue with further information.  

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

The Young People’s Consortium strongly believes the system for making claims should change for 
future funding approaches, and would like to highlight our previous 2018 response paper which 
outlines our views. 

The system needs to change radically, to avoid underspend and more honestly reflect the delivery of 
particularly third sector partners. There is a hive of positive activity taking place that cannot be claimed 
and it is a huge burden on the third sector with a damaging effect on its funding. We believe Scotland 
has the ability to lead the UK in making sustainable and significant change. 


