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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

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

SUBMISSION FROM ANONYMOUS 

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?)

I feel it should be shared out the way it is now – needs based.

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?

I think the priorities are about right, though I would like to see increased funding for climate change
and environmental sustainability – this is moving from a national priority to a national emergency.  I
work for the rural development arm of the current EU funding, LEADER, and, as most of the land
mass in Scotland is rural, I feel it is critical that it is continued.  We have supported numerous rural
business and farm diversification projects which lay the cornerstone to the community, providing jobs
and a sense of purpose and place.  We also support community and third sector projects which are
bridging the ever increasing gap in council/public body services and in many cases
creating/safeguarding jobs too, and are no less critical.

The funding pot and the way it is distributed around Scotland is I understand needs and population
size based and seems fair to me.  What I would like to see changed is the process, removing the red
tape and retrospective funding, making the fund more accessible for the grass root organisations who
need it most and who can deliver real benefit.

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 decision about the Scottish allocations and how they are distributed should definitely sit with the
Scottish government – it is there the needs of Scotland are best known.  Referring to LEADER again,
as it is for rural areas it is decided in the rural area what the money is spent on via a decision making
body called the Local Action Group.  There is one for each LEADER area (32 in Scotland).  These are
made up of an array of representatives from the rural community: farming, business, public sector,
third sector etc.  I believe for the LEADER example this is how it should continue.

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?

I think the process of deciding who these strategic partners are should be more open and transparent.
My knowledge extends to Zero Waste Scotland and Scottish National Heritage for certain funding,
which charitable organisations I have worked for felt was unfair – where was the process for
deciding?  It is also felt as unfair the way money is distributed out from them – unless you are a larger
organisation or a consortium (which tend to be located in the central belt) you don’t stand a chance.
Smaller bodies should also have a look in, in a meaningful way.

Barriers to funding projects 



REF NO.FCC/S5/19/RSF/4

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?

LEADER – Barriers

1. Length and complexity of application with no grading for small/medium/large grants – smaller less
formalised organisations often do not have the resource to cope with this so miss out.

2. Retrospective funding – right now, payments must be paid from the applicant bank account before
money can be claimed back, meaning the applicant has to have sufficient funds in their bank
account in the first place, over and above match funding.  This only works for more cash rich
organisations – businesses, larger third sector orgs or public bodies.  Many smaller organisations
would be boosted and allowed to establish/develop and grow if they could access the funds but
cannot because of this element.  The funding should be paid prospectively (on provision of
accurate invoices) and only when unavoidable (eg: smaller items purchased in a retail
outlet/online) retrospective.

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)?

I think funding should be governed by specific outcomes and purposes, but the structures should be
sufficiently flexible that any organisation can apply, in proportion to the outcomes/needs.  LEADER is
currently open to any organisation type, and individuals, fantastic on paper but as discussed
previously this does not translate to reality.  As also touched upon I used to work for a small
environmental charity who had many skills but lost out time and time over to bigger organisations with
more clout.

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?
Not that I’m aware of.  Core funding is getting scarcer so I would say this extra fund would be critical.

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 main changes I would suggest are outlined in 5. Monitoring and evaluation are much lesser evils
than the complexity of the application (and claims) process and the retrospective funding.

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

The system should be changed so that most of the funding is applied prospectively, with transparency
remaining with the provision of accurate invoices, for example.  I do not have huge experience of the
claims process but my understanding is that it is clunky and can be stressful for applicants.  There is
also a procedure of separation of duties which precludes certain staff from certain activities, which
causes problems at times of staff absences with applicants not getting paid.  We have had several
applicants having to extend/take out a second overdraft to overcome this which caused a good deal of
stress.


