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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

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

SUBMISSION FROM ORKNEY LEADER LAG

The Orkney LEADER Local Action Group (LAG) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the 

Finance and Constitution Committee’s inquiry on the EU Structural Funds Priorities in Scotland; 

post Brexit. 

We also welcome the inclusion of LEADER in the scope of the inquiry, however as the questions 

posed are more relevant to the delivery of Structural Funds we wish to take this opportunity to 

provide yourselves with our recommendations on how we would like to see LEADER delivered post 

Brexit.  

The future of community-led local development (CLLD) in Scotland 

1. Programme and processes recommendations

1.1 Orkney’s funding under the current LEADER programme should be replaced by
another Orkney-wide scheme focussing on locally agreed strategic priorities. 

Introducing national programme themes (e.g. implementing climate change measures) or 
national territorial divisions (e.g. coastal, rural, urban) could restrict potentially innovative 
projects that aim to deliver diverse benefits across Orkney. At the moment, Local 
Development Strategies (LDS) do a good job of focussing support on local needs while 
encouraging projects to consider links between community, economy and environment. 

1.2 There should be as small a gap as possible between the current programme and its 
replacement. 

The current programme’s application window will close early 2019. Projects can then spend 
until Sept 2020 to enable the Programme closure at the end of 2020. Even if a replacement 
programme opens to applications in January 2021, communities are already facing a gap 
of two years in being able to apply for funding for new projects.  

To be effective, local development needs to be continuous, reacting to local opportunities 
and threats rather than the periodic availability of funding. A prolonged funding gap will also 
result in the loss of staff CLLD expertise and will create a requirement for greater effort to 
promote any new programme.  

1.3 The new programme should have at least a seven-year term, preferably longer. 

This will allow Accountable Bodies and communities to plan sufficiently far ahead. Finalised 
streamlined programme guidance, templates and online system should all be in place 
before the new programme opens to applications, to make the most of the full term and 
avoid the uncertainty experienced by staff and potential applicants in the past. 

1.4 Budgetary authority should be delegated to Accountable Bodies. 

Local Development Strategies have been effective in targeting LEADER funds to meet 
local needs. It would be sensible to extend local control to budgets, so that Local Action 
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Groups can set initial budgets in accordance with the LDS and make changes as needed, 
for example to react to the uptake of different programme themes. 

1.5 Funding for businesses should be provided out with LEADER (including funding for 
farm diversification). 

Business support increases demands on staff, who are expected to advise on the 
development of commercial as well as community projects. This duplicates the efforts of 
bodies such as Highlands and Islands Enterprise and Business Gateway and can cause 
confusion amongst applicants as to the various sources of public funding.  

1.6 The effectiveness of funding for cooperation projects should be reviewed. 

It has proved difficult to find applicants for cooperation projects to meet the mandatory 
budget allocation. If cooperation funding is continued, there is no need for a ringfenced 
budget for this purpose. Opportunities for more virtual cooperation projects could also be 
explored as technology advances. However, initial questions must include whether 
cooperation projects implemented to date can demonstrate significant outcomes relative to 
the funding invested, and whether community groups specifically are successfully 
accessing this funding.  

1.7 Local Action Groups should involve a wider range of the community. 

Local experience has been that it is difficult to shape a LAG that is representative of the 
whole community. Obstacles include the time commitment and cost of travel for potential 
members, eg young people and isles representatives. Further consideration should be 
given to making the role attractive and accessible, with advice sought locally and from 
other areas who have trialled different approaches. Virtual attendance has proved difficult 
in the past but could be explored further. 

1.8 The programme should continue to welcome capital and revenue projects. 

When reviewing the effectiveness of past LEADER-funded projects, the legacy of capital 
projects is perhaps more immediately obvious. However, the opportunities offered by 
revenue projects should not be overlooked, for example the chance to trial new posts which 
may later be mainstreamed. Consideration should be given to the appropriate evaluation of 
revenue projects, which may need to take place some time after the end of a project.  

1.9 Consideration should be given to encouraging alternative project models. 

For example, an organisation could apply to run their own challenge fund or scheme. Such 
projects were known as umbrella projects under a previous programme. Though not 
currently eligible, their effectiveness could be reviewed (bearing in mind the potential 
administrative challenges). 

1.10 The programme should recognise the value of trialling new, innovative ideas that 
may fail. 

This should be reflected in both the programme guidance and in the programme’s 
approach to managing project changes and targets. 

1.11 The application process and administration of grants must be made significantly 
less burdensome to the intended beneficiaries and proportionate to the level of 
funding being sought. 
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Applicants are often community groups without paid staff or professional fundraising 
experience. Their feedback on current programme processes is overwhelmingly negative. 
Staff agree there is a real risk of draining community resources and damaging relationships 
between communities and Accountable Bodies (often Local Authorities) where LEADER 
should be doing the opposite. LEADER requirements also seen as out of line with other 
major funders such as the Heritage Lottery Fund. 

Future programme procedures should be founded on the principle that applicants are to be 
trusted. They should be simple and robust, designed to help applicants demonstrate to a 
sensible extent the value of the projects being applied for/delivered. Thorough consultation 
must be carried out with intended beneficiaries, and the findings implemented, before new 
procedures are finalised. 

1.12 Changes to programme guidance partway through the programme should be 
minimised. 

Such changes inevitably create difficulties for staff and applicants, particularly where 
applications are in development. Where a change is necessary, it must be made clear at 
what point the change takes effect, with a realistic lead-in time. 

1.13 Stipulations regarding LAG public/private split should be relaxed. 

It is very difficult to maintain the appropriate split in a small area, particularly given the 
added likelihood of personal conflicts of interest which also require LAG members to step 
out of project decisions. 

1.14 Remote training should be available for new/prospective LAG members. 

This would ensure all members have an opportunity to explore the purpose and principles 
of the LEADER programme and what is involved in the LAG member role, leading to 
greater ownership of the programme within local areas. 

1.15 Grants should be paid up front if required. 

It is unrealistic to expect small community groups or businesses to be able to cashflow 
large projects. Inflexibility on this point is again draining community resources and even 
preventing otherwise viable projects from applying. If payment up front is not possible, 
payment on evidence of invoiced work, rather than defrayment, could help. 

1.16 Any online system must be user-friendly. 

Feedback from all users is that the current system, LARCs, is a barrier rather than a tool. 
This is particularly challenging for applicants and grantees as some may be less familiar 
with online systems generally; those in remote areas may not have access to high-speed 
internet; volunteers may well be working out of office hours; and those living at a distance 
and on isles may find it impractical to meet with staff for help.  

Written instructions for applicants need to be simple – the current 40+ page user guide is 
very daunting – and the need for written instructions would be greatly reduced by designing 
a more intuitive system, tested by intended users. Such instructions as are necessary could 
also be incorporated into the system itself at appropriate points, rather than provided in 
accompanying documents. 


