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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

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

SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH ENTERPRISE

Introduction 

In our role as Scotland’s economic development agency, and one of the lead partners in 
delivery of the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) programme in Scotland, 
we are pleased to contribute to this important inquiry. It is a timely opportunity to consider 
the development of a future replacement model for ESIF and what lessons can be drawn 
from the current programme.  In responding to this call for evidence, we have addressed 
those questions which we are best placed to answer. 

Core approach 

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?

To maximise the contribution of any future replacement programme to Scotland’s inclusive 
economic growth, it is important that it is fully aligned to Scotland’s Economic Strategy.  
This shares the EU’s approach to linking economic, social and environmental progress as 
well as being aligned with the high-level objective of the Shared Prosperity Fund as set out 
in the Ministerial Statement of 24 July 2018: 

The UKSPF will tackle inequalities between communities by raising productivity, especially 
in those parts of the UK whose economies are furthest behind.  

Given that EU structural funds have effectively substituted for UK regional policy over the 
last 40 years it is important that we now view the proposed Shared Prosperity Fund as an 
instrument of regional policy.  Not only should it address regional imbalances in prosperity 
across the UK but also within Scotland and as such, should be aligned with the National 
Performance Framework.   

We note that much current UK Government policy is based on economic efficiency (notably 
the UK Industrial Strategy’s focus on raising productivity), whereas other EU countries have 
underpinned regional policy objectives by a commitment to social justice in marginalised 
communities (see the report of the EDAS event on Future Regional Funding and Policy 
Post-Brexit).  A focus on addressing regional inequalities by supporting inclusive growth 
would align well with Scotland’s Economic Strategy. 

https://wakelet.com/wake/8658429f-ec6d-4906-8236-7d50d4709385
https://wakelet.com/wake/8658429f-ec6d-4906-8236-7d50d4709385
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An approach to replacement funds fully aligned to Scotland’s Economic Strategy provides 
opportunities to: 

• Build on Scotland’s commitment to inclusive growth, combining social and economic
development to help create more good quality jobs and ensure sustainable growth
benefits people and places across the country.

• Ensure a more streamlined approach to administering funding and delivering
support.

• Replace a rigid match funding model reliant on public funding with an approach that
recognises the importance of securing leverage and value add from partners,
including the private sector.

• Increase the risk appetite, enabling partnerships to take a more innovative approach
to improving performance, particularly in areas where established approaches have
not made a sufficient difference, such as improving prospects in those areas that
have consistently experienced disadvantage or tackling Scotland’s deficit in
investment and innovation.

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?

We must avoid a ‘challenge’ fund approach as it would lead to short-term initiatives bidding 
for funding rather than sustained investment where it can make most difference. The 7-year 
programming period of EU Multiannual Financial Framework provides stability to plan and 
deliver structural change and is, consequently, much valued by its stakeholders. 

The new approaches and structures emerging from the Enterprise & Skills Review provide 
a strong framework that could provide an effective replacement for the European Structural 
and Investment Funds, in terms of their role in closing the gap between Scotland’s 
performance and that of other high performing international nations and regions: 

• The Strategic Board, through its Strategic Plan, sets the direction for how the
Enterprise and Skills Agencies will collectively address the wider issue of Inclusive
Growth in Scotland – including ensuring a more equitable performance between
different regions and enhancing Scotland’s performance in key areas such as
innovation, investment and internationalisation.

• Regional Partnerships will be best placed to shape how national and local delivery
partners collaborate to contribute to closing the performance gap between the
different regions of Scotland, making best use of the assets in each region to boost
inclusive growth.
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These partnerships are best placed to determine the mix of policies and interventions that 
will be required to boost employment, infrastructure, productivity (and its drivers – 
innovation, investment and internationalisation) in pursuit of more inclusive economic 
growth.  They each bring together key stakeholders including, importantly, the private 
sector, who will be central to leveraging positive change. SE is an active participant in each 
level of partnership. 

Given this, these partnerships should also be responsible for the allocation of funding from 
the ESIF replacement. The use of these existing entities, with established governance, 
should prevent the need to create new, parallel, mechanisms for accountability. The 
commitment of the Strategic Board to develop a stronger, more integrated Performance 
Framework that reflects the collective ambitions of Government and its agencies, and more 
effectively measures the progress being made against clear and shared economic goals, 
could do much to ensure the improved outcomes we are all looking for are more effectively 
achieved. 

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?

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)?

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 aspiration for the Scottish 2014-2020 ESIF programmes was to become outcome-
based with a strong partnership approach. This arose from EU stakeholders advocating for 
a simplified administrative regime so that projects could focus on the achievement of 
outcomes and delivering impact.  

In response to this aspiration, the Scottish Operational Programmes were designed around 
a small number of Strategic Interventions.  These are groups of linked projects of scale, 
delivered by a small number of organisations with the required capability and scale to both 
deliver significant outcomes and manage the ESIF audit requirements.  

However, the Strategic Intervention model did not deliver the desired outcome. In fact, it 
proved to be a complex structure, adding extra administrative processes, which constrained 
the flexibility of lead organisations to commit funds to individual projects. It also caused 
delays to the approval process, affecting the delivery of activities.  
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The replacement programme should aim at a delivery structure, which is simple, light and is 
flexible enough to ensure that funds and projects can be adjusted to take account of 
changes in the economic environment or shifting priorities.  This flexible structure should 
also allow for joined-up approaches, and the integration of activities across partners, to 
achieve the desired scale and impact.  

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?

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

The compliance regime for the 2014-2020 Programmes has proven more administratively 
burdensome than ever for both delivery agencies and beneficiary SMEs. This is due to 
partners needing to design their operational delivery based on a cost-evidencing model 
(input), whilst also having to deliver and evidence an output approach (output).  

The simplification in the structure of the Programme, should be supported by a 
simplification to the monitoring, evaluation, and compliance activities, giving greater focus 
on measuring outcomes (impact) rather than on measuring inputs (spend and activities). 
This will achieve a better balance and support the ambition to develop an outcome-based 
Programme with more significant impact.  

The current IT system to manage the claims (EUMIS) has proved to be complex to use, 
burdensome, and suffers from excessive duplication of data. A high volume of back-up 
documentation is required with each claim which makes the claim process lengthy and 
resource intensive, again impacting on the delivery of activities and outcomes. The average 
time for a claim to be processed and paid is 82 days.  

While a simpler and more flexible IT systems for the submission of claims could speed up 
the process, it should be accompanied by a significant reduction in the level of evidentiary 
requirements, allowing Public-Sector organisations to rely more on their own monitoring 
and audit processes and systems. This and the current up-front systems checks should 
offer assurance about the ability of public-sector organisations to manage the fund 
compliantly, thus reducing the volume of data to be provided with each claim.  

Conclusion 

As stated above, the ESIF programmes are an important instrument of regional policy. It is 
therefore important that we ensure that any future replacement draws upon the experience 
of the existing programmes to continuously improve the impact that can be obtained. We 
trust that this submission helps in informing the Committee’s deliberations.  


