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FINANCE AND CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE 

FUNDING OF EU STRUCTURAL FUND PRIORITIES IN SCOTLAND, POST-
BREXIT  SUBMISSION FROM EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL

East Lothian Council welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the debate 
about the future funding priorities of post-BREXIT interventions.  The area has 
benefitted from ERDF, ESF, LEADER and EMFF (FLAG) funding support.   

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?)

East Lothian is a local authority area with pockets of deprivation - a number of 
communities are in the worst 15% SIMD - and access issues as an indicator of 
rural poverty have been identified.  On that basis criterion based solely on one 
factor could disadvantage areas such as East Lothian.  Therefore we propose 
that a number of criteria be selected and reviewed on a regular basis to 
ensure that need and opportunity are properly aligned, locally and nationally.  
The Employability Fund has used the number unemployed as an indicator and 
there is merit in considering a range of means to determine the most 
appropriate methodology.   

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?

The Government Economic Strategy, the 4 I’s, provides a useful basis on 
which to base funding priorities complemented by local economic strategies. 
The East Lothian Economic Development Strategy, for example, has two 
strategic objectives – BUSINESSES and JOBS.  Providing support where 
market failure can be demonstrated will aid delivery of local and/or national 
strategic priorities.   

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?
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Funding decisions should be made at the lowest and most appropriate level, 
subsidiarity, and funding support be allocated according to local need and 
opportunity with accountability to the Scottish Government in our case.   

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?

SI’s are led by a range of organisations across Scotland, including local 
authorities and the third sector.  There are advantages to this approach but 
there is a risk of gaps not being responsively filled and of duplication and 
confusion in delivery.  For example, there is evidence of overlap of information 
sought from applicants.  Reviewing the advantages and disadvantages of this 
system will help inform what should be retained and not in the future.   

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 availability of match funding and conditions applied to this use, perceived 
bureaucracy (eg LEADER programme) and the risk of disallowance once 
project spend has been committed are key barriers and should be considered 
as part of any new structural funding approach.  Also, the responsibilities 
assigned to lead partners can be off-putting.   

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)?

A flexible approach would enable local authorities and other lead partners to 
be able to be more responsive to opportunity to meet identified need.  A wider 
breadth of qualitative and quantitative outcomes could be considered as part 
of any such review.   

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?
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Structural Funding interventions have been designed to meet a gap in 
provision.   

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?

There has to be a level of trust applied to the administration of future project 
interventions with local authorities, for example, being well-placed to ensure 
compliance, monitoring and evaluation are all robust and equally applied.  
Match funding rules, such as minimum percentages rates, can impede project 
development.  These and others’ comments should form part of any review of 
administration.   

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

Payment in arrears can be off-putting for smaller organisations, especially 
those from the third sector, where there is a risk of disallowance.  The IT 
system should be fit-for-purpose and designed with users in mind.  The length 
of time between claim submission and payment can lead to cash flow 
challenges for lead partners and applicants.   


