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Attendees 
 
Two members of the Committee (Murdo Fraser and James Kelly) held an informal 
workshop discussion with representatives of organisations with experience of 
working with structural funds on Tuesday 4 June 2019. Key points raised in the 
discussion are summarised below. 
 
Workshops 
 
Delegates were split into groups to discuss three key themes and this was followed 
by a roundtable discussion will all delegates. A summary of discussions is provided 
below. 
 
Group discussions 
 
Question 1: Thinking about the funding you administer or have received – 
what are the positives and negatives about how the funding is provided and 
the purposes it is provided for? 
 
Positives 
 

• The large-scale nature of structural funds is appreciated – these funds have 
“the deepest pockets”; 

• There is a real policy need for many programmes and they often align well 
with the existing priorities of organisations; 

• The broad themes, as set by the EU, allow for some degree of flexibility; 
• The multi-year nature of structural funding is appreciated, although match 

funders (local authorities, SG, etc) can often only commit to one year; 
• Structural Funds can open new opportunities which didn’t exist before – gives 

organisations, businesses, individuals, etc. a new focus; 
• Funding can help bring businesses or job seekers or students “onboard”, i.e. 

they then get introduced to other types of support available.  
 
Negatives 
 

• Match-funding can be difficult to find, especially as match-funders have been 
facing their own budget cuts; 

• The compliance arrangements and monitoring processes are seen as too 
complex and cumbersome, especially for smaller organisations. Sometimes 
smaller organisations are advised to “spare the pain” and not apply for 
funding; 

• There’s too much auditing going on at all levels -  a real culture of mistrust; 
• Audit criteria can change, so a feeling of the “goal posts being moved” during 

projects; 



• Claims span across financial years and can lead to cash-flow problems; 
• Issues with the retrospective claims process – often requires evidence 

gathering efforts disproportionate to the small amounts of money claimed; 
• A feeling that the compliance requirements are much stricter in Scotland than 

in other parts of the UK and other parts of the EU. Example of Wales was 
highlighted; 

• The IT and information management systems are “not fit for purpose”. 
 
Question 2: What are the positives and negatives of the way the current 
funding is administered (application, monitoring, evaluation). 
 

• Phase 2 of the National Third Sector Fund is on hold which is causing 
difficulties for currently funded projects; 

• Poor communication regarding details of funding available and eligibility 
criteria; 

• Delays in receiving funding can cause cash flow problems which is a problem 
for delivery organisations; 

• Poor administration of funds; 
• The development of proposals and the application process for funding is time 

consuming and costly; 
• LEADER funding more successful and quicker however it is inflexible and 

does not interact with other systems. In addition, guidance regarding LEADER 
was delayed which caused difficulties for funding providers; 

• Milestones must be reached to achieve funding and compiling the evidence 
base can be difficult; 

• Information regarding EU Compliance rules and audit requirements can be 
inconsistent; 

• Guidance on funding eligibility is interpreted inconsistently; 
• There can be a lack of trust from funding providers; 
• Relationships between funding providers and delivery partners can be positive 

however the process is cumbersome; 
• Better communication and clarity required regarding funding changes; 
• Delivery partners losing confidence in the process due to inconsistent advice; 
• The process for claiming funds is time consuming and the IT systems are 

difficult to use; 
• There is a need to streamline the process and adopt a more pragmatic 

approach. 
 
Question 3: Are there any barriers in the current system that prevent the 
funding reaching the right projects and how can these be addressed? 
 
Audit Requirements 
 
• Administration requirements very laborious - there are a number of different 

levels of audit in additional to internal checks; 
• Audit processes are resource intensive to administer;  
• Level of audit requirements varies depending on the type of funding and 

between funding rounds; 
• Claims are audited prior to payments being made which can; 



• Some leader organisations take the risk and make the payment while claims 
are being audited; 

• There is a real need for streamlined audit processes. 
 
Partnership-working 
 

• There is a need for more effective partnership-working between local 
authorities and leader organisations; 

• Need better communication between lead partners;   
• Needs to be more focus on sharing good practice about governance 

arrangements; 
• Focus is on the day job and not enough time and space to reflect on what 

works well and what doesn’t work; 
• Too much focus on negatives and not enough willingness to learn what works 

well from others. 
 
 Match Funding 

 
• Match funding is a big barrier to bidding for funding and its availability has 

fallen significantly; 
• Such funding is only available in some cases if “national” which is defined as 

covering 8 or more local authority areas; 
• Locally based organisations can’t access these “national” funds; 
• Funding bids can’t include contingency funding which means that this needs 

to be found from within existing budgets and this can act as a barrier for small 
organisations to make bids. 

 
Roundtable discussion 
 
Question 1: Thinking about how you might distribute or receive funding post 
brexit – how should that be done (ringfencing, competitive bidding, match 
funding) and by whom (UK Government/Scottish Government/ Local 
Government/ national body or organisation)? 
 

• The Scottish Government should decide funding allocations; 
• The Shared Prosperity Fund should be based on need and should look at 

different economic funding models rather than a Barnett formula; 
• Allocations should be administered where the need is greater, however how 

to you assess need? For example, what evidence is used to assess the 
relative need for a circular economy versus the need to support multi-barrier 
adults?; 

• There is a geographical element where funders do not always understand the 
needs of remote communities; 

• Partnership working is key to understanding where needs are greater; 
• A flexible approach to delivery should be adopted. 

 
Question 2: Do you think the current priorities are right? Or does the focus 
need to change to successfully reduce economic inequalities? Should the 
focus be productivity as suggested by the UK Government? 
 

• European Structural Fund priorities are about right; 



• Some Rural Development priorities need to be addressed; 
• Priorities should be linked to the new National Performance Framework; 
• UK-wide schemes can sometimes be skewed towards English authorities; 
• Local flexibility is required including regional priorities with local delivery 

partners. 
•  

Question 3: What parts of the current funding approach should be kept by any 
future funding approach (and why) and what should be changed (and why)? 
 

• Managing authorities and delivery agents need to work together to discuss the 
positive and negative aspects of the current funding approach; 

• Funders should not change the rules without clear communication of the 
changes; 

• Support for delivery agents should also include advice and expertise in 
addition to funding; 

• Work has to be done on looking at the evidence base for funding. It should  
focus on whether outcomes have been achieved rather than concentrating on 
how exactly the money has been spent (e.g, ‘counting bus tickets’); 

• Current levels of auditing can be over burdensome  and should be more 
output based, however, measuring effectiveness can sometimes be difficult; 

• There is a need for greater transparency for applicants regarding funding 
criteria and a more joined up approach to funding allocations adopted. 
 


