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Funding of EU Structural Fund Priorities in Scotland, post-Brexit – 
Summary of Written Evidence 

 
The Committee issued a call for written evidence on the above topic earlier in the 
year. Fifty responses were received and they can be found on the Committee’s 
website. Forty nine of those responses are summarised below. A detailed paper 
has also been provided by Professor David Bell which has been provided to 
members separately. This paper discusses the size of the United Kingdom Shared 
Prosperity Fund (UKSPF), “how it might be distributed both between the 
constituent countries of the UK and using different geographies and proposes a 
use of the SPF in Scotland that focuses on social capital rather than on human 
capital (skills) and infrastructure (physical capital).”  

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?)    

The majority of respondents to this question took the view that Scotland’s share of 
post-Brexit funding should be no lower than it currently is (in real terms) and that 
the figures should be made clear from an early stage to provide certainty, clarity 
and allow for the smooth replacement of existing EU funding streams. However, 
Scottish Local Authorities Economic Development Group (SLAED) spoke of the 
importance of the overall quantum of resources rather than the Scottish proportion, 
pointing towards “very significant regional economic disparities in the UK.” The 
RSE stated that “Scotland has experienced relative success in funds [in the 2014-
20 period] as it received a level of fund proportionate to its population which was 
more than it would have received through the EU distribution formula.” Shetland 
Council stated that as economic circumstances have not significantly altered, it 
would expect any future allocation to “at least match current funding streams.” The 
Industrial Communities Alliance Scotland (ICAS) agreed and noted that in the 
current funding round, Scotland’s allocation amounted to €894.6m or 
approximately £800m stating that this should be regarded as “a clear red line” in 
future negotiations. Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) suggested that a 
pragmatic solution would be to “roll over” existing Structural Fund shares to the 
four nations” as recommended by the Westminster All Party Parliamentary Group 
on post-Brexit Regional Funding. 

The SCVO stated that “Better targeting and alignment of funding to the people and 
communities our sector supports is more important for our sector than overall 
amount coming to Scotland. However, we would expect that any budget that is 
allocated to a UK wide fund must have a fair share allocated to Scotland. A 
population-based share would be 8.4%.” 

Museums Galleries Scotland agreed that the UKSPF should at least match the 
total amount of funds that flows to the UK from structural funds but expressed 
concern regarding “the UK Government’s projections for a net loss in UK revenue 
streams from all models of Brexit settlements.” In its view, this would lead to “an 
inevitably increased pressure on all areas of public expenditure” from which the 
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UKSPF was unlikely to be exempt. It therefore spoke of a “considerable risk that 
funding to the cultural heritage sector…would be further constrained.” North 
Ayrshire Council stated that “retaining the existing ESIF formula of territorial share 
for the four jurisdictions (Scotland, England, Wales and Northern Ireland) would 
allow UKSPF to avoid a gap in support for the UK’s less prosperous regions. The 
lack of significant convergence in economic performance across the UK persists 
and provides further rationale for retaining the existing formula on territorial share, 
at least for the initial period.”  

Total funding in future 
Morag Keith suggested that “the amount of funding being repatriated to the UK 
vastly exceeds the amount of ESIF funding actually assigned to the UK” and 
suggested that the Scottish share of this would be over three times greater than it 
had been assigned between 2014 and 2020 (€3.2bn compared to €1bn). Colleges 
Partnership arrived at a similar figure on the basis that the overall EU budget for 
2014-2020 was €315bn with the UK contributing 12% of that total. Given that 
Scotland accounts for around 8.4% of the UK “it should expect no less than 
€3.024bn.” When combined with programmes relating to health, employment and 
social innovation, and SME competitiveness which will be absorbed into ESIF in 
the 2020 to 2027 funding round. Colleges Partnership  also spoke of a total of 
€3.2bn and stated it is “important that Scottish Government is aware that various 
financial gymnastics are likely to be applied to seek to convince them that merging 
of different funds will result in a lesser amount of overall funding being available” 
and that “the UK Government is unequivocally reminded of their existence, scope 
and scale and that Scotland will be entitled to a proportionate share of any 
replacement funds.” The Young People’s Consortium (YPC) agreed, stating that 
“Scotland should not be limited financially to what we have previously received 
from structural funds. We want Scotland to lobby for a proportion of the funds that 
are returned to the UK as a result of Brexit – not matching structural funding that 
has been received previously. We want to look at the availability of new funds in its 
entirety, which is significantly more than what Scotland has had in the past.” North 
Ayrshire Council stated that “resources allocated to the successor programme 
need to compensate for the loss of EU funding and provide additional resources to 
match the scale of national and regional objectives for achieving regional growth. 
Aberdeenshire Council also noted that Scotland could expect to receive a greater 
share of UKSPF funds if they include activity presently funded through LEADER 
and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) or wider rural activity 
given the relative importance and size of these sectors to Scotland. 
 
Needs-based approaches 
The majority of respondents supported a needs-based approach although several 
criticised the EU’s approach of using GDP/GVA per head to measure inequality 
with Angus Council suggesting that this measurement could provide “a distorted 
picture” and Fife and Stirling Councils stating that “it provides an indication of 
economic activity within an area [but] is not an indicator of wealth nor does it 
measure regional poverty.” Shetland Council described GDP as “a broad, blunt 
measurement” that fails to take account of the costs of rurality and higher costs of 
island life” and suggested that population sparsity, remoteness and fragility should 
be considered. Orkney Council made similar points and recommended that 
“insularity, peripherality and rurality” be considered along with island proofing 
guidelines, pointing out that whilst Orkney had a very low unemployment rate, this 
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failed to take account of the fact that much of the employment was low paid and 
involved multiple jobs. When combined with local factors such as high fuel poverty 
and low digital connectivity, Orkney Council stated that “it is critical to ensure that 
a one-size fits all approach is not applied to defining need.” Comhairle nan Eilean 
Siar highlighted similar concerns noting that whilst GVA per head “can provide 
estimates of economic activity, the measure does not provide adequate insight into 
poverty or quality of life. Measures such as disposable income and the regional 
human poverty index give a more nuanced view of regional poverty.” South 
Lanarkshire Council noted that GDP per head in the South of Scotland was the 
lowest in the UK and only 65% of the EU average, meaning it would qualify as a 
highest priority area. It recommended that future needs-based funding should be 
evidence based and “considered at a national, regional and local level.” The South 
of Scotland Alliance echoed this point, stating that “there is a strong case” that 
Scotland should see an increase in funding from the UKSPF, given that changes 
to the NUTS 2 criteria would have seen Southern Scotland defined as a less 
developed region were it to remain eligible for the 2020-27 EU funding round.  
East of Scotland European Consortium (ESEC) made similar points in relation to 
Eastern and North Eastern Scotland, noting that the region was classed as a well-
developed area although the use of other indicators would make the case for a 
higher, more targeted level of intervention. However, the RSE has calculated that 
“Scotland would receive around £715m in the next funding period from 2021-27; 
this is less than it received in the period 2014-2020 as Scotland is due to receive a 
maximum of circa £810m.”  

RSPB Scotland took the view that funding “should be allocated on the basis of 
need, rather than other potential formulae such as Barnett or GDP.” A number of 
submissions suggested that the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) 
should be applied and other suggestions included indicators such as disposable 
income or Regional Human Poverty Index (RHPI). Argyll and Bute Council 
proposed a number of indicators including “Working age population, youth 
employment, infrastructure/connectivity, Housing, Business Base and Rurality” 
whilst Fife Council suggested that long-term data trends relating to local indicators 
such as numbers of people in temporary, seasonal or short-term employment 
should be considered. 

In addition to “need”, a number of respondents suggested that “opportunity” should 
be a factor in allocating funding with Dundee Council suggesting that the “key role 
of cities as drivers of economic growth” should be recognised. 

Funding models 
SLAED and the WSEF highlighted “serious concerns if the Fund was designed on 
a UK wide challenge fund basis as this could distort the intention of the UKSPF – 
promoting inclusive growth – by allocating on the basis of the availability of match 
funding rather than on need.” Similarly, Highland Council stated that “any 
allocations based on the availability of match fund rather than need fundamentally 
undermines the regional disparity rationale for such funds in the first place, and is 
clearly not acceptable.” Stirling Council pointed out that whilst a competitive model 
might be more flexible, it would be “based on the perceived merit of an individual 
project rather than on general needs of areas” whilst Highlands and Islands 
European Partnership (HIEP) stated that “any funding allocations dictated by 
availability of match funding would not be supported by HIEP as this would not 
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tackle inequalities between communities and target where it is needed most.” The 
YPC recommended that post-Brexit funding should be allocated “on a fully funded 
and needs-based approach, as opposed to previous actual expenditure.” 
However, Universities Scotland suggested that a mixed approach should not be 
discounted, stating that “a UK-wide competition sitting alongside regional 
approaches taken forward with budgets allocated by different criteria could be a 
proposed approach.” 
 
Barnett Formula 
In respect of the Barnett formula, several submissions took the view that its use 
would not be helpful with Angus Council, for example, stating that Scotland’s 
allocation “should not be tied to the Barnett formula which is detrimental to rural 
areas and Scotland as a whole.” Fife Council also stated that “The UKSPF should 
not be tied in to the Barnett Formula, although there should be a distinct allocation 
for each of the Devolved Administrations to manage. This allocation should be 
identified and ring-fenced for activities identified as priorities for the replacement 
funding for EU funding and not just included in the budget settlement.”  HIEP 
spoke of the “danger that a Barnett formula allocation would detract from” a need-
based approach whilst ESEC, Dundee Council, North Ayrshire Council, HIE, 
SCVO and University of the Highlands and Islands (UHI) raised similar concerns. 
RSPB Scotland drew attention to the EU’s LIFE regulation under which funding for 
nature conservation is allocated via “objective criteria associated with ecological 
need” which it stated, “produces a significantly different funding allocation to 
Scotland compared with the Barnett formula.” The RSPB went on to state that 
“whilst a replacement funding stream for EU Structural Funds based on needs 
would clearly not be sufficient to meet all the funding needs of Scotland’s 
environment, it could make an important contribution alongside other streams such 
as a replacement fund for EU LIFE.” However, an anonymous submission gave 
the view that they would wish to see “funding allocated from the UK parliament to 
the Scottish parliament in the way that all other funding between the two 
parliaments is agreed (i.e. the Barnett formula) and most certainly not through 
GDP per capita or competition.” The YPC spoke of its understanding that Barnett 
“is an established formula…which historically has favoured Scotland and 
recognises that our size and scale geographically requires a higher allocation.” It 
felt that Barnett had brought benefits including “removing the element of 
competition between the UK nations.” The YPC suggested that the “most 
successful outcome would be to implement front-loaded investment using Barnett-
formula with a needs-based solution.” However, COSLA stated that “these funds 
are, and have never been, a matter of mere financial transfer.  They are distinct in 
nature, structure, timescales and purpose to existing block grants, earmarked 
transfers or tax rebates or City Deals.” In COSLA’s view, “allocations for this 
funding replacement should be left outside the Barnett formula.” 

Flexibility and place-based approaches 
The need for flexibility and a regional or “place-based” approach was also raised in 
several submissions. Highland Council stated that funding “needs to recognise 
and respond to regional disparity and focus on improving regional competitiveness 
and inclusion (people and place)” recommending that “the areas to benefit should 
be identified by clear and objective criteria, including multiple factors such as low 
and sparse population, peripherality, insularity and challenging geography.” North 
Ayrshire Council highlighted high levels of regional inequality within Scotland 
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pointing out that GVA per head in Edinburgh was nearly 2.5 times higher than in 
East and North Ayrshire with the gap having widened in the 20 years since 
devolution. The RSE agreed that “funds should be used to address sub-regional 
disparities and differences that are often more evident in rural areas.” Fife 
LEADER LAG highlighted its view that structural funds should be equally divided 
between urban and rural areas, particularly where they scored highly on the SIMD. 
HIEP stated that “policy and delivery mechanisms should be led by the devolved 
administrations, with the power to devise measures meeting the needs of different 
regions, on a partnership basis, as part of a place-based strategy.” It suggested 
that “an appropriate mix of competition and strategic allocations could be agreed 
at regional level, in line with regional needs and capacity, with sufficient flexibility 
to vary the delivery model from region to region.” UHI took the view that “Policy 
and delivery mechanisms should be led by the devolved administrations, with the 
power to devise measures meeting the needs of different regions, on a partnership 
basis, as part of a place-based strategy.” Comhairle nan Eilean Siar also called for 
“sufficient flexibility…in terms of scale, scope and priorities to effectively address 
the challenges faced by remoter rural areas and islands.” 
 
Multi-annual funding 
The need for a multi-annual approach to provide greater certainty in planning and 
stability of services was also raised with SLAED and the ICAS stating that the 
extent of socio-economic disparities within Scotland meant that this not a topic that 
can be addressed by a “quick fix” approach. HIEP agreed, stating that “the current 
7-year funding period for EU funds seems to work well in this regard” whilst 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) called for a sufficiently long timescale and 
preferably, a minimum of 5 years. COSLA stated that “one of the key assets of the 
Structural Funds has been the integrated structure and long-term planning.  A 
proliferation of small projects not necessarily connected with the wider policy and 
delivery landscape, announced by the Government or Minister of the day, runs 
counter to the principle of added value or additionality.” Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar 
also stated that it was “essential that the UKSPF is a stand-alone fund…and not 
conflated with other funding in place or opportunities being negotiated” such as 
any future Islands Growth Deal. 

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?    

There was a degree of consensus that the general principles of existing structural 
fund priorities focussed on economic convergence and socio-economic inclusion 
continued to be appropriate and should remain in place. Several respondents 
highlighted what they saw as an opportunity to align funding to complementary 
domestic priorities at a local and regional level within the context of a wider 
national framework. Several submissions such as Scottish Enterprise, SCVO, Zero 
Waste Scotland and SNH spoke of the opportunity to align funding with the 
National Performance Framework’s national outcomes whilst others highlighted 
the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy priorities (investment, innovation, 
inclusive growth and internationalism). Others highlighted the opportunity to 
improve funding for environmental programmes in line with the renewed focus on 
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climate change and environmental sustainability. There was a broad consensus 
that priorities must be long-term and strategic in nature. 

Access to EU programmes 
Several respondents spoke of the need to maintain alignment with the EU 
priorities for 2020-27 (which will be expanded to include public health interventions 
and innovations) to ensure continuing access to EU programmes. Dundee Council 
and ESEC suggested that the UKSPF should “allow for maximum integration with 
other funding streams…to allow it to be matched with EU programmes such as 
Erasmus, INTEREG and Horizon” (should the UK continue to participate in these 
funding streams). This was particularly important given the demographic 
challenges facing Scotland. Colleges Partnership welcomed the EU’s 
establishment of five broad policy objectives for the next funding round (in 
comparison to the current 11 thematic objectives) and stated that they align well 
with SG priorities and are “appropriate to supporting the key pillars of economic 
growth and cohesion in Scotland.”  
 
Locally based approaches 
In line with the focus on a place-based approach, several respondents including 
Angus CPP proposed that funding should align with local authorities’ local 
outcome improvement plans whilst Stirling Council and SNH suggested that local 
stakeholders should have the flexibility to develop their own strategies in a similar 
way to the way in which the LEADER programme operates. This was described as 
“granularity” by respondents including Glasgow, Argyll and Bute and South 
Lanarkshire Councils – something that had been lacking from previous 
programmes in their view. Several respondents such as the ICAS warned of the 
dangers of adopting a “one-size fits all” approach whilst the South of Scotland 
Alliance stated that “it is vital that a community-led approach to supporting rural 
development is included in future funding programmes.” HIEP called for 
programmes which are “nationally aligned and regionally responsive” whilst ESEC 
advocated the recognition of the differing needs of urban and rural areas. Culture 
Counts highlighted the importance of the cultural sector to towns and cities, stating 
that it is “vital that future industrial and economic place plans consider the cultural 
eco-system of the area” and work in partnership with communities. 

Several Highland and Island based bodies including UHI, Highland Council and 
HIEP highlighted the seven key themes identified as priorities by the Convention of 
the Highlands and Islands: Digital; Skills; Marine; Housing; Transport; Talent 
Attraction and Energy. They also called for the “key role of agriculture, crofting, 
land management and fisheries” to be recognised and integrated into regional 
support.  Shetland Council pointed out that the lack of a territorial dimension to EU 
priorities had “resulted in many Strategic Interventions (SIs) having limited 
relevance within the Highlands and Islands due to criteria such as population 
threshold and minimum project size.” Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar and Shetland 
Council also expressed concern that alignment with the UK Industrial Strategy 
could be detrimental to more remote areas of Scotland since the Strategy “makes 
virtually no reference to rurality or islands and seems to have an urban focus.” 
However, Scottish Cities took a different view, stating that it was “committed to 
working with the UK Government to deliver the five foundations of productivity in a 
way that recognises and supports the Scottish Government’s inclusive economic 
growth agenda.” HIEP highlighted the National Islands Plan and stated that access 
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to structural funding will be “instrumental for islands to achieve these outcomes.” 
RSPB Scotland also highlighted the benefits of structural funds for remote and 
rural areas and suggested that environmental funding could align to strategies 
including the Climate Change Plan, Energy Strategy, Land Use Strategy and 2020 
Biodiversity Challenge along with the forthcoming Scottish Environment Strategy. 

There was also a consensus that the UKSPF should focus on delivering outcomes 
with flexibility to tailor programmes to reflect local circumstances and priorities with 
Shetland Council highlighting the “opportunity to redesign and strengthen regional 
economic policy.” Scottish Cities highlighted the need for flexibility to allow cities 
“to tailor interventions to local need and opportunity and respond quickly to 
changes in the local, national and global economy.” 

Employability 
In addition to tackling unemployment, a number of submissions called for 
investment in addressing in-work poverty, underemployment, skills gaps and 
increasing productivity and facilitating career transitions for those already in 
employment given the current, relatively low rates of unemployment in Scotland. 
Colleges Partnership also called for investment to promote active and global 
citizenship to “help rebuild and strengthen the social bonds in local communities.” 
The EHRC echoed this point and spoke of the importance of addressing barriers 
encountered by people with protected characteristics and continuing to invest in 
equality and human rights. The Scottish Funding Council (SFC) also called for 
“support for key industries and growth sectors with high numbers of non-UK EU 
staff which are vulnerable to staff shortages after Brexit.” 
 
Infrastructure 
Several responses including ESEC, Angus CPP, Dundee, Glasgow, South 
Lanarkshire and Argyll and Bute Councils called for a renewed focus on capital 
spend and physical regeneration and infrastructure which had become 
progressively more difficult to access under EU programmes (with the exception of 
low carbon and green infrastructure projects). Culture Counts advocated a “single 
pot approach” enabling capital and revenue streams to be coordinated and 
COSLA agreed that this would “avoid unnecessary gaps, inconsistencies and 
overlaps.” Solace also called for the integration of revenue and capital support, so 
it could be agreed through a single application process which would consider the 
full value of the project.  

Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar called for investment in “energy, transport and digital 
infrastructure to enable islands to be more competitive” and highlighted the need, 
in its view, for “speculative funding for innovation” such as in wave energy and 
energy efficiency. SNH also suggested that there should be a focus on 
encouraging innovation whilst Zero Waste Scotland called for “support to drive the 
transition to a Scottish Circular Economy.”  

It was also suggested that funding could be aligned with the city deal model to 
maximise impact with Scottish Cities stating that the UKSPF “should enable cities 
to capitalise on their city deal investments by providing funds to support the 
delivery of key infrastructure to make the cities inclusive, smart and sustainable 
places to live and work.” 
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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 UK Government has stated that the UKSPF “will of course respect the 
devolution settlement”1 and the majority of respondents agreed that the Scottish 
Government should have responsibility for setting the strategic framework for 
funding whilst delegating a large degree of decision-making to a regional or local 
level. COSLA stated that “recentralisation as a result of EU exit would not be 
welcome” and expressed keenness that levels of devolution under ESIF were 
retained under the UKSPF. However, it was “equally keen to ensure that further 
devolution within Scotland takes place.” Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar described this 
as “triple devolution” from national government to local authorities to communities, 
a model which it felt worked well. The South of Scotland Alliance suggested that 
the UK Government should set a high-level framework “which outlines a 
transparent model for allocation to devolved administrations” in a similar manner to 
the role previously played by the EU. Others, including ESEC, suggested that the 
delivery model should be codesigned in partnership between the UK Government, 
the devolved administrations, local authorities and other relevant stakeholders and 
COSLA confirmed that it was “keen to work with the Scottish and UK Governments 
to develop jointly a new post-Brexit Multi-Annual Integrated Sustainable Local 
Development Programme.”  RSPB Scotland suggested that future funding 
arrangements should be “jointly developed and agreed by all four nations” and 
requested detail on how new intergovernmental forums and mechanisms would be 
established to enable such dialogue to take place. It also suggested that there 
may be a role for the Scottish Parliament (in addition to the Scottish Government) 
in deciding how funding is allocated in respect of devolved competences.  The 
SCVO agreed, stating that “it is clear that the Scottish Parliament must be the 
ultimate authority for any post-Brexit structural funds in Scotland, in order to be 
coherent with devolved policy.”  

Regional and local decision taking 
Shetland Council highlighted support “for further regionalisation via a regional 
economic policy and potentially a regionally based UKSPF” in the Highlands and 
Islands. It highlighted the issue of “programme centralisation” in the 2014-20 
programme which “led to strong feelings of disengagement…particularly from a 
local authority perspective.” It went on to state its expectation that the Scottish 
Government would work in partnership with regional and local stakeholders...in 
order that decision making is at the most appropriate level relative to the scale and 
objective of the funds.”  Orkney Council also called for a return to the pre-2014 
approach where the Highlands and Islands had their own plan, a view echoed by 
HIE, HIEP and UHI.  Highland Council advocated the creation of a Joint Regional 
Body including central and local government political representation and supported 
by a dedicated secretariat to prepare a regional plan and oversee and monitor 
delivery. Aberdeenshire Council called for a partnership approach to the delivery 
of community-led initiatives. Angus Council echoed this view, highlighting the 
                                            
1 https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-
statement/Commons/2018-07-24/HCWS927 
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success of participatory budgeting and a “bottom-up grass roots model” for the 
delivery of local development strategies as seen with the LEADER and EMFF 
programmes and in keeping with the community empowerment agenda. The ICAS 
called for the creation of a model that recognised a “parity of esteem” among 
partners in order to meet the needs of Scotland’s diverse communities and the 
YPC echoed this view stating that it was critical for the third sector to have parity 
with public bodies. Angus LEADER LAG stated that decisions should be “devolved 
to the lowest level practicable” with a focus on encouraging community 
participation but recognised that “this is a challenging agenda in practice” as local 
autonomy had to be balanced with the need for Government oversight. Colleges 
Partnership also spoke of the need for “informed ministerial oversight to ensure 
that transparency is not undermined by officials cloaking it in a veil of complexity.” 
Fife Council, Dundee Council and ESEC stated that an Independent 
Administrative Body was “critical” to ensure separation between the decision-
making body and the operational administrative and audit body and ensure 
transparency. 

The EHRC called for decisions to be “devolved to the appropriate level giving 
proper consideration to devolution, localisation and targeting of funds while 
simultaneously supporting a GB-wide strategy.” In its view, stronger localisation 
would “allow smaller organisations to apply for funding to deliver highly localised, 
targeted interventions addressing local need.” An anonymous submission also felt 
that the system discriminated against smaller charitable organisations stating, 
“unless you are a larger organisation or consortium (which tend to be located in 
the central belt) you don’t stand a chance.” 

Others, including Fife Council and Fife LEADER LAG, called for local authorities to 
be given their share of the UKSPF to allocate on the basis of their own priorities, to 
address local needs and opportunities given their “unparalleled and distinctive 
expertise in delivering local activity specific to local needs.” However, the YPC 
suggested that capacity and capability to administer structural funds was “highly 
variable” among Scotland’s local authorities and advocated a “national pot 
reflecting regional priorities aligned to current public funding provision” which it felt, 
would avoid some of the challenges faced with city deals and Fair Start. It also 
called for “a specific allocation of funding for the third sector, managed by the 
sector” by way of a third sector governing body accountable to the Scottish 
Government. 

North Ayrshire Council, East Lothian Council and Morag Keith also highlighted the 
importance of subsidiarity which they believed critical to the future success of the 
UKSPF. 

Colleges Partnership expressed concern that the impression had been given at 
UK Government seminars that “the new fund will bypass the devolved 
administrations…and be driven via City Regions” which in its view, contradicted 
the White Paper commitment to respect the devolution settlement. Museums 
Galleries Scotland suggested that “centralising decision making across the whole 
of the UK would singularly fail to reflect the diversity of communities and inequality 
that exists across each of the devolved nations.” Colleges Partnership also raised 
concerns that management at a UK level might mean that the Scottish 
Government would have to follow the English approach of opening up elements of 
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public service to private organisations. Morag Keith made a similar point in her 
submission.  

Single Agency approach 
Morag Keith went on to call for the creation of a single Scottish Funding Agency 
with responsibility for the development of a Scotland-wide funding strategy on the 
basis that a UK level programme would “remove existing devolved authority over 
areas such as procurement.” She also stated that it would be inappropriate to 
devolve responsibility to local government or local stakeholders due to the 
requirement to “ensure a national strategic approach to funding investments 
across all EU funding programmes.” This point was echoed by Colleges 
Partnership which spoke of its importance should the UK be eligible for various 
programmes as a third country. Zero Waste Scotland also expressed the view that 
whilst a regional approach had its advantages on a project basis, “to ensure best 
alignment of outcomes at a national level, the Scottish Government is best placed 
to allocate funding and determine the accountability processes in the future.” 

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?  

Strategic Intervention (SI) and Lead Partner approach 
There were mixed views on the extent to which the current “two stage” system of 
SIs followed by an operations phase should be retained with several respondents 
commenting that whilst the lead partner approach may have been sound in 
principle, it has failed to deliver in practice. SLAED stated that it was “unconvinced 
about the value added” and highlighted the “great deal of overlap in the 
information sought” for both stages whilst the associated “extensive paperwork” 
significantly slowed down the approval process. Stirling Council stated that whilst 
“the current system…works in principle, there are too many rules that result in 
barriers to funding projects.” South Lanarkshire Council agreed that it was 
“fundamentally a good system that works well for many funds” but felt that delivery 
had been impeded by “administration systems and two stage application process 
and layers of claim process steps” which it felt should be streamlined. 

Glasgow Council agreed that if a two-stage process is to continue, “then the SI 
stage should be streamlined with detailed consideration of issues such as 
procurement and state aid etc being left to the operations phase.” West 
Dunbartonshire Council felt that SIs could “overcomplicate delivery” although it 
suggested that the existing process should be retained initially “to enable a smooth 
transition” before moving to a new model. Fife Council felt that the Lead Partner 
system had “led to very mixed results” and that whilst “sound in principle”, the 
allocation to inexperienced lead bodies had proven to be “too steep a learning 
curve.” However, it was of the view that “there remains a case for delivering the 
funding programme through experienced lead partners.” It agreed that the two-
stage system had added complexity and unnecessary bureaucracy which, it felt, 
had led to a reduction in third sector involvement and called for “a system of 
allocating to the local level which ensures that activities across multiple priorities 
can be supported as part of a larger package.” 
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ESEC and Fife LEADER LAG suggested that “too many SIs are managed by 
national organisations and there is limited local control” and called for a return to 
the pre-2014 “priority areas” approach which gave greater regional flexibility and a 
process which “felt more transparent and fair.” Aberdeenshire Council took the 
view that funding should be allocated on an area-based approach rather than to 
thematic SIs given the regional development ethos of structural funds. It also felt 
that the lead partner model increased bureaucracy and contributed to delays. 

SNH called for the continuation of the lead partner approach “in some form” as it 
allowed experienced bodies such as SNH to play an active role. However, it felt 
that the model had “only been a partial success” which had failed to ease the 
administrative burden which presented a disincentive for community and voluntary 
organisations. Zero Waste Scotland agreed that allowing experienced 
organisations to develop interventions was “a key benefit” which created a “robust 
governance framework” to ensure appropriate use of funds. It went on to suggest 
that Lead Partners should be encouraged to consider multi-year milestones to 
provide additional flexibility. The SFC agreed that the current system “has worked 
reasonably well” although it felt that it limited flexibility and could be “complex and 
administratively burdensome.” 

Conversely, the South of Scotland Alliance felt that the “introduction of national SIs 
using national lead partners has not been successful and we do not wish to see 
these being continued.” Instead, it called for interventions to be made on the basis 
of regional or local programmes. The YPC agreed, stating that “adopting a 
regional approach with regional agencies that facilitate between local authorities 
and current lead partners could resolve the issue.” Colleges Scotland stated that 
“the design and implementation of the 2014-2020 ESIF programme has been a 
failure” and called for a “complete rethink.” It observed that the system had been 
intended “to mitigate EU audit issues” so felt it would be “perverse” to impose them 
on a new post-Brexit model. Whilst the system had been intended to provide 
“simplicity, reduction of risk and open access to all sectors…none of these benefits 
had been delivered” and it had “increased a silo approach to delivery with weak 
programme oversight.” It urged the Scottish Government not to repeat these 
mistakes and called for “a more independent, transparent and accountable 
management paradigm and structure.” Morag Keith agreed, stating that the 
previous system had been “respected and admired” but the decision “to absorb 
this function into Scottish Government was misguided” and had contributed to the 
loss of “more than €70m…as a result of failure to meet N+3 targets.” Orkney and 
Shetland Councils also highlighted the “significant funds being returned to 
Brussels” under the current programme. 

Two-tier system 
Highland Council felt that the paperwork needed along with “the timeline 
separation between SIs and Operations means the current approach is not fit for 
purpose.” Orkney Council agreed stating that “there are no obvious additional 
benefits of this two-tier system” whilst Shetland Council felt that it had “not worked 
well for the islands and periphery” and failed to provide “the ability to develop 
bespoke approached to account for differing needs.” Shetland Council also 
criticised the overlap and duplication along with the extensive paperwork caused 
by the two-stage process which had slowed down the approval process and the 
committing of funds. The UHI highlighted the Strategic Delivery Body approach of 
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the 2007-13 programme as being an effective model, stating that the lead partner 
model had been less effective. HIEP echoed these points in its submission as did 
Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar which called for an end to the SI model which it felt had 
imposed a “more centralised/top-down” approach to the detriment of island 
communities. 

Universities Scotland recommended a “detailed analysis of what has – and what 
has not – worked well in the current system, as well as previous systems and use 
these ‘lessons learned’ in the development of a customised approach.” However, it 
urged that the transition to any new system be carefully managed, stating “we’re 
currently a year away and no detail has been forthcoming.” RSPB Scotland noted 
that innovation could play an important role in designing a new approach but urged 
against “reinventing the wheel” explaining that sometimes, “a tried and tested 
approach can work best.” Scottish Enterprise pointed towards “the new 
approaches and structures emerging from the Enterprise and Skills Review,” 
namely a Strategic Board and Regional Partnerships, which it felt provided “a 
strong framework that could provide an effective replacement” for ESIF. 

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?  

Following on from the previous question, several respondents reiterated the view 
that the current programme created unnecessary barriers to funding being 
committed. Solace stated that “the main barrier to committing EU funding has 
been around the availability of match funding.” In its view, match funding had been 
difficult to achieve for many and this was exacerbated “by how restricted EU 
funding is and ensuring that the match fits exactly with the specific SI.” This was a 
view that was repeated by several local government bodies with Fife Council 
pointing out that current EU regulations did not permit an intervention rate of more 
than 50% and calling for greater scope to vary intervention rates. In its view, 50% 
“should be adopted as a minimum and not a maximum number” for the UKSPF, a 
view that was echoed by others including South Lanarkshire Council and the 
ICAS. The YPC recommended the removal of the match funding requirement 
entirely as it “can create a barrier for more rural areas and ultimately creates 
increased competition for funding across the third sector and reduces 
collaboration.” Instead, it would like to see “a co-finance model to leverage funding 
from other sources” which would avoid the need to secure additional funding in 
advance of the project starting. 

Compliance and audit 
An additional barrier according to Solace “relates to the very robust and 
challenging compliance and audit process” which had served as a deterrent to 
potential applicants. Stirling Council also highlighted the “unnecessarily complex” 
application/registration process stating that “online application processes are 
fine…but should create efficiencies, not barriers.” The ICAS spoke of the 
opportunity to “greatly simplify” the approach to structural funds and to recognise 
the “strong place-based dimension” to economic growth. In the RSE’s view, “one 
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of the largest barriers is acquiring the resource and capacity, within both central 
and local government, to develop and administer the new system.” 

Solace also drew attention to the “poor and very late guidance on eligibility issues” 
which had contributed to underspends with guidance being issued late in the 
programme “which added details and conditions that could not be met.” Fife 
Council considered that “the biggest barrier to access the funding and maximising 
spend was the delayed start of the current programme” with delays in European 
Commission approval and the setting up of IT systems meaning that “project 
approvals and claims were not in place until two years after the intended start 
dates.” In order to facilitate a smooth transition to the UKSPF and avoid 
unnecessary delays it stated that “the UK Government should be consulting now 
with a view to having funding in place from January 2021.” The ICAS also noted 
the “critical point…that the new Fund requires to be fully operational from January 
2021 to avoid any hiatus in regeneration activity.” The YPC also highlighted the 
four to five years it takes to develop an EU fund which it felt was “far too long a 
timeline” meaning that priorities had often been superseded by the time a fund 
was launched rather than reflecting real time needs and issues. Colleges 
Partnership spoke of “a catalogue of poor, late and iterative guidance issues and 
overly bureaucratic audit and verification routines have been major barriers” and 
stated that it would be “a grave mistake” to mirror them in the UKSPF. It called for 
“a huge dose of common sense” in this respect and advance notification of audit 
expectations “to maintain rigour but avoid mindless minutiae.” 

Payment models 
The payment in arrears model was also described as a barrier by some, with 
Aberdeenshire Council suggesting that it deterred smaller and voluntary sector 
organisations from applying. West Dunbartonshire Council called for streamlining 
of the process, stating that local authorities “often have to operate at risk” before 
the grant is received, something they are increasingly reluctant to do given budget 
constraints. Fife LEADER LAG and ESEC also called for the UKSPF to allow up-
front payments and adopt proportionate reporting requirements to make it more 
accessible to small scale projects in a similar way to the approach taken by the 
National Lottery Fund. SNH agreed, stating that delays in processing claims are 
“both frustrating and a major cashflow risk” which could impact on the long-term 
viability of smaller organisations in the event of any claw back. 

Aberdeenshire Council also highlighted the “funder of last resort approach” which 
required applicants to approach a wide range of funding sources “prior to even 
applying, by which time many have lost interest…or have missed programme 
deadlines.” SNH echoed this view and called for the requirement to be relaxed. 
Zero Waste Scotland highlighted the reliance on third parties and at times sub-
contractors to deliver on activities, incur expenditure and submit claims, which 
could “result in underspends coming to light late in the project lifecycle when there 
is insufficient time to allocate funds.” 

Fife LEADER LAG noted that current rules prevent contingencies being covered 
from LEADER funds, something that “creates significant difficulties for applicants 
undertaking capital works.” Given that the scale of work required often didn’t 
become apparent until building work was underway, it considered that the true 
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project costs were impossible to measure at the outset and called for these rules 
to be relaxed. 

However, the SFC stated that “There have been no barriers to the commitment of 
funds under the ESF programmes for SFC. The barriers that we have experienced 
relate to claiming for any of those funds back.” 

There was consensus among organisations representing the Highlands and 
Islands that a regional plan approach with input from local stakeholders would 
reduce the likelihood of barriers arising – as previously noted, the SI approach was 
not thought to take account of the needs of rural and peripheral areas. UHI, for 
example suggested that it “lies at the heart of any failure to achieve output and 
financial targets” and suggested that early engagement with local stakeholders 
was required. 

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)?  

There was a broad consensus that greater flexibility was required with numerous 
respondents calling for regional and/or local design within a national framework 
with a project-specific, outcomes-based focus, particularly those from more rural 
and peripheral parts of Scotland. 

Several local authorities and related bodies also called for “flexible and realistic 
timeframes for implementation” associated with a multi-year approach. The YPC 
also called for “flexibility to innovate and create new evidence” as compliance 
driven behaviour “alienates vulnerable people and is counterproductive for those 
most in need.” In its view, “overly restrictive rules and regulations stifle innovation 
and collaboration” and prevent projects from evidencing the full scope of their 
impact. Instead, it advocated a focus on customer satisfaction rather than on 
compliance in keeping with a ‘person-led’ approach which helped assess soft skills 
in addition to hard outcomes. 

SNH spoke of its experience of administering funds using a challenge fund 
approach. Whilst it felt that this had a number of strengths, it lacked flexibility and 
SNH considered that a co-production, partnership approach would better deliver 
multiple outcomes. 

The SFC felt that whilst broad objectives were necessary, there were 
circumstances where it would be unfair to make funding contingent on the 
achievement of specific outcomes that were outwith the control of lead partners or 
delivery agents, such as the success of individual students at college.  

Ringfencing 
ESEC suggested that local authorities should be given “control and autonomy over 
their share of the UKSPF” and should not be expected to ring-fence funding from 
their allocation to support national initiatives or statutory duties. ESEC advocated 
the agreement of a formula between all levels of government to determine how 
funding is allocated to local government. However, HES considered that “greater 
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emphasis could be placed on the fund’s use in advancement of progressive 
legislation and certain monies could be ringfenced for this, including community 
empowerment and climate change legislation.” Zero Waste Scotland favoured a 
focus on funding specific outcomes “providing there is flexibility in the approach 
taken to achieve them.” It also called for the introduction of a “discovery phase” in 
future rounds which it felt would lead to “stronger programmes and more realistic 
pre-intervention estimates of impact.” West Dunbartonshire and Stirling Councils 
also took the view that ring-fencing could be useful as long as it came with the 
flexibility to respond rapidly to changing circumstances or priorities. 

Colleges Partnership accepted that “in some circumstances, ring-fencing is an 
effective means of ensuring sufficient finance for more complex aspects of scope 
or scale or where there is a need to build capacity.” Ring-fencing could also 
prevent over delivery on “easier” activity or ‘low hanging fruit.’ Highland Council 
and HIEP agreed that “delivery bodies/lead partners need ring-fenced funding with 
clear purpose/outcomes defined and guidance (not prescription) on project type” in 
order to bring added value to existing activity and resources. 

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?  

Solace stated that whilst funds were available through a range of sources such as 
Lottery funds, these were not available to the extent “that any post-Brexit funding 
should not focus on these areas of activity.” ESEC and Stirling Council felt that the 
UKSPF “should be additional to existing domestic funds” but considered that it 
would complement the Fair Start programme which had similar priorities to ESF 
but different eligibility and measurement criteria. Stirling Council also noted that 
crowd funding could be utilised in respect of LEADER and pointed out that 
supporting rural communities to find solutions to problems with broadband logistics 
and connectivity was important where “existing UK funds fail to deliver.” West 
Dunbartonshire Council suggested that “local authorities need to retain the ability 
to fund support that has been identified as a need that is not able to be met with 
structural fund priorities.” 

SNH felt that “one weakness of the current approach is the degree of disconnect 
between structural funds and other EU funding programmes (such as CAP, 
Interreg, Horizon 2020, LIFE etc) and other national economic and social funding 
programmes.” It suggested that “it would be helpful to look across the piece at 
what each funding programme contributes or could contribute towards delivery of 
the agreed priorities, and whether a simplification, rationalisation, joining-up or re-
focussing of resources would strengthen delivery and provide efficiency gains.” 

Both Shetland Council and HIEP called for a “clear delineation between regional 
and national programmes to ensure no crossover, or over-provision in support 
between schemes, and making it clear who the target audience is” and highlighted 
the “cluttered landscape” around employability support. 

Angus CPP felt that employability funding had been “extremely difficult to bid for, 
deliver and monitor” under ESIF and stated that “the model in place with skills 
agencies is more effective.” Orkney Council made a similar point, stating “the 
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landscape for support for employability has become very crowded which has led to 
confusion over which funding stream is most beneficial.” Aberdeenshire Council 
stated that “farm diversification activity has proved difficult to deliver within 
LEADER” due to its highly specialist and technical nature and would be “better 
delivered through the wider Scotland Rural Development Programme.” Shetland 
Council also sought clarity on whether “future rural development/agriculture and 
fisheries funding will be included within the scope of the UKSPF” whilst COSLA 
suggested that it appeared unlikely that rural or coastal funding would form part of 
the UKSPF given its links with the UK Industrial Strategy. The EHRC suggested 
that the new fund would “provide an opportunity to incorporate other important 
objectives” and noted the lack of public commitment to date to replacing the 
Rights, Equality and Citizenship Fund as part of the UKSPF.  

Colleges Partnership expressed interest in a model which augmented core 
budgets and required public bodies to ringfence funding to meet targets, which it 
felt might avoid the need for developing new systems. However, it considered a 
core funding model “unlikely to be adopted.” Given that some public agencies had 
“relied on EU funding for almost 30 years… it is unsurprising that many of them 
can only perceive of the new programme as mitigating the loss of existing funding 
or sustaining existing provision, even if new and more current priorities are 
emerging.” 

COSLA also drew attention to the £1.6bn Stronger Towns Fund announced by the 
UK Government in March 2019 which will allocate monies to English regions on a 
needs-basis. It noted that no announcement was made of equivalent funding for 
Scotland, stating that it remained unclear “if this new fund is part of or associated 
with the UKSPF,” something that COSLA would not support. The RSE also 
highlighted uncertainty around how the replacement for CAP funds would interact 
with the UKSPF. 

A number of submissions also made the point that “the UKSPF needs to be 
additional and resources should not be identified by top-slicing existing non-EU 
funding streams.” 

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? 

As noted elsewhere, there was a consensus that the current monitoring, 
evaluation and compliance activities were excessively complex and bureaucratic 
although respondents did recognise the need for proportionate audit arrangements 
to ensure transparency and accountability. There were also several calls for a 
greater focus to be placed on the measuring of outputs and achievements. ESEC 
highlighted the plethora of different systems for different funding streams and 
called for “an enhanced, harmonised IT system” to be designed and thoroughly 
road-tested. In its view, the EMFF system had “worked very well” whereas 
“experiences with EUMIS and LARCS had not been favourable.”   
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Numerous concerns were raised about limitations of the EUMIS system with Argyll 
and Bute Council explaining that it was not possible to make changes to an 
operation (e.g. to notify a change in match funding) whilst a claim was being 
processed – something that took an average of 82 days. The Council also called 
for a reduction in the “very long period” stipulated for document retention which 
could exceed 10 years. Stirling Council called for application systems to be 
designed to be user friendly rather than audit-focussed and advocated a 
consistent approach to the evidencing of value for money across all funds whilst 
allowing local flexibility on criteria where appropriate. Aberdeenshire Council also 
highlighted concerns with the EUMIS/LARCS system and called for an alternative 
system “based on the principle of only requesting the minimum amount of 
information required” with a facility to cross-reference and analyse information 
entered rather than to simply collect it. In Colleges Partnership’s view, not only did 
EUMIS deliver greater complexity but it “became a programme driver rather than a 
tool… characterised by work around, retrofitting and mechanistic forensic 
verification routines.”  Fife LEADER LAG stated that “in some cases the LARCS 
system works adequately. However, there are restrictions when dealing with 
complicated tasks.”  

Scottish Enterprise agreed that the system had proven to be burdensome, 
something that it attributed to the requirement for “partners to design operational 
delivery on a cost evidencing (input) model whilst also having to deliver and 
evidence an output model.” It called for greater emphasis to be placed on 
measuring outputs rather than inputs. 

Stirling Council recommended that funding for management and administration 
should be available at 100% for additional costs incurred. It also suggested that 
verification of supported participants should be simplified given that it was 
common for individuals accessing employment support to have chaotic lifestyles 
meaning documentation was not always available or up to date. Orkney Council 
called for an end to the current system whereby local authorities have found 
themselves in the role of intermediate bodies “taking on the financial and legal 
responsibilities for applications from the third sector.” 

Audit 
The YPC stated that “continual changes to the interpretation of regulations is 
proving to be the biggest challenge” and questioned whether compliance provided 
the best value for public funds, stating “it seems incongruous to spend such a 
large portion of disbursed funds on protecting the public.” Angus CPP suggested 
that Audit Scotland should provide “a comprehensive and flexible auditing service” 
to provide consistency and alignment with SG processes whilst Highland Council 
made a similar request. HIEP called for proportionate measurement of impact, 
explaining that a project which creates a small number of jobs in a remote area 
could have a far greater impact than a project creating the same number of jobs in 
a city. 
 
Standards 
West Dunbartonshire Council suggested that national standards for employability 
delivery should be established for which providers can apply for registration (to be 
renewed every 3-5 years). Once they have proven that they meet the required 
standard, a “lighter-touch” approach could be taken to compliance and evaluation 
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based on “clear and definitive national rules.” RSPB Scotland made a similar 
suggestion in respect of charities that were already registered with and regulated 
by OSCR. 

Zero Waste Scotland called for the consistent adoption of “Scotland’s innovative 
Carbon Metric” to increase the use of common indicators for reporting and 
evaluation. Given that the benefits of low carbon projects would only become 
apparent in the longer term, Zero Waste Scotland also advocated an extension of 
the current reporting framework to capture data after programme completion. The 
EHRC recommended that equalities data on protected characteristics should 
always be sought from beneficiaries to facilitate effective monitoring and 
evaluation of project impact. 

However, Morag Keith took the view that it would be prudent to continue to mirror 
EU procedures given the lack of clarity around the future relationship with the EU 
and the UK’s potential future participation in EU programmes as a third country. 

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

Solace and Argyll and Bute Council called for a reduction in the amount of 
verification data required, suggesting instead that “assurance could be secured 
through a combination of up-front systems checks and random checks during the 
course of implementation.” Angus Council stated “the UKSPF requires one user 
friendly claim process that reduces the amount of data required to be provided for 
verification.” The YPC stated that “the system needs to change radically to avoid 
underspend and more honestly reflect the delivery of third sector partners.” 
Highland Council questioned the need for a claims process at all, suggesting 
instead that ring-fenced funding could be released on a quarterly basis. 

Stirling Council stated that “the current flat rate system seems to work and we 
would welcome a similar approach for LEADER-funded projects” although it called 
for additional staffing resource to process claims given that agreed timescales are 
currently not being met. Fife Council agreed that “the use of unit and flat rate costs 
models has made the claims and verification process easier than previous 
programmes and should be used more extensively.” Aberdeenshire Council stated 
that “consideration of simplified costs models such as flat rates or unit costs may 
help to reduce the administrative burden.” Universities Scotland also called for 
“greater use of different funding methodologies, such as unit cost models and 
lump sums” which would reduce the likelihood of errors. Colleges Partnership 
agreed that “claiming against programme outputs and using unit costing 
methodologies was and is still an attractive prospect” before making a plea “that 
the management of the new programme focuses on the delivery of priorities and 
does not displace energy on administrative procedures and record keeping.” 

There were also calls for the system to change to accommodate upfront payments 
as opposed to the current retrospective payment approach, something that would 
be particularly beneficial to small organisations. SNH, for example, called for 
payment of claims on invoice to be permitted to address delays between spend 
being incurred and receipt of funds. RSPB Scotland made similar suggestions and 
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called for the acceptance of digital evidence given that “original paperwork is a 
thing of the past.” 

Zero Waste Scotland suggested the introduction of an agreed timetable for 
submitting claims (perhaps quarterly) with agreed claim processing times would 
facilitate financial planning for claimants. The SFC stated that it would prefer the 
UKSPF to be “non-claims based” although should claims continue, the current 
system was in need of overhaul due to its limitations.  

A number of submissions including those from Aberdeenshire Council and Angus 
CPP highlighted the Marine Scotland payment system for the EMFF as being the 
most straightforward and user-friendly of the various systems used for ESIF.  


