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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I
Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter of the Ex-post Evaluation of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme provides an overview of the evaluation aims and objectives, and the methods employed.

The primary objective of this study were to assess the Programme's performance in terms of its quantitative and qualitative outputs and to consider the structural, institutional, economic and other constraints affecting the implementation of LEADER II.

The report structure incorporates the main text body and four extensive and detailed annexes, presenting the findings from consultations and project survey, as well as the financial and output analysis of the evaluation. 

II
Chapter 2:
Programme Description
Chapter two presents a brief description of the Lowland Scotland Programme, covering its main management and operational features.

Scottish Enterprise (SE) was the implementing authority of LEADER II and the Global Grant holder. The day to day management and delivery of the Programme was devolved to five LAGs.

The Programme was implemented through a two-tier structure comprising the Programme Monitoring Committee (PMC) and the LAGs. 

The PMC consisted of SE as Chair, one representative of each of the three European Commission directorates involved in LEADER II (DG VI, DGXVI, and  DGV), and two representatives of each of the LAG regions. The PMC membership also incorporated a number of observers, such as The Scottish Office/Scottish Executive and each LAG co-ordinator.

In Lowland Scotland, in accordance with the principal of subsidiarity, LAGs had devolved responsibility for project selection, approval and the financial and administrative management of their local Programme, with certain procedures (project selection criteria, project approval etc) facilitated by SE in the form of guidance and technical assistance. Each LAG had to operate according to the same general principles of project selection. 

All LAGs had access to three networks, the European Rural Observatory for Innovation and Development, the UK and the evolved Scottish network. Networking was largely co-ordinated at the level of LAG secretariats.

From its start in 1995, the implementation of LEADER II was accompanied by the adoption of a monitoring framework based on the SE Network's Output Monitoring Framework (OMF). The framework included a set of activity, output and impact indicators, which were applied by each of the five LAGs. LAGs were responsible for ensuring that each applicant would refer to the indicators in their application and, in the case of success, continue to monitor outcomes throughout the project period.

III
Chapter 3: Financial and Output Achievements
The third chapter analyses the financial and output achievements of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II programme.

In its financial sections, the chapter starts by describing the Global Grant structure and initial budgets of the Programme. It further highlights the key additional financial allocations, which occurred during the Programme period and finishes with the analysis of the Programme spend by the end of LEADER II. 

Overall, the Programme performed very well against its original financial targets and exceeded expectations with regard to its potential to attract national and private sector monies. In total, Lowland Scotland LEADER II spend £6,380,000 of EU funds contributing to an overall total cost of £29,473,000 of Programme expenditure between 1995 and 2000. The additional Community Initiative Reserves and Indexation Monies, which were allocated to Lowland Scotland LAGs in 1999, could, however, not be completely absorbed, mainly to time restrictions caused by the late approval of final budget lines in relation to the completion deadline of the Programme. This meant that £797,198 of EU-resources remained unspent.

The section relating to the Programme's output achievements, presents an analysis of five key 'Headline' performance indicators. The main result of the analysis was that the Programme was successful in achieving the majority of its Headline indicators, with only one under-achievement in the area of new business start-ups. The Programme was particularly successful in delivering training to people, more than 2.5 times more people trained than originally expected, despite early concerns regarding the use of ESF monies. 

Monitoring procedures were based on the SE-OMF framework, which established a common reference point and provided a good tool for the collection and use of activity, output and impact data. The monitoring framework was, however, not fully utilised by LAGs for various reasons. An economic impact assessment could, therefore, not be undertaken. 

IV
Chapter 4: LEADER's Specific Seven Features

This chapter reviews the main findings for each of the seven specific LEADER II themes. The findings are based on consultations with representatives of all five Lowland Scotland LAGs and other strategic organisations involved in the Programme.

In many ways, the territorial approach proved to be a successful LEADER II feature. There was a strong view across LAGs that it facilitated the improvement of regional cohesion and partnership and helped, to some extent, to develop the regions' indigenous resources. 

The main success of the bottom-up approach of LEADER II was that it raised the overall awareness of the potential benefits from engaging community oriented decision-making structures. However, one of the main lessons learned for any future community-based programme should be that meaningful community participation requires more time and resources, match funding resources in particular than was provided under LEADER II.

The local partnership approach in Lowland Scotland benefited from a well-organised LEC network structure which initiated and supported the five LAGs. Partnership processes, however, would have benefited from more time and a different set of financial resources to grow in a more bottom-up fashion, and to enable more meaningful and empowered involvement.

The main outcome of the innovative action approach of LEADER II in Lowland Scotland was to have encouraged initiatives in sectors and thematic areas that usually were not included in mainstream programmes. The programme was also successful with regard to encouraging local communities to contribute substantially to what was defined as innovative actions. At the same time, most LAGs felt that the innovation aspect of LEADER II was overemphasised and its wide definition unhelpful. 

The multi-sectoral approach was interpreted relatively narrowly in the form of project funding partnerships. Its major impact was the development of closer partnership working leading to new synergies and sustainable co-operation between the community and the public sector. Most consulted LAG members felt that the approach was successful in raising experience and knowledge levels across local actors.

Lowland Scotland LAGs networked at the European, UK and Scottish level. All LAGs preferred networking at regional level, which was regarded as very useful and of great benefit. Access to networking events seemed, however, to have been restricted to a limited number of privileged LAG members. Regarding transnational co-operation, there was a distinct lack of local mobilisation and an apparent lack of relevant project development and aftercare services in most regions. 

LEADER II management was effectively applied to allow local communities to access European Funding in a way that has not been available before in Lowland Scotland, except perhaps through LEADER I. The level of autonomy in decision making granted to LAGs and the Global Grant mechanism were excellent features. In this respect, LEADER II was innovative with considerable capacity building impact on the local communities.

V
Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

This last chapter of the evaluation combines the overall conclusions of the financial and output analysis, the consultations and the project survey with a number of recommendations.

The main conclusions incorporated the following:

· The financial performance of the Programme can be commended in what were sometimes quite difficult circumstances. Critical success factors appear to have been a combination of the benefits of a Global Grant, sound Programme management and the efforts of the LAGs. 

· On the basis of LAG monitoring data, the LEADER II Programme has performed well against its core 'Headline' indicators. Detailed comment on quantitative outcomes is, however, difficult as it is not entirely clear to what extent project monitoring and accurate recording of physical project achievements have been exercised by LAGs despite the availability of good guidance material.

· In respect of the bottom up approach, the Programme went through a distinctive learning and development process, by successively opening up and adopting more of the bottom up ethos towards the final years. Still varying in degree of facilitated and meaningful empowerment of LAG members from region to region, the Programme nevertheless helped to confirm the value of this relatively untested means of achieving rural development and participation in decision-making processes.

· The innovative character of actions was defined in such a wide manner that the communication and general understanding of the term was surprisingly difficult and confusing to most involved. Conversely, a more specific definition of the term would have been appreciated.

· Regional networking was widely perceived as a useful mechanism to facilitate the exchange of know-how and information between LAGs. It is, therefore, regrettable that the national UK-network was so late in starting and was unable to make a substantial contribution. 

· In terms of transnational co-operation the general reluctance and lack of appreciation was surprising and suggests that the awareness and know-how of how to benefit best from transnational co-operation was low.

· The implementation of the Global Grant and its delivery mechanism was one of the most successful features of the Programme, facilitating appropriately the successful implementation of locally based projects.

· Although monitoring systems were in place, their use and appropriate application was poor. This suggests that either time and resources were constrained, or a lack of awareness and commitment to monitoring and after-care services must prevalent.

· The overall management of LEADER II, from a PMC perspective, was comprehensive and substantial in providing technical assistance, guidance and advice. The strong and active management of SE meant that LEADER II resources were deployed to the best possible degree within the restrictions presented by the timeframe and eligibility.

Overall, the evaluation concludes that the LEADER II experience was of significant value for rural Lowland Scotland and improved considerably the development of local and innovative partnership processes and actions. Commitment levels from everyone involved were high, contributing to the overall success of the Programme and its profile as an important and influential mechanism to promote rural development.

The evaluation's recommendations relate to the lessons learned from LEADER II regarding resources and practices, and are suggested as a means of improving future community-based rural development programmes. 

Programme governance and decision-making in LEADER II worked at three distinct levels the European, Programme and local level and the recommendations are separated accordingly.

At European level it is recommended that:

1. The Global Grant mechanism remains a key feature of community based development programmes.

2. Clearer guidance material is produced for intermediary organisations to accompany the management of any future Global Grant mechanism.

3. Approvals of budget alterations are processed more quickly, or that consideration should be given to devolve these decisions to Member States.

4. Consideration should be given to making qualitative indicators and targets legitimate results for community based programmes.

5. Consideration be given to introducing more clarity and consistency in the objectives and rationales of LEADER II themes.

6. A more thematically focused approach should be pursued by future community based development programmes.

7. The emphasis on innovation should be reduced and its definition refined.

At Programme level, it is recommended that:

8. The extent and quality of support provided for Local Action Groups be maintained in LEADER +.

9. The Scottish LEADER Network should be continued.

10. Consideration be given to pre-match capacity building and transnational co-operation Measures.

11. More resources should be allocated to LAGs to finance more comprehensive project monitoring, project implementation and aftercare services.

12. Consideration be given to an earlier start to transnational co-operation activities and that resources made available through the European Observatory are fully accessed.

13. Clear guidance is provided on eligibility criteria, and on issues such as private sector co-financing.

14. High quality programme monitoring systems and procedures be extended to incorporate more regular self-evaluations by LAGs in order to encourage a more strategic approach for Programme management.

15. Project monitoring be undertaken beyond the end of the Programme.

16. Consideration be given to transfer and mainstream innovative pilot actions into domestic rural economic development programmes as well as other EU Structural Funds, based on a rigorous analysis of LEADER II lessons.

At local level it is recommended that:

17. Consideration be given to extending community representation on LAGs.

18. All LAG members be encouraged to participate in all LAG decision making processes, and are given full and equal access to capacity building and networking activities from the outset of the Programme.

19. Greater attention is given to identifying, monitoring and reporting project achievements, and to review monitoring data more regularly for strategic and project development purposes to pursue a more strategy-led process.

20. Project aftercare services be employed to improve monitoring and to identify projects' potential for transferability.

1
INTRODUCTION
EKOS was commissioned by Scottish Enterprise (SE) to undertake the ex-post evaluation of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme. This Programme operated in the Objective 5b areas of Scotland, and involved five Local Action Groups. The study was undertaken between June and October 2001.

1.1
BACKGROUND

The LEADER II Programme was one of the European Community’s principal initiatives to encourage community-based rural development. It acted as a complementary initiative to Objective 1 and 5b Programmes, by focusing resources on locally delivered action plans and projects.  The Programme aimed to promote rural development and to prioritise activities that met the distinctive LEADER II criteria of being innovative, demonstrable and transferable. Its overall strategic goal was:

‘to utilise LEADER II assistance toward developing a prosperous and sustainable rural economy in Scotland’ (Operational Programme).

SE was both the implementing authority and the Global Grant holder, with much of the detail of management and delivery devolved to five Local Action Groups (LAGs). The relevant Local Enterprise Companies (LECs) provided financial management and administrative support.

This ex-post evaluation follows on from the interim evaluation carried out in 1998 and Initial Review in 1997.

1.2
STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHOD
The primary objective of this study was to carry out an ex-post evaluation of the Programme including the:

· assessment of the performance of the LAGs in establishing and implementing their Business Plans and in meeting the general objectives of LEADER II;

· quantitative assessment of the physical and financial implementation of the Programme; and

· qualitative assessment of the value added achieved as a result of the distinctive characteristics of the LEADER II approach. 

In addition, the study brief required that more detailed consideration be given to outcomes from each of the three Programme Measures and six sub-Measures. It also required that the consultants highlight wider lessons for rural development policy in relation to:

· structural, institutional, economic or other constraints affecting the implementation of LEADER II;

· the future sustainability of the LAGs and supported activities, with and without European support; and

· the identification of aspects of LEADER II practices that have influenced wider policies and practices in a positive manner,  or which have the potential to do so.

The study method has involved:

· desk based research covering relevant Programme plans, documentation and reports;

· consultations with Programme Management  and  LAG co-ordinators, and with a sample of LAG members; 

· postal and telephone surveys of project beneficiaries assisted by the Programme; and

· desk-based analysis of information collected and the preparation of this report.

1.3
STRUCTURE

It should be noted that this draft report presents a summary of the main preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations, with much of the detail relegated to Appendices supplied under separate cover. It is structured as follows:

· Chapter 2 provides a brief description of the Programme and its organisational structure;

· Chapter 3 reports on the financial and output performance and gives a summary of the qualitative achievements of the Programme;

· Chapter 4 reflects on the seven specific features of LEADER II; and

· Chapter 5 contains preliminary conclusions and recommendations.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1
INTRODUCTION

This Chapter provides a brief overview of the aims of the LEADER II Community Initiative and its strategic context in Scotland. It then describes key features of the Programme's organisation and operations. 

2.2
THE LOWLAND SCOTLAND LEADER II PROGRAMME

2.2.1 General Overview of LEADER II 

The LEADER II Programme was one of the European Community’s principal initiatives to encourage community-based rural development. Following LEADER I, it acted as a complementary initiative to Objective 1 and 5b Programmes, by focusing resources on locally delivered action plans and projects. LEADER II operated from 1995 to 1999.

The principal aims of the Programme were to support activities that were innovative, demonstrative and transferable. The other key element of LEADER II was the requirement for a devolved local decision-making process through Local Action Groups (LAG). LAGs, therefore, provided the operational basis for the implementation and management of activity within a prescribed Programme structure of three Measures and six sub-Measures, with predetermined financial allocations that included contributions from the three main EU Structural Funds: ERDF, ESF and EAGGF. 

Projects had to demonstrate that they met the key characteristics of LEADER II, not only at the level of their LAG area but preferably within the Scottish and European context. The promotion of transnational co-operation between LAGs in different Member States was of particular relevance to the Programme.

2.2.2
The Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme

In line with the Community Initiative's objectives, the overall aim of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme was to promote rural development and prioritise activities that met the distinctive LEADER II criteria of being innovative, demonstrable and transferable. Its overall strategic goal was:

‘to utilise LEADER II assistance toward developing a prosperous and sustainable rural economy in Scotland’ (Operational Programme).

Scottish Enterprise (SE) was the implementing authority of LEADER II and the Global Grant holder. The day to day management and delivery of the Programme was, however, devolved to five LAGs, with one in each of the Objective 5b Areas of Scotland in:

· North & West Grampian;

· Upland Tayside;

· Rural Stirling;

· Scottish Borders; and

· Dumfries and Galloway.

Each LAG was chaired by the relevant Local Enterprise Company (LEC), which provided financial management and administrative support to the local group. 

The Lowland Scotland Programme was launched in November 1995 and last projects approved in December 1999. Project activity continued into 2000/2001, with final payments being made in Spring 2001.

2.2.3 Programme Management and Operation

The Programme was implemented through a two-tier structure comprising the Programme Monitoring Committee (PMC) and the LAGs.

SE provided administrative support for the PMC and was responsible for managing the Programme's operational and financial procedures, such as the Global Grant. The LECs provided secretariat functions to their LAGs, chaired the meetings and oversaw their financial and operational management. This delivery structure, LAGs embedded in the SE-network operations, was regarded by Europe as a particularly innovative form of delivering LEADER II, according to the representative of DG-Agri.

THE PROGRAMME MONITORING COMMITTEE

SE was the designated Intermediary Body for LEADER II and managed LEADER II on behalf of The Scottish Office/Scottish Executive (the Implementing Authority) and was, in effect, responsible for its delivery. The structure and composition of the PMC, and the composition of LAG membership, were proposed by SE and agreed at the first PMC meeting in November 1995.

The PMC consisted of SE as Chair, one representative of each of the three European Commission directorates involved in LEADER II (DG VI, DGXVI, and  DGV), and two representatives of each of the LAG regions. The PMC membership also incorporated a number of observers, such as The Scottish Office/Scottish Executive and each LAG co-ordinator. 

The key role of the PMC was to ensure the Programme's compliance with the regulatory framework and its Measures, and with other Community policies. In more practical terms, the PMC had to monitor the effective implementation of the Measures and provided technical assistance. It further proposed the allocation of additional resources, such as the Community Reserve and annual indexation monies, and the re-allocation of resources between LAGs and Measures. 

The PMC was also responsible for co-ordinating evaluations (Initial Review, Interim and Final Evaluations were undertaken), publicity and promotional activities. Finally, the PMC initiated and commented on Annual Reports (four Annual Reports were prepared) and reported back to the European Commission.

Membership on the PMC was fairly consistent over time, although some changes occurred due to local government reform and a change in the designation of the Scottish Office/Scottish Executive representative from core member to PMC observer.

The PMC met twice a year, on average, to review the Programme's progress against financial and output targets, and to discuss evolving issues such as financial resources, networking and monitoring. There were eight PMC meetings throughout the Programme period.

THE LAGS

The LAGs represented one of the key elements of the Programme by facilitating the community based decision-making process. Its main function was to manage LEADER II locally and to approve project applications, based on robust appraisal and scoring mechanisms for ERDF, EAGGF and ESF project applications.  It was the LAGs' responsibility to ensure that approved projects were compatible with the objectives of the Programme and that they complied with all relevant EC Directives and Regulations.  The LAG reported to the PMC with respect to approved project applications and their overall activities and performance. 

The membership of LAGs was proposed by SE and included, typically, representatives from the LEC (as chair), Local Authority/ies, Area Tourist Board, Voluntary Sector, and from other sectors, such as Chamber of Commerce, Forestry Commission and agricultural organisations.

Although all LAGs were unified under the SE delivery structure, LAGs developed their own local arrangements for delivery.  In Dumfries & Galloway, the LAG was set up as an company, Groundbase Ltd., whereas in NW Grampian and Upland Tayside, certain aspects of LEADER II delivery and project management were contracted out to other organisations. Rural Stirling and Scottish Borders operated through their LAG co-ordinators and animateurs.

Usually, LAG meetings were held on a six to twelve weekly basis to assess and approve project applications. The operation of LAGs was guided by Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure produced by SE, which established a uniform approach throughout Lowland Scotland to help ensure consistency and transparency in the approval processes. A 'Guide to LEADER Administration' was also produced to provide consistent guidance to LAG Co-ordinators and LAG members on all aspects of programme delivery.

In Scotland, in accordance with the principal of subsidiarity, LAGs had devolved responsibility for project selection, approval and the financial and administrative management of their local Programme, with certain procedures (project selection criteria, project approval etc) facilitated by SE in the form of guidance and technical assistance.

Each LAG had to operate according to the same general principles of project selection. These had to be based on the three key features of the LEADER II Community Initiative, such as the innovative character of a project in its local context, its demonstrable capacities, and its capacity to serve as a transferable model.

NETWORKS

Networking between LAGs on a regional, national and European basis was an integral element of LEADER II. Sharing of information and experience were regarded as essential elements to foster innovative thought and to facilitate transfer of good practice.  The LAGs had access to three networks, the European Rural Observatory for Innovation and Development, the UK and the Scottish networks. Networking was largely co-ordinated at the level of LAG secretariats. 

Although networking at the UK national level only started in late 1998, because of delays in establishing a UK-LEADER II Network, it was therefore not extensively used. Lowland Scotland LAGs benefited most from networking at the pan-Scottish level, between themselves and with LAGs from the Highlands and Islands Objective 1 region. This 'regional' networking was not directly supported by the EU, but evolved organically during 1996. By 1998, a formal Scottish LEADER Network (with Committee) had been established to act on behalf of all 14 Scottish LAGs.

The pro-active use of the European Observatory and attendance of European network activities was relatively limited. Scottish LAGs benefited, however, from the Observatories' communication initiatives.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

From its start in 1995, the implementation of LEADER II was accompanied by the adoption of a monitoring framework based on the SE Network's Output Monitoring Framework (OMF).  The framework included a set of activity, output and impact indicators, which were applied by each of the five LAGs. LAGs were responsible for ensuring that each applicant would refer to the indicators in their application and, in the case of success, continue to monitor outcomes throughout the project period. 

Projects were required to submit quarterly project reports to the LAG, and these were aggregated and submitted to SE in the form of quarterly monitoring reports. These were to provide the detail of progress across activity and output measures, broken down by Programme sub-Measures. On the basis of this information, SE submitted regular progress reports to the PMC (as well as to relevant Objective 5b PMCs) reflecting financial and output achievement levels. Annual Reports were a further means to reflect on progress.

The monitoring framework was developed into an electronic project management system for use by all LAG Secretariats. This included both common and locally specific indicators. The use of the system varied between LAGs, as some were more able than others to use the system to its full capacity.

In addition to the mid-term and final evaluation, an Initial Review of the Programme was commissioned by SE to ensure that the administration and monitoring arrangements for the Programme were properly established.  The Interim Evaluation was carried out by external evaluators in 1998 and concluded that the Lowland Scotland Programme was fully committed to its annual allocation level at the time, and that this represented a considerable achievement and effort by a great number of people. The single most pressing problem facing LAGs was identified as the lack of public sector match funding at that time.

SE support to LAGs was substantial and manifested itself not only through the administration of the Global Grant and the early provision of an electronic monitoring system, but also through pro-active initiation of practical guidance. This included the ‘Guide to Administration', as well as through thorough and comprehensive analysis of current progress and Programme developments. These were regularly documented in clear and informative PMC reports and accompanying papers.

COMPLEMENTARITY AND MAINSTREAMING ACTIVITIES

Contact and exchange between the LEADER II PMC and the Objective 5b PMCs existed from the start of the Programme, to facilitate complementarity. At the midpoint of the Programme, however, ‘Complementarity’ and ‘Mainstreaming’ became regular LEADER II PMC agenda items. This was also perceived as helpful in terms of facilitating the transfer of LEADER II actions and achieving objectives such as innovation. 

In this context, one particular feature of the Interim Evaluation in 1998 was to identify good practice examples. In addition best practice examples were presented in every Annual Report of the Programme. Towards the end of LEADER II, workshops with a wide range of stakeholders, were held to gather experience from LAGs with regard to the future LEADER + and other Programmes, and to assess issues of sustainability for the LAGs beyond LEADER II. In a statement given in early 1999, a representative from DG V commented that ‘Scottish partners were undertaking as much work as could be reasonably expected to help influence the shape for LEADER +’.

3
FINANCIAL AND OUTPUT ACHIEVEMENTS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This Chapter first provides an overview of the financial structures, budgets and developments throughout the Programme period. It then reviews the development outcomes of the Programme. More detailed analyses for both aspects, and the individual reviews of the five LAG regions, are contained in Appendices A, B and C.

3.2
FINANCIAL ACHIEVEMENTS

3.2.1 Funding Structures and Initial Budget

THE GLOBAL GRANT

In August 1995, the European Commission established a Global Grant arrangement with SE to manage the Programme, which set out responsibilities and financial details. The Global Grant was eventually agreed as a single commitment of funds to the Programme for the period 1995-1999. SE was the recipient of this, where the grant was accessed in three tranches. It was also based on retrospective funding, that is successful applicants submitted claims of defrayed expenditure to their LAG Secretariats, which in turn submitted aggregated claims to SE on a quarterly basis. Payment to LECs followed once SE approved the claims according to the respective Business Plan and annual financial tables.

The Global Grant is widely perceived as having been a very positive development, by most of those with a role in Programme management and administration. It enabled a quick response, and locally based payment mechanisms, as LAGs were able to bankroll LEADER II monies, and thereby facilitate direct and quick payment to successful project applicants.

THE LEADER II BUDGET
Table 3.1 shows the initial allocation of funds for the Programme. 

	Table 3.1: Financial Table by Measure and Source 1994-1999 (£000s)1,2

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	A
	176
	176
	86
	72
	14
	0
	90
	0

	B
	16,653
	11,431
	5,652
	3,805
	579
	1,267
	5,780
	5,222

	C
	582
	555
	271
	190
	54
	27
	283
	37

	Total
	17,412
	12,164
	6,010
	4,067
	648
	1,294
	6,154
	5,249


1 Source: LEADER II Operational Programme 

2 Converted to £s using £1=1.4 ECU. 

In 1995, the European Commission agreed the total Programme costs of £17,412,000. The budget included EU Structural Fund allocations of £6 million, as well as national and private sector contributions of similar amounts. 

The Programme was divided into three main Measures: Measure A, Acquisition of Skills; Measure B, Rural Innovation Programmes; and Measure C, Trans-national Co-operation. Measure B was by far the largest in terms of resource allocation within the Programme, with 96% of total budget resources allocated against its six sub-Measures. Minor financial targets were set for Measure A (1%) and Measure C (3%). 

With almost a third of its budget being allocated to the private sector, LEADER II had a higher target set for attracting private sector contributions than any other comparable EU Programme at the time.  In terms of EU-funding, ERDF played the most dominant role, representing 68% of all EU-monies allocated to the Programme. ESF contributions were relatively small, at 10%, with a comparatively large share accounted for by the EAGGF (21%), reflecting the rural context of LEADER II.

Project activity in Lowland Scotland started in 1995 and continued relatively steadily throughout the following four years, with an average of £1 million of EU funds spent annually. During the last year or so, effectively 2000 until spring 2001, expenditure rose to £2 million due to projects claiming final payments, and to the final year efforts to commit available budgets. 

3.2.2 Additional Financial Allocations During the Programme Period

During the period of LEADER II operations, the PMC made a number of decisions in respect of the budgets allocated to Measures and LAGs. These reflected the need to allocate Community Initiative Reserves, Indexation Monies and accrued interest from the Global Grant, as well as the re-allocations of EU-funds between Measures and LAGs in light of differential progress. There was also an additional budget line, Measure D, introduced in the official financial tables in 1998 to allow for evaluation activity to be conducted and co-funded by SE.

Re-allocations of funds between individual Measures, or so-called virements, had the main purpose of enabling LAGs to respond positively to changing and developing funding requirements in their local areas. The PMC agreed for a number of LAGs to reduce the budgets allocated to Measures A and C to the benefit of Measure B, a trend that continued until the end of the Programme. 

According to the Annual Report of 1998, the PMC proposed budget changes to the European Commission in January 1998. The Commission, however, did not approve the revised financial tables until May 1999, 16 months after their submission. The allocation of the Community Initiative Reserves and indexation monies went exclusively to Measure B and added considerably to the resources available to the more successful LAGs. The late approval of the new budgets, however, put considerable pressure on these LAGs to meet their increased financial targets by the December 1999 completion date deadline. 

The final LEADER II budget was agreed by the PMC in December 1999 and included the following financial allocations:

	Table 3.2: Final Financial Budget by Measure and Source 1994-1999 (£000s)1

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	A
	119
	119
	61
	54
	6
	0
	58
	0

	B
	19,151
	14,178
	6,992
	5,113
	623
	1,256
	7,186
	4,973

	C
	212
	186
	93
	85
	0
	8
	93
	26

	D
	98
	98
	49
	49
	0
	0
	49
	0

	Total
	19,580
	14,581
	7,195
	5,301
	629
	1,264
	7,386
	4,999


1 Source PMC reports

The Community Initiative Reserves and Indexation Monies increased the overall nominal value of the EU-Fund allocation by £1,186,000. This amount was allocated to Measure B and, to a much lesser extent, to set up Measure D. 

Because of these allocations and Programme virements, Measure B increased its allocation of Structural Funds by £1,340,000. At the same time, Measure C experienced a reduction of 66% and Measure A was cut by 29%. 

3.2.3 Total Programme Spend (2000/2001)

At the end of LEADER II project activity, in Spring 2001, the Programme had spent 89% (or £6.4 million) of its overall final EU-Funds budget. This represents a total under-spend of £797,198 against its final 1999 budget. Compared with the original budget of 1995, however, the Programme over-spent its original allocations by 7%. 

The final Annual Report in 1999 still reported an overall Programme commitment level of 97%. This level could not be sustained, which was partly due to projects under-spending and project being withdrawn.

	Table 3.3: Financial EU Allocations and Spend Over the Programme Period (1995-1999)1 (in £)

	Measure
	Initial Allocation in 1995

(a)
	Final Budgets after final

Virements

13/12/99

(b)
	Actual Programme Spend

(2000/2001)

(c)
	Actual Spend against Initial Budget

(c)/(a)
	Actual Spend against Final Budget

(c)/(b)

	A
	86,888
	60,668
	23,254
	27%
	38%

	B
	5,581,261
	6,957,744
	6,233,100
	112%
	90%

	C
	271,530
	110,142
	97,961
	36%
	89%

	D
	0
	49,090
	26,131
	-
	53%

	Total
	5,939,679
	7,177,644
	6,380,446
	107%
	89%


Looking at Measure B first, Table 3.3 shows that due mainly to substantial increases in resources through re-allocations, as described earlier, Measure B did not meet its final expenditure target and achieved a 10% under-spend.

With regard to Measure A, and C, Programme spend was well below target, despite earlier reductions in budgets through virements. A particularly large under-spend was achieved for Measure A, with only 38% of its significantly reduced final budget being spent. Similarly, Measure C, which was also reduced in scale substantially, only achieved 89%.  This was equivalent to 36% of its original allocation. A major reason for this relatively low rates of expenditure was difficulties in finding match-funding for capacity building and transnational co-operation.

Finally, Measure D spent 53% of its overall EU-allocation, because of technical difficulties regarding the ability to commit resources towards the Final Evaluation of the Programme at December 1999.

	Table 3.4: Overall Spend by  Source per LAG1994-1999  (£'000s)

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	 Grampian 
	5,007
	3,589
	1,520
	1,124
	159
	237
	2,069
	1,418

	 Tayside 
	2,827
	2,113
	913
	696
	66
	151
	1,201
	713

	 Stirling 
	1,315
	1,126
	351
	263
	41
	47
	775
	189

	 Borders 
	3,055
	2,098
	951
	594
	82
	276
	1,148
	956

	 Dumfries 
	17,218
	6,856
	2,620
	1,959
	212
	449
	4,236
	10,362

	 SE 
	52
	52
	26
	26
	-
	-
	26
	-

	Total 
	29,473
	15,834
	6,380
	4,662
	560
	1,158
	9,454
	13,639


As shown in Table 3.4, the overall expenditure profile of the Programme exceeded its original and final budget expectations with regard to the 'National' and 'Private Sector' contributions. It attracted a total of £9.5 million in national resources (54% more than expected in 1995) and £13.6 million of private sector contributions (160% more than expected in 1995). Interestingly, 76% of all private sector contributions were generated by Lowland Scotland's largest region,  Dumfries and Galloway.

	Table 3.5: Original, Final Budgets and Spend Per LAG  ( £)

	
	Original Budget (1995)

(a)
	Final Budget (1999)

(b)
	Spend (2001)

(c)
	Spend against Initial Budget

(c)/(a)
	Spend against Final Budget

(c)/(b)

	Grampian
	1,642,892
	1,854,500
	1,519,701
	93%
	82%

	Tayside
	798,602
	1,001,823
	912,568
	114%
	91%

	Stirling
	254,532
	407,872
	351,137
	138%
	86%

	Borders
	1,263,762
	1,244,164
	950,717
	75%
	76%

	Dumfries
	1,979,891
	2,620,195
	2,620,195
	132%
	100%

	Total 
	5,939,679
	7,128,554
	6,354,318
	107%
	89%


NW Grampian, the second largest LAG in terms of financial allocation, spent nearly one quarter of all EU-funds (£1,519,701). The region did not succeed in spending all of its original, nor its final budget allocations, with final underspend of 18% (£334,799). 277 projects were funded with the most 'popular' sub-Measure being B3 (Rural Tourism). There was a relatively even distribution of spend for the remaining sub-Measures of the Regional Innovation Programme (Measure B). Spending and project activity in Measure C was relatively good in comparison to many other LAGs. Measure A, however, did not spend any of its allocation.

Upland Tayside remained most closely to its anticipated share of overall Programme spending and was responsible for 14% of all Programme spend (£912,568).  In total 98 projects were supported by LEADER II. Upland Tayside experienced a considerable increase in demand for LEADER II resources and received a 25% increase of its EU-budget via the additional allocation of Community Reserves and Indexation monies, which could not be entirely spent. The final budget was underspent by 9% (£89,255).

Although its most prominent measure was B4 (SMEs and local services), Upland Tayside had relatively even spend across all sub-Measures. A particularly higher than expected demand was experienced for sub-Measure B6 (Environment & living conditions). Spend under Measure A and Measure C were small with only one project support under each. 

Rural Stirling was the region with, by far, the smallest budget. Its 4% share of the Programme’s total EU contribution did increase to 6% over the Programme period. 

Rural Stirling’s initial budget was increased by 62% via re-allocations and additional resources in 1999. With 51 projects supported, the LAG's major spend occurred  under measure B1 (Technical Support), followed by an unexpected demand in B6 (Environment & living conditions). Overall, it achieved spend of 86% of its final budget (£351,138).

Scottish Borders was originally allocated a 21% share of the EU budget, but could not spend all of its initial budget allocation. It returned 25% of its allocated EU-Funds (£293,447).  

Although under-performing in most of its Measures, Scottish Borders was particularly successful in funding projects under B6 (Environment and living conditions), which was responsible for 27% of its total EU- udget spend. It was also successful in setting up grant schemes, thereby funding 184 projects in its region. 

Scottish Borders did not receive any additional resources via Community Reserves or Indexation Monies. At the end of the Programme, project activity  had absorbed 15% of the overall Programme EU allocation (£950,717).
Dumfries & Galloway, was the largest budget holder in the Programme and spent 41% of the total EU funds. In terms of total project costs, which include national and private sector contributions, Dumfries & Galloway spent 58% of all Programme resources. 

The final allocation of £2.6 million in EU-Funds was fully exhausted by expenditure mainly in sub-Measures B3 (Tourism), B4 (Small SMEs) and B1 (Technical Support), which absorbed 76% of Dumfries & Galloway’s EU resources. The region was instrumental in achieving very high private sector contributions, which amounted to 78% of the total Programme private sector budget target.

3.3
OUTPUT ACHIEVEMENTS

3.3.1 Programme Output Targets and Achievements

LEADER II utilised a comprehensive range of indicators, with a series presented for each sub-Measure. These performance indicators were primarily indicators of intermediate and final economic outcomes such as increased employment, turnover, private sector leverage and tourist expenditure. Standard ESF positive outcome indicators were also used. A number of other, less quantifiable, indicators were presented including improved capacity to stimulate and support economic development, improved public awareness of LEADER II, and the development and transfer of innovative ideas. 

For the purposes of overview, the PMC identified five ‘Headline’ indicators, see Table 3.6. Following the Interim Evaluation of the Programme in 1998, these were adjusted downward to reflect more realistic targets based on the findings of that study. 

	Table 3.5:  Original & Final Targets and Reported Achievements of Headline Indicators1

	Headline indicators
	Targets 1996
	Targets 1998
	Reported 2001
	% of Final 

	No projects/schemes assisted
	1,200
	960
	1,258
	131%

	No new jobs created
	1,620
	1,360
	1,118
	82%

	No new businesses assisted
	190
	186
	93
	50%

	No individuals supported through training activity
	890
	1,500
	2,247
	150%

	No cultural and community events assisted
	100
	94
	109
	110%


1 Source: Aggregation of Annual Reports and LAG Project Data

Based on the results of the LEADER II Interim Evaluation in 1998, all headline indicators were reduced. The main exception was the training indicator, which was increased by 68% of its original target. Reductions varied from substantial cuts like 20%, in the case of ‘number of projects and schemes assisted’, to minor adjustments of 2% for ‘number of cultural and community events assisted’. As the above table shows, however, in most cases, these cuts were unnecessary, as final achievements exceeded the original target estimates.

The actual Programme output achievements, based on LAG project data, demonstrate variable success, with substantial over-achievements in ‘number of individuals supported through training activity’ (2,247, 50% more than anticipated) and ‘number of projects and schemes assisted’ (1,258, 31% more than expected). In the context of overall Programme spend, the average total project costs were £23,387 with a £5,071 EU Fund contribution.

Final claims indicate that LEADER II created 1,118 new jobs in Lowland Scotland, which represents 82% of its final target. This is in gross terms, before any allowance for deadweight, displacement, supplier linkages and income multipliers. Put in context with the overall Programme spend of £29,421,000 (including private sector contributions), each gross job cost £26,315 (£14,139 per job in terms of all public expenditure; and £5,706 per job in terms of EU-expenditure).

With regard to the number of cultural and community events assisted, the Programme achieved its final target with 109 events (110% of its final target). Seen within the perspective of five years of Programme implementation time, and five LEADER II regions, the average number of events per region amounted to four events per year. 

The least successful headline indicator was 'new businesses assisted', with a 50% achievement rate against its final target. Assistance to 93 new businesses was reported during five years of LEADER II activity, against an indicative target of 186. Final targets had been established after a consultation and planning process, less than two years before Programme completion, but failed to be realistic estimates.

Despite the availability of the electronic monitoring framework, LAGs varied in the precision, consistency and transparency of monitoring LEADER II activities. Although comprehensive guidance material was issued regarding the definition and measurement of indicators, few pursued its active application. In many cases, this resulted in a lack of performance data, and/or a lack of precision of recorded monitoring records (i.e. non-coherent counts regarding 'number of projects assisted'). 
Furthermore, the project survey undertaken by this Evaluation could not fully substantiate the claimed job impacts and other outcomes, although the perception of the general, overall impact of LEADER II was good. This might partly reflect the timing of this exercise as survey respondents might have found it difficult to attribute jobs and increased sales to a LEADER II project, which took place some years ago. It may also reflect that the full range of project outcomes was not identified on project application forms, and thus not claimed nor monitored. It may also reflect that immediate project achievements might not have been sustained. 

In most LAGs, true and comprehensive monitoring was relatively rare, and in many cases the only indicator recorded was 'projects assisted'. In addition, in a number of LAGs monitoring ceased with the completion date of the Programme, although payment claims were still processed until Spring 2001. This indicates a certain lack of project aftercare. 

Overall, it is therefore difficult to gauge the actual performance of LEADER II in most LAG areas and to confirm the validity of LAG data.

3.4
CONCLUSION
The Programme performed very well against its original financial targets and exceeded expectations with regard to its potential to attract national and private sector monies. The additional Community Initiative Reserves and Indexation Monies, however, could not be completely absorbed. This was due mainly to time restrictions caused by the late approval of final budget lines in relation to the completion deadline of the Programme. This meant that only a third of its additional resources were used, leaving £797,198 unspent.

According to LAG information, the Programme was also successful in achieving the majority of its key Headline Indicators, with only one under-achievement in the area of new business start-ups. The Programme was particularly successful in delivering training to people, more than 2.5 times more people trained than originally expected, despite early concerns regarding the use of ESF monies. 

Monitoring procedures were based on the SE-OMF framework, which established a common reference point and provided a good tool for the collection and use of activity, output and impact data. The more detailed and Measure based analysis of output achievements in Annex B shows, however, that LAGs used the framework only to record activity and impact indicators, and did not provide much feedback on the output indicators. The analysis of LAG data also suggests that monitoring activities have been applied less than rigorously. 

4 
LEADER'S SPECIFIC SEVEN FEATURES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This Chapter reviews the main findings for each of the seven specific LEADER II themes, based on all aspects of the study fieldwork. Face to face consultations were held with LAG representatives of all five LEADER II regions and with strategic organisations, such as Scottish Enterprise and the Scottish Executive. The discussion also incorporates the findings from a sample survey of LEADER II projects.

4.2
THE AREA BASED APPROACH
4.2.1 Introduction

The Area Based Approach reflected LEADER's objective of focusing support on defined rural, territorial units. The definition of a territorial unit included aspects of homogeneity, internal social cohesion, common history and tradition and a common feeling of identity. According to the Notice to Member States, a delineated LEADER II area should had less than 100,000 inhabitants.

The rationale underlying the Area Based Approach was to provide an area specific focus on an area's development needs and opportunities, and to develop its indigenous potential to facilitate sustainable development.

4.2.2
Findings

All five LEADER areas in the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme covered the same geographic areas that were designated as eligible for Objective 5b Programme status. The LEADER II areas were, therefore, defined within the existing Objective 5b parameters, although it was agreed that in Dumfries and Galloway the town of Dumfries would be excluded, having a population of approx. 30,000. Its main differentiation from the 5b Programme was embedded in the seven LEADER themes and in particular by its delivery structures such as the LAG, the increased focus on community based developments, the innovative character and the smaller size of actions. 

The size of each individual LAG area varied considerably with Rural Stirling encompassing a population size of only 17,000 and, at the other end of the scale, the two areas of Dumfries & Galloway and North & West Grampian featuring a population of around 149,000. In all areas, LAGs applied LEADER II funding in a dispersed way, mainly to ensure equal access and opportunity, acknowledging at the same time, however, that bigger and more pro-active settlements and communities benefited to a larger extent from this approach. 

The majority of consultees felt that the most important factor that led to LEADER's success was their area's community cohesion and the strong identity of the local community within their area. Having said this, most expressed disappointment that certain rural areas in need of development were not included in the designated area, leading to the opinion that LEADER II areas were inappropriately drawn. 

The territorial approach was regarded as most effective in improving community cohesion and in building cohesive partnerships whilst using the institutional and human resources within the regions to a large extent. Most consultees felt also that they are now in a better position to identify local problems and needs than before and that the territorial approach equipped people to gain a stronger sense of belonging.

In contrast, other consultees were of the view that the scale of regions was too large in relation to the scale of budgets available to support interventions. This, and a reported reluctance to target specific parts of LEADER II regions meant that resources were spread quite thinly. This was felt as being a barrier to achieving substantial and lasting benefits from the Programme. 
4.2.3 Conclusions

In many ways, the territorial approach proved to be a successful LEADER II feature. There was a strong view across Lowland Scotland LAGs that it facilitated the improvement of regional cohesion and partnership and helped, to some extent, to develop the regions' indigenous resources. To some extent this might simply reflect that many organisations represented on the LAGs, such as LECs and local authorities, had a development remit which extended across their respective LEADER II areas.

There was, however, a strong perception also that the boundaries often excluded 'deserving' rural areas and communities bordering those designated as eligible for LEADER II support. Despite a Programme management mechanism in place to overcome these difficulties, the LEADER II Regulation that allows 10% of LEADER funds to be spend outside the designated areas, this option was not accessed by SE nor understood by the LAGs. The main explanation for not accessing the 10% rule, was that LEADER II budgets were too small to spread them even further than the designated area. 

Conversely, there was also a view that the wide area focus, in relation to relatively small budgets, meant that the available funds were dispersed too widely. A more spatially targeted or thematically focused approach might have improved the integrative character of the Programme in terms of multi-sectoral initiatives and multi-measure/multi-fund integration.

We tend towards the latter view, and suggest that particularly in the larger LAG areas, such as Dumfries and Galloway, there may have been some merit in more focused spatial targeting.  

4.3
THE BOTTOM-UP APPROACH

4.3.1 Introduction 

The bottom-up approach aimed to facilitate local participation in decision-making by including representatives of public and private institutions, local interest groups as well as the public at large.

Closely related to the area based theme of LEADER II, the bottom-up approach sought to contribute to capacity building of all local stakeholders of a relatively small area, so that participatory decision-making structures could effectively influence and improve relevant local policies and interrelationships.

As commented by the European Observatory

'Adopting the bottom up approach implies empowerment at the local level in relation to the other levels of governance. It can bring about an increased effectiveness and flexibility in rural development, decentralisation and a higher degree of consensus at the local level'. (Assessing the added value of the LEADER approach, Dossier Nr 4, LEADER European Observatory).

4.3.2
Findings 

The bottom-up approach was widely regarded as a useful model for good practice as it was seen to improve communication and the exchange of ideas between statutory bodies and the wider local community.  LEADER II stimulated and increased the level of awareness of the bottom-up approach and often facilitated the first steps towards a better understanding on the part of the local community, but equally so of statutory bodies. Few bodies had expended much prior effort on this approach to rural development, although subsequently it was given further impetus by the Scottish Executive, through initiatives such as Rural Partnerships.

The increased awareness and frequency of dialogue promoted by LEADER II was very noticeable in the way LAG memberships broadened over time. According to many consultees, more community based groups were invited to join LAGs during the later years as awareness of the potential benefits of the bottom up approach increased. Many consultees admitted to have learned a great deal from the communities' more direct involvement, and statutory agencies saw this learning process as having been helpful in the development and implementation of other initiatives.

The composition of the LAGs, as explained in more detail in Section 4.4, and the overall LEADER II implementation process, however, meant that the Programme did not fully satisfy most members' expectations. This was particularly so regarding an effective involvement of the community and voluntary sectors in decision making processes. Driven by time constraints, set budgets and EU-regulations it was often felt that LEADER II should have anticipated more realistically how much time and resources were actually needed to involve local communities and their representative bodies more fully, and to encourage a more holistic bottom-up approach to the Programme. 

The detailed decision making processes, such as the approval of project applications, networking, and financial programme management issues were often exclusively dealt with by LAG members representing statutory agencies, mainly the LECs and local authorities. This had the effect that LEADER II, and the LAGs in particular, were regarded by some as institutionally led mechanisms only working towards a bottom-up approach and not actually implementing it fully. 

More transparency regarding LAG decision making processes, and more and better knowledge transfer between the statutory and community LAG members about LEADER II, were often expressed as areas in which the Programme's operations could have been improved. 

However, the most crucial barrier of the process was seen in a lack of match-funding for capacity building initiatives and active participation on LAGs. This difficulty is also reflected in the low financial spend of Measure A.

From the perspective of the local authorities and LECs, however, the restricted timescale of the Programme often prohibited a wider involvement of the local community. A smaller LAG, involving only a limited amount of key organisations  with match-funding capacities, enabled the Programme to be managed more efficiently, albeit at the cost of reducing community participation and capacity building initiatives. Young people, environmental groups and women groups were absent in most LAGs. 

An apparent contradiction between the area based and bottom up approach was also highlighted. This again reflected the extent of area coverage afforded by LEADER II and the difficulty of finding an appropriate balance between community representation and maintaining a LAG membership at levels that facilitated efficient and effective Programme management.

4.3.3 Conclusions 

The main success of the bottom-up approach of LEADER II was that it raised the overall awareness of the potential benefits from engaging community oriented decision-making structures. LEADER II in Lowland Scotland contributed significantly to improved communication between public and community-based local actors, which led to a better understanding of each others' approaches and improved the identification of local needs in all LAG areas.

Key solutions to overcome remaining obstacles, such as exclusion from the core decision making processes, were seen in the development of more meaningful communication, wider promotion of LEADER II processes and objectives, and increased participation levels of community representatives on the LAG.  Better and wider consultation and participation mechanisms, and the availability of more time and finance, would allow for a more effective capacity building process to take place. 

In the context of a bottom-up approach, it was also argued that LEADER should be less dominated by economically driven output targets and objectives to allow, in a legitimate way, more resources to be expended on capacity-building activities, which might not be targeted at core Programme performance indicators.

The experiences in trying to implement the bottom-up approach in LEADER II should be seen in context of its own innovative character. Apart from Dumfries & Galloway, which benefited from LEADER I, the inclusion of the community sector in an economic development programme was new to all regions. One of the main lessons learnt for any future community-based programme should be that meaningful community participation requires more time and resources, match funding resources in particular than was provided under LEADER II.

4.4 THE LOCAL PARTNERSHIP

4.4.1 Introduction
The central role of LAGs was a key strategic feature of the LEADER II approach. Each LAG's membership was supposed to be representative of its local area, should have been able to reach decisions on a democratic basis and should have been empowered to make autonomous funding decisions.

To achieve a holistic and multi-sectoral perspective toward the diversification of the rural economy, LEADER II anticipated a wide representation of local interest groups within each LAG. The objective of the membership was to stimulate local initiatives and to identify new development opportunities based on local knowledge and influence of its members.

4.4.2
Findings 

All LAGs reported good and consistent participation of the members of the local partnership. As mentioned previously, LAGs were deliberately kept small in size to enable a quick and efficient implementation of LEADER II. 

At the outset of the Programme, SE proposed the composition of LAGs with the intention of securing good representation of the local agency structure, including the private and community sectors albeit to lesser extents. The majority of consulted LAG members agreed that their LAG was a fairly good representation of local circumstances, whilst commenting that in any future programmes community representation should be increased from the outset. Overall satisfaction with the management and representation of the LAG was also a conclusion of the survey of LEADER II projects.

While the LEC was in charge of all secretariat and financial functions of the LAGs, delivery details varied across Lowland Scotland. In some cases, project development and other support was sub-contracted to other organisations, in which case LAG members often felt slightly removed from LEADER II and regarded the LAG as only a decision making body rather than a local partnership. Other LAGs, with more immediate involvement in project initiation and development, often reported that the added value of the partnership was very evident and lasting through this practical involvement in all aspects of the LAG's operations. In addition, all LEADER II regions had a local LEADER II co-ordinator/animateur working with local interest groups.

All consulted LAG members agreed that there was a significant degree of autonomy in decision making, particularly with regard to project selection. In terms of influencing other current funding regimes and/or organisations, it was felt that LEADER II gained some degree of recognition due to its project appraisal process and LAG decision-making structures. LEADER II approval often carried a certain quality assurance or seal of approval for successful project applications to other bodies. 
The local partnership approach particularly facilitated improved cross-agency working. Added value was often recognised in the emergence of more community and collective initiatives, particularly those that would not otherwise have been progressed.

The complexity of the LEADER II budget, three funds, three Measures, and six sub-Measures, was often seen as restrictive. At the same time, however, it was exactly this challenge which brought the local partnerships together and enabled each LAG member to gain more capacity through a higher level of awareness of different funding schemes, local demand and local players. 

No negative effects of partnership working were identified. However, when asked about the sustainability of their LAG, most consulted LAG members admitted that their local partnership only existed as long as LEADER II funds lasted. Whilst most LEADER II areas submitted bids under LEADER +, and LAGs were usually pro-actively involved in formulating a LEADER + bid, all local partnerships were dissolved at the completion date in December 1999 or shortly after. To some extent this reflected also the introduction of new partnerships under Scottish Executive-led initiatives, such as Local Economic Forums and Rural Partnerships.
The main barriers to effective partnership working under LEADER II were usually connected with the difficulties of managing complex EU-regulations and eligibility criteria, which were often perceived as too restrictive. Finding match funding and a overly heavy focus on economic outputs were identified as additional constraints.

The results of the project survey confirmed a high degree of satisfaction with the bottom up approach, in as far as most applicants perceived the LAG to be a good delivery mechanism for LEADER II and that they felt well represented on the LAG.  Although EU-procedures, particularly with regard to claims, were regarded as too complicated, everybody surveyed thought it was a worthwhile process and that they would seek access to LEADER funding again. 

4.4.3 Conclusions 

The local partnership approach in Lowland Scotland benefited from a well organised LEC network structure which initiated and supported the five LAGs. At the time LEADER II commenced, community involvement in economic development programmes was an innovative feature in its own right and the process in the Lowland Scotland Programme reflected this. Partnership processes, however, would have benefited from more time and a different set of financial resources to grow in a more bottom-up fashion, and to enable more meaningful and empowered involvement. 

Kept small and economically efficient, LAGs did not represent the local community as well as they might have, although participative processes and community involvement improved during the last two years of LEADER II.  

The capacity building objective, as a stepping stone towards the development of a democratic local partnership, was usually more readily associated with the actual implementation of projects, rather than the capacity of LAG members to fully participate in the decision making process. In this latter respect, LEADER II had only limited success by providing limited access to the core processes. Inputting to the approval of project applications was usually the only role given to all LAG members in a democratic manner. Despite community representation on the LAG, it was only rarely apparent that community sector representatives were involved in project selection or scoring processes, and financial information and networking activities were usually only discussed and made available to LAG members from the public sector. 

Having said all this, the local partnership approach under LEADER II can still be seen as a success, particularly in establishing and starting the dialogue between the various stakeholders. This experience can now be used to build upon and expand local partnership between a variety of local actors.

4.5
THE INNOVATIVE CHARACTER OF ACTIONS

4.5.1 Introduction
One of LEADER's central objectives was the support of innovative actions, which lend themselves to transfer to other regions. In this respect, networking and transnational co-operation become closely related aspects to the Innovation approach of LEADER II. 

The definition and concept of innovation in LEADER II had, deliberately, been a broad one. This was to acknowledge the various facets innovation might have, ranging from themes such as high tech developments to adapting traditional processes to modern techniques, or accessing new markets for indigenous resources, etc. 

Innovative LEADER II action was also anticipated to complement other European and national funding programmes, by providing scope for stimulating new ideas, supporting immaterial investment, and for exploring initiatives in sectors which usually were not included in mainstream programmes.

4.5.2
Findings 

The Lowland Scotland LAGs defined an innovative action in its local context by being a new action that had not been carried out before in its local area. This provided a very broad definition, which was an integral part of all business plans. All sub-Measures sought to encourage innovation through the selection criteria and every project submission was, therefore, considered against its innovative potential. According to the project survey, a relatively high number of successful project applicants (39% of surveyed applicants), however, would not describe their project as innovative. 

Although great care was taken to select innovative projects, there was no direct strategy applied in initiating innovative projects. Innovation was often described as an ad-hoc occurrence rather than a consequence of targeted action and strategy. In some cases 'idea generation' workshops were held, which can be regarded as a pro-active attempt. These workshops were mainly held, however, to stimulate the up-take of EAGGF Measures, and less to encourage innovation specifically.

As the definition was so broadly based, most LAGs experienced difficulties in communicating the meaning of innovation to project applicants. In addition the European Observatory produced a more clearer definition of the term only at mid-term of the Programme, by which time LAGs have usually overcome their initial difficulties with 'innovation' and, in most cases, did not use the Observatory guidance.  In some cases, it was reported that the requirement of innovation impacted negatively on the participation of local community groups, as the term indicated something very difficult and extraordinary to achieve. Once this barrier was overcome, however, the effect and impact on local communities was very positive, as it built capacities and raised awareness that innovative actions can also be successfully developed and implemented by local players. 

More fundamentally, some highlighted an apparent contradiction between encouraging bottom-up action and a need to achieve innovation. This lay in the tensions between the aim of encouraging communities to bring forward projects which they felt best fit with the development needs of their areas while at the same time constraining this to actions which fit with the innovation criteria. 

Overall, consulted LAG members felt that the issue of innovation was overemphasised in LEADER II. The main concerns were twofold. On the one hand, LAGs regretted that they could not approve good project submissions just because they had already proven previously to work well in their area. On the other hand,  'really' innovative actions had difficulties in finding match-funding due to risk-aversion of other funding organisations, or in satisfying the demands of economic output oriented Programme expectations, or in terms of ineligibility for EU-Structural Funds support.

In terms of the transferability and mainstreaming of innovative actions, some responses from LAG representatives were positive, often confirming that a considerable amount of innovative projects continued under mainstream funding or were duplicated within the region. Others were rather vague, suggesting that monitoring procedures did not always include the issues of transferability and did not accompany and/or follow up LEADER II projects. This was confirmed through this  Evaluation's project survey, where some project applicants felt that their project might have had transfer potential, but that they were never approached regarding this aspect of projects' performance. 

In some cases, LAGs reported that LEADER II was sometimes used to complement Objective 5b action, by running pilot projects for future, larger initiatives funded under Objective 5b or the new Objective 2 Programmes. A good example is in Dumfries and Galloway and the Scottish Borders, where planning for the Southern Scotland Objective 2 Programme, particularly in relation to the Area Regeneration Priority, was influenced strongly by prior LEADER II actions in these areas.

4.5.3 Conclusions
One of the objectives of LEADER II was to encourage initiatives in sectors and thematic areas that usually were not included in mainstream programmes, and in this respect LEADER II in Lowland Scotland was to some extent successful. This is particularly so with regard to encouraging local communities to contribute substantially to what was defined as innovative actions. At the same time, most LAGs felt that the innovation aspect of LEADER II was overemphasised and the wideness of its definition was perceived as unhelpful, particularly in communicating the meaning of the term to project applicants or in constraining community-led action. This has now been acknowledged by the EC. References to 'innovation' are entirely absent from the guidance relating to LEADER +.

As all LEADER II projects were assessed against innovation criteria in each Measure, it can be inferred that most LEADER II initiatives in Lowland Scotland were to some extent innovative in nature. In this respect, most outcomes and jobs supported under LEADER II could be attributed to the Programme's innovative character. 

The increasingly wide understanding of innovation had, eventually, positive effects on the local community, and encouraged the development of new ideas by reducing barriers in perception. At the same time, however, the very general definition of the term 'innovation' watered down its meaning to a considerable degree with the effect that new, more defining words such as 'really' or 'truly' were added to the term, i.e. 'really' innovative actions were mainstreamed.

Although 'innovation' occupied a central position within LEADER II, in most LAGs there was no specific strategy applied to actively progress innovative project development. In addition, no guidance was provided by the EC or EU Rural Observatory at the outset of the Programme. Equally, the issue of transferability and mainstreaming of completed innovative actions does not seem to have been implemented or addressed in any concerted manner at a LAG level.

In terms of lessons learnt for future programmes to facilitate the emergence of innovation, the main issues are the need for:

· a more specific definition and, perhaps, less emphasis on its application;

· more pro-active facilitation, idea generation and capacity building activities to support a more strategic approach; and

· more project monitoring and project after-care to identify and facilitate transferability and mainstreaming.

4.6 THE MULTI-SECTORAL APPROACH

4.6.1 Introduction
The involvement of all relevant sectors operating within a LEADER area was seen as one of the Programme's key themes. The multi-sectoral approach was defined as supporting linkages between actions carried out under a number of different Measures. A further interpretation of 'multi-sectoral' included the stimulation of inter-sectoral linkages by involving a multitude of relevant sectors in the area.

The main objective of the multi-sectoral approach was to enhance the overall diversification of the rural economy, to achieve synergy benefits, and to increase the effectiveness and sustainability of individual actions.

4.6.2
Findings 

The general understanding of the multi-sectoral approach across Lowland Scotland LAGs was based on the match-funding principle and the arrangements of funding packages with a number of partner organisations. In this context, most LAGs appreciated the positive impact of multi-sectoral work, which helped develop sustainable project partnerships between organisations that might not have co-operated in this manner previously. 

In addition to the LAG partnership itself, which was often regarded as instrumental in arranging joint funding packages, it was commonly felt that it was the main duty of the LEADER co-ordinator/animateur to signpost and facilitate funding packages for project applications. The existence of other rural initiatives and partnerships was often very valuable in bringing together funding partners from a variety of sectors. Interestingly, the experience was that signposting and awareness raising for the multi-sectoral approach was regarded as very relevant not only for the community /voluntary sector, but also for public sector agencies as well. 

The existence of a dominant sector in the local economy was often mentioned as a difficulty in seeking to develop multi-funded projects. This became evident by the large amount of projects match-funded only by SE or local authorities. 

Facilitated by the partnership and bottom-up approach, the main sectors that benefited also from the multi-sectoral approach, were the community and the public sector. 

There was consensus between all LAGs that the multi-sectoral approach was an important aspect of LEADER II with lasting impact on future partnership and funding arrangements.

4.6.3 Conclusions
The multi-sectoral approach was interpreted relatively narrowly in the form of project funding partnerships. Not much consideration, or strategic thought seem to have been given, to develop and link individual projects between Measures or Funds within a given business plan. If integration and linkage between Measures happened, it was more on an ad-hoc basis than by design.

The major impact of the multi-sectoral approach was the development of closer partnership working leading to new synergies and sustainable co-operation between the community and the public sector. Most consulted LAG members felt that the approach was successful in raising experience and knowledge levels across local actors.

The main lesson that should be drawn for future actions to facilitate the integration of actions and a truly multi-sectoral approach could be a more explicit requirement for LAGs to plan for integration between projects and Measures. This would, perhaps, have been facilitated if the Programme had adopted a more thematic-driven approach, rather than adopting a narrow division of activities into separate sub-Measures.

4.7
NETWORKING AND TRANSNATIONAL CO-OPERATION

4.7.1 Introduction

The transferability of innovative actions at regional, national and European levels was one of LEADER's core objectives. Transnational Co-operation was designed to harness LEADER II experiences throughout Europe via direct exchanges between LEADER groups. A variety of networking mechanisms was established to facilitate this exchange of information, and know-how transfer between regions and their public and private stakeholders. 

At a European level, the European Observatory provided a wide range of information, guidance and co-operation tools. Nationally, most Member States established co-ordination units to foster interregional exchanges of national LAGs, and to provide technical assistance. In addition, many regions, such as Scotland, organised their own regional network to enhance intra-regional co-operation and knowledge transfer.

The rationale for networking and transnational co-operation was to reduce isolation and improve information levels of LAGs, thereby contributing to their informed decision-making capacity. The promotion of know-how transfer and best practice between rural areas via the compilation of a database of information on European basis was central to this objective.

4.7.2
Findings 

In comparison to any other network available at a national or European level, LAGs in Lowland Scotland overwhelmingly favoured the involvement in the Scottish Network involving all LAGs in the Highland & Islands and Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programmes. This was mainly for reasons of greater comparability and transferability of actions, and ease of contact. 

Because of the significant delay in establishing the UK-LEADER II Network, only a few events were attended. With regard to European Network events, there was a general feeling that unless clearly purpose-driven and focused, participation was less relevant, although it was acknowledged that these events could lead to additional and new project development activity.

All LAGs reported frequent attendance at Scottish Network events and commended their usefulness regarding the sharing of information and practice and the transferring of know-how, which helped solving problems and reduced isolation of the local development workers.

The main internal issue revolving around networking was that a number of LAG members felt excluded from participating, as predominantly LAG co-ordinators and LEC representatives were given access. Additionally, feedback mechanisms were not sufficiently in place, or sometimes even regarded as poor, to allow for a wider sharing of the networking experience. 

Participation in European, but also regional network events, facilitated some  development of trans-national projects and many consulted LAG members felt that networking should have started much earlier on in the Programme. At mid-point of the Programme, SE urged all LAGs to make concerted efforts to invest time and resources in the development of transnational co-operation projects during 1998. This relatively late start reflected EU Rural Observatory guidance that Measure C activity be concentrated in the later stages of the Programme to share lessons from projects.

With regard to trans-national co-operation the Programme experienced a number of problems. Only the two larger regions were able to participate to any significant extent. Major obstacles were identified as lack of time to find partner regions, a lack of match funding and an overall perception that there was a limited demand for trans-national action. 

The existence of technical assistance and financial resources granted from the European Observatory was, in principle, welcomed. In practical terms though, it was difficult to access, due to a perception that there was too much bureaucracy involved and because time restraints did not allow for its appropriate use. 

The fact that the European Observatory offered 100% funding for the preparation of transnational projects, worked, surprisingly, against its use in Lowland Scotland, as the perception was that the use of European Observatory grants would not help meeting expenditure targets under Measure C.

Results and impacts were generally described as poor and disappointing even in the few regions that sponsored a relatively larger number of trans-national projects.

4.7.3 Conclusions 

Despite the fact that regional networking was regarded as very useful and of great benefit, access seemed to have been restricted to a limited number of privileged LAG members. This is a disappointing finding and might reflect on the still early stage of partnership between the public and community sectors in Scotland. 

Interestingly, regional networking was preferred over any other level of network mechanisms, mainly because of the LEADER II area's similarities and comparability with regard to development processes, institutional framework and legal circumstances. The preference for the Scottish Network should also be seen in the context of very late development of the UK Network.

The results of transnational co-operation are disappointing from a LEADER II perspective. SE and LAGs did not appreciate fully how much time was needed to organise transnational projects, and there was a lack of appreciation of the potential benefits which transnational activity could have brought, if managed properly. In addition, efforts to pursue transnational projects only really started during the second half of the Programme, which restricted access and the time available to raise  sufficient awareness of the potential benefits. 

The distinct lack of local mobilisation towards transnational action and an apparent lack of relevant aftercare services in most regions resulted in an extremely low outcome for the majority of Lowland Scotland LAGs. Also, despite the fact that most output targets were apparently met for Measure C, the perception of transnational exchanges was generally negative.

The main lessons learnt from the LEADER II experience are a need to better prepare for transnational co-operation in future, and to allow for sufficient capacity building, and awareness raising at all levels, including Programme co-ordinators. Transnational co-operation and the successful transfer of know-how require a focused and well-managed approach if they are to produce substantial benefits. 

4.8 METHODS OF MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING

4.8.1 Introduction
This section reviews structural and institutional aspects of LEADER II and reflects on perceived constraints that affected its implementation. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the operational and institutional structure of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme made use of the established SE Network of LECs. LECs were responsible for the establishment and management of their LEADER II area LAGs and for the financial implementation of the local action plan. SE was also the holder of the Global Grant, one of the most relevant operational features of the Programme. 

4.8.2
Findings 

One of the most important findings of the LAG consultations was that all LAGs enjoyed a high degree of autonomy in most aspects of LEADER II management. The devolved decision-making and subsidiary principles of LEADER II have, therefore, been fulfilled to large extent. Particular areas of high levels of autonomy were identified as project selection and engaging in trans-national activities. Decisions where LAGs felt to have less influence, were the initial set up, area appraisal and allocation of finances. These decisions were taken before LAGs were established and were driven mainly by SE, local authorities and the LECs.

Once initial problems in the use of ESF and EAGGF had been overcome, all of the three Structural Funds were regarded as easy to use, while at the same time, there was a call for a single fund Programme to simplify application procedures and to lift virement restrictions.  Accessibility to funds must also be seen in context of the size and experience of the applicant organisations. Larger organisations were more experienced in writing applications and in sourcing match-funding, but in some areas grassroots groups did not gain this experience as this was normally done on their behalf by their key funding partners, which in most cases was the local authority or LEC.

Most of the consulted LAG members felt that their management and funding procedures were well understood and that the project selection criteria represented a fair process for applicants. In a small number of LAGs, all LAG members undertook procedures such as the scoring of project submissions. More commonly, however, as noted in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, this was done exclusively by the LAG co-ordinator, the local authorities and/or the LEC. Some LAG representatives, therefore, considered that the transparency of processes and involvement of all LAG members in aspects of LAG management could have been improved to build more capacity amongst its less experienced members. 

LEC and local authorities were in most LEADER II regions the most pro-active and, in some respect, perceived as the most dominating LAG participants, which sometimes had slightly negative effects on the bottom-up and partnership approach of the Programme. In some instances, it was felt that some training or an induction programme for LAG members would have been useful to establish a more equally based partnership.

Overall, management, funding and monitoring procedures were regarded as too onerous and bureaucratic, particularly in a context of a large number of relatively small projects. Most LAGs, however, simplified standard application forms in terms of terminology and detail, which facilitated a more user-friendly access to the Programme. In fact, none of the surveyed project leaders reported any difficulties in writing a LEADER II application.

In many instances, LAG representatives regarded the LEADER II Measures and performance indicators as overly emphasising economic development outcomes. This was seen as constraining action in relation to the community and innovation oriented objectives of the Programme, which were at times considered as contradicting. The opinion of many was, that the objectives of LEADER II would have been better represented if a range of softer indicators would have been included as more legitimate output. The interest in soft indicators is, however, an issue which developed over time and was, therefore, less prominent when the LEADER II Programme was designed.  The Lowland Scotland Programme did initiate a study to look into soft/qualitative indicators.

The Global Grant Mechanism was commended by all consulted LAG members and by the Scottish Executive. This must clearly be regarded as one of the Programme's main achievements in facilitating a quick response and locally based funding mechanism. At the same time, the management of the Global Grant, proved to be a complex and challenging task at SE level. The complexity of EU rules and regulations and the absence of clear EC guidelines on the use of global grants by intermediary organisations were stated as some of the more negative aspects of the Global Grant Mechanism. EU regulations required that SE had also to bankroll the final 20% value of the Programme for up to three years at the end of the Programme, whilst underwriting any potential exchange rate losses prior to the reimbursement of the final 20% of Programme funds.

At the local level, however, the Global Grant minimised bureaucracy for the applicant and facilitated a quick turn around of claims. According to interviewed LAG representatives, the Global Grant was associated with a ‘can-do’ image, which helped boost local confidence and fostered local ownership of the Programme. The vast majority of projects surveyed (94%) received payments within an acceptable time span.

SE was in charge of the LAG network in Lowland Scotland and provided technical support and overall financial management to all five LEADER II areas. All LAGs regarded SE’s support and provision of guidance material as most helpful and were fully satisfied with SE’s role and performance. 

4.8.3 Conclusions 

The level of autonomy in decision making granted to LAGs in Lowland Scotland and the Global Grant mechanism were excellent features, which enabled implementation of LEADER II in line with the Programme’s objectives.  Any new community based development programme should be made aware of the success of these mechanisms, and be encouraged to adopt them.

LEADER II management, including its simplified application procedures and focus on local circumstances, was effectively applied to allow local communities to access European Funding in a way that has not been available before in Lowland Scotland, except perhaps through LEADER I.  In this respect, LEADER II was innovative with considerable capacity building impact on the local communities.

LEADER II provides an excellent starting point to continue with the building of local partnerships and establishing bottom-up delivery mechanisms for future economic development initiatives. Particular areas for improvement, such as a better integration and more capacity building and involvement of all LAG members, an early start and early involvement of local interest groups, and improved promotion to raise awareness in the wider community, are easy lessons to transfer to any new programme.

5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1
CONCLUSIONS

5.1.1
Financial Performance and Co-Financing
The Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme was successful in spending its original Programme allocation and exceeded initial expectations with regard to attracting private and public sector match funding. The Programme's overall financial performance was, however, influenced adversely by the allocation of additional funds, such as the Community Reserve and Indexation Monies. The major challenge in this respect was the late approval of the new budgets and the limited time that remained to commit and spend these additional resources before the Programme's completion deadline. Despite extensive efforts by all LAGs and despite a final commitment level of 97%, the final position was that the Programme had an underspend and returned 11% of its total allocations to Europe. This was due mainly to major delays in receiving Commission approval to budget changes and can be regarded as significant disappointment for Lowland Scotland.

With regard to three main Measures, the bias in the financial allocation in favour of Measure B, the Rural Innovation Programmes, increased throughout the Programme period. This was due in part to the relatively unsuccessful implementation and subsequent budget reductions for Measures A and C, which experienced severe difficulties in raising match funding. Activities in support of capacity building, networking and transnational co-operation would have benefited greatly had their budgets been pre-matched at source, thereby avoiding difficulties in accessing private or public sector finance on a project by project basis at local level. A stronger financial commitment to these Measures in terms of higher grant rates (this would, however, require changes in EU-regulations) or pre-matching, could have also helped in achieving better some of the core objectives of LEADER II, such as the bottom-up approach, local partnership, networking and transnational co-operation.

Financial performance across the three European Structural Funds was good. This reflects positively on the overall Programme management especially given mid-term concerns that ESF and EAGGF were lagging substantially behind target. The substantial improvement in performance reflects well on the efforts of all those involved. ERDF spending targets were more difficult to achieve as all additional allocations of resources were allocated against ERDF measures. The underspend of ERDF monies is, therefore, almost equivalent to the underspend of additional Programme resources. 

Overall, we commend the financial performance of the Programme in what were sometimes quite difficult circumstances. Critical success factors appear to have been a combination of the benefits of a Global Grant, sound Programme management and the efforts of the LAGs.

5.1.2 Output Performance
On the basis of LAG monitoring data, the LEADER II Programme has performed well against its core 'Headline' indicators. It over-achieved on indicators such as 'number of projects assisted' and 'number of individuals supported through training' and created 1,118 jobs. The Programme had only difficulties in achieving its target with regard to providing assistance to new businesses, a 'headline' indicator, which was only met by 50%. 

Detailed comment on quantitative outcomes is, however, difficult. It is not entirely clear to what extent project monitoring and accurate recording of physical project achievements have been exercised by LAGs.  This study could not, therefore, confirm the extent to which the recorded quantitative achievements were based on actual performance measurement. In addition, the project survey results could not be used to validate these data. This was due mainly to the late timing of the evaluation and almost all project beneficiaries surveyed could neither remember nor attribute a precise outcome from their LEADER II projects.

Despite the availability of good guidance material, the use and application of project indicators and their accurate monitoring seems to have been poor in some LEADER II areas. The degree of unreliability in recorded data, and the lack of consistent and comprehensive follow up with projects militates against attempts to confirm the Programme's gross and net economic development outcomes or the sustainability of these.  More precise project monitoring and the provision of project aftercare would have been valuable, and might have also facilitated the identification of projects with transferability and mainstreaming potential.

In summary, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions on the output performance of the Programme. This, to some extent, must be balanced by an almost universal view of those LAG members consulted that the Programme has been a valuable means of achieving rural development outcomes.

5.1.3
Implementing The Seven Themes
THE AREA BASED APPROACH

The territorial approach of LEADER II proved to be a successful feature in the Lowland Scotland Programme as it contributed to strengthening regional cohesion and partnership developments. 

At the same time, a more spatially targeted or thematically focused approach could have contributed more substantially to the Programme's integrative character and could have facilitated more multi-sectoral initiatives. This would have improved the overall coherence of LEADER II core themes.

A more thematically based approach would have also lessened concerns over boundaries, which was perceived as excluding certain 'deserving' yet non-eligible areas. 

THE BOTTOM-UP APPROACH

LEADER II has pioneered the bottom-up approach in rural Lowland Scotland and succeeded in opening up decision-making structures and networks, which were hitherto inaccessible to the community/voluntary sectors. 

In this context, it can be seen as the most innovative of the seven LEADER II themes, and because of its relative novelty it is the theme that presents most lessons learnt with regard to its implementation and operation. The bottom-up approach was also closely connected to the local partnership theme in as far as the LAG was the main decision-making power. The extent of representation on the LAG and subsequent involvement in decision-making processes was, thereby, a reflection of how far the bottom-up approach was ‘allowed’ to happen. 

In this respect, the Programme went through a distinctive learning and development process itself, by successively opening up and adopting more of the bottom up ethos towards the final years. Still varying in degree of facilitated and meaningful empowerment of LAG members from region to region, the Programme nevertheless helped to confirm the value of this relatively untested means of achieving rural development and participation in decision-making processes.

The main areas, where LEADER II might have missed some opportunities, included the general publication and information about the Programme, the participation levels of community representatives on the LAG, the implementation of capacity building and participation mechanisms to allow for a meaningful empowerment of community representatives. 

Any future community-based programme should learn from LEADER II and recognise that more planning, time and resources, particularly pre-matched funding, are necessary for these essential capacity building processes to take place. Also, to allow the bottom-up approach to become a meaningful theme will require the adoption of more appropriate performance indicators and targets.

THE LOCAL PARTNERSHIP

The Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme successfully achieved the implementation of devolved decision-making and subsidiarity objectives of the Programme through LAGs, which were perceived as a highly appropriate delivery mechanism.   Closely related to the bottom-up approach, the local partnership theme was a positive step towards creating more representative local partnerships and lasting dialogues between the public and community sectors. 

Within the timeframe of LEADER II, local partnerships were not able to fully reach their potential, particularly with regard to community participation, capacity building processes and the equal empowerment of all partners.

THE INNOVATIVE CHARACTER OF ACTIONS

The innovative character of actions was defined in such a wide manner that the communication and general understanding of the term was surprisingly difficult and confusing to most involved. Conversely, a more specific definition of the term would have been appreciated. 

Although ‘innovation’ occupied such a central position in business plans and project selection criteria, there was no specific strategy applied to seek out and/or encourage the development of innovative projects. At the same time, once approved, projects were, in most cases, not monitored and/or visited to identify their particular innovative character, or their likely potential for transferability and mainstreaming action. 

Undoubtedly, innovative actions were promoted by LEADER II, and the concept had positive effects on the perceived capacity of local action. However, this occurred in an ad hoc, un-focused manner and the outcomes of innovative actions could have been used in a much more appropriate, learning oriented fashion. 

THE MULTI-SECTORAL APPROACH

The multi-sectoral approach in the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme was mainly reflected in the formation of project funding partnerships, reflecting the need to find match-funding sources. 

Linkages and integration between projects of different Measures or Funds, however, did not occur to any great extent and were not specifically planned for. Despite the narrower approach to multi-sectoral activity, LEADER II did create more funding-based partnerships, involving partners who might not have worked with each other before. The general opinion was that the approach contributed to establishing a good basis for future action.

NETWORKING AND TRANS-NATIONAL CO-OPERATION

Regional networking was widely perceived as a useful mechanism to facilitate the exchange of know-how and information between LAGs. It is, therefore, regrettable that the national UK-network was so late in starting and was unable to make a substantial contribution. Furthermore, the restricted access to networking activities and exclusion of most LAG members is disappointing and points to a relatively low level of bottom-up local partnership development where responsibilities and activities are not fully shared.

In terms of transnational co-operation the general reluctance and lack of appreciation was surprising and suggests that the awareness and know-how of how to benefit best from transnational co-operation was low.

METHODS OF MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING

The implementation of the Global Grant and its delivery mechanism was one of the most successful features of the Programme, facilitating appropriately the successful implementation of locally based projects.  An innovative mechanism in its own right, it was also instrumental in contributing to the bottom-up approach by fostering perceptions of local ownership and empowerment to decide about 'their own' resources.  

Although monitoring systems were in place and guidance material and advice was available to all LAGs at all time, the use and appropriate application was poor. This suggests that either time and resources were constrained, or a lack of awareness and commitment to monitoring and after-care services must prevalent.

The overall management of LEADER II, from a PMC perspective, was comprehensive and substantial in providing technical assistance, guidance and advice.  The PMC also was instrumental in influencing the development of LEADER + on the basis of the LEADER II experience, and helped to mainstream some of the valuable lessons learnt. The strong and active management of SE meant that LEADER II resources were deployed to the best possible degree within the restrictions presented by the timeframe and eligibility.

Despite some of the problems experienced with implementing a bottom-up, local partnership approach, the fact that LAGs were embedded in the LEC network was very beneficial, particularly in terms of their co-ordination, administrative back-up and easy access to technical support and expertise.

FINAL REMARKS

The LEADER II experience was of significant value for rural Lowland Scotland and improved considerably the development of local and innovative partnership processes and actions. Commitment levels from everyone involved were high, contributing to the overall success of the Programme and its profile as an important and influential mechanism to promote rural development.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS
This Section outlines some recommendations for consideration by the Clients. These, in the main, relate to the lessons learned from LEADER II regarding resources and practices, and are suggested as a means of improving future community-based rural development programmes. Programme governance and decision-making in LEADER II worked at three distinct levels, the local, Programme and European level and the recommendations are separated accordingly.

5.2.1
Recommendations at European Level

	Recommendation 1

It is recommended that the Global Grant mechanism remains a key feature of community based development programmes.




The findings of the evaluation confirm that the Global Grant mechanism of Lowland Scotland LEADER II contributed significantly to the bottom-up and local partnership approach. Its wider use is encouraged in future, especially where these are key objectives of programmes.

	Recommendation 2

It is recommended that clearer guidance material is produced for intermediary organisations to accompany the management of any future Global Grant mechanism.




Despite its overall success at local level, management of the Global Grant at the Intermediary level was difficult. Because of the absence of relevant guidance material a significant amount of time was required to manage the overall process and to clarify and define appropriate procedures. In order to make future Global Grant mechanisms more effective, relevant guidance material should be produced. 

	Recommendation 3

It is recommended that approvals of budget alterations are processed more quickly, or that consideration should be given to devolve these decisions to Member States.




One of the main reasons why the Programme could not fully commit and spend its allocations, was the delay in receiving approval for its amended budget terms from the European Commission. A quicker response would have helped in planning and committing resources within a more appropriate timeframe. Alternatively, if Member States were granted greater autonomy in making decisions regarding the allocation of additional resources and the re-allocation of Programme internal budgets, quicker decisions could be reached. This might require guidance to be issued to ensure that reallocations are in line with general EC requirements.

	Recommendation 4

It is recommended that consideration should be given to making qualitative indicators and targets legitimate results for community based programmes. 




The exclusive use of economically driven, quantitative indicators in LEADER II did not sufficiently acknowledge the results gained from some of its key themes such as the bottom up and the local partnership approach. Also, with regard to the innovation aspect of the Programme, the application of a quantitative output driven environment does not fully recognise the degree of risk and uncertainties surrounding the likely outcomes.

The introduction of qualitative, 'soft' indicators would encourage more emphasis on some of the more qualitative aims of LEADER II, such as increased capacity, improved partnership working and higher levels of community involvement.

	Recommendation 5

It is recommended that consideration be given to introducing more clarity and consistency in the objectives and rationales of LEADER II themes.




The findings of the Evaluation confirmed that some of the objectives and rationales of LEADER II were, at times, difficult to understand and integrate into local action. There has been, for instance, a perceived inconsistency between the bottom-up approach, based on the identification of local need, and the request for innovative action. If the Programme seeks to address legitimate local needs, why does this have to be done in an innovative way? In other areas, there has been a lack of understanding and appreciation of themes such as the multi-sectoral approach and the need for transnational co-operation.  These issues point to a certain lack of attention paid to preparing local and regional stakeholders sufficiently enough for LEADER II.

	Recommendation 6

It is recommended that a more thematically focused approach should be pursued by future community based development programmes.




Although the area-based approach was successfully implemented in Lowland Scotland, a more thematically focused approach could have achieved similar success. In addition to building local partnerships, a thematically focused approach could have impacted better and to greater extent on some of the other LEADER II themes, such as the multi-sectoral approach and innovative activities. 

	Recommendation 7

It is recommended that the emphasis on innovation should be reduced and its definition refined.




The term 'innovation' was defined so widely that its meaning became difficult to convey, whilst at the same time it was one of the core selection and approval criteria for all LEADER II projects. The findings of the Evaluation confirm that this strong emphasis on an almost meaningless term, was more confusing than helpful to project applicants and LAG members alike. It was also unclear in which way the theme of  innovation was to be integrated with, or prioritised against the bottom-up approach.  

It appears that it might have been more helpful to define 'innovation' more narrowly and to restrict its application to a number of Measures. Alternatively, it would be feasible to identify a certain budget percentage per Measure to be ring-fenced for innovative actions. In this way the theme of innovation would lose some of its priority position, which would have allowed more 'space' for other themes such as the bottom-up or multi-sectoral approaches.

5.2.2
Recommendations at Programme Level

	Recommendation 8

It is recommended that the extent and quality of support provided for Local Action Groups be maintained in LEADER +. 




The technical advice, guidance and financial management of the Programme was of a high standard in terms of both quality and coverage. Without this, essential programme processes such as the re-allocation/virement of resources, the sourcing of essential Programme information, the co-ordination of network events, and the preparation of new funding programmes such as LEADER + could not have been delivered to such extent and quality.

	Recommendation 9

It is recommended that the Scottish LEADER Network should be continued.




Networking at a regional level was the most valued form of co-operation between Scottish LAGs. The Scottish LEADER II network evolved organically and was formally established during the course of LEADER II. Any future LEADER programme should continue to network on a regional basis, as this has proven to be of most immediate and tangible benefits to LAGs.

	Recommendation 10

It is recommended that consideration be given to pre-match capacity building and transnational co-operation Measures. 




Participation in local partnerships and related capacity building activities could significantly increase, if the respective Measures were pre-matched at source. Resource constraints limited the level of community participation on the LAG. In many cases, community and voluntary sector individuals and their organisations could not afford to commit time, and often had difficulties in accessing match funding for capacity building activities. Potential pre-match-funding for capacity building and transnational co-operation could come from Scottish Executive and other public sector sources, as a sign of support and commitment towards community empowerment and local partnership development in line with current rural development policy.

	Recommendation 11

It is recommended that more resources should be allocated to LAGs to finance more comprehensive project monitoring, project implementation and aftercare services.




Some of LEADER II main objectives were to promote demonstrable and transferable projects and to develop a sustainable rural economy. Funding for the operation of LAGs was, however, limited and often did not allow for setting up more detailed and sustained project monitoring and handholding services. Without comprehensive project monitoring, handholding and aftercare services, it was difficult for LAGs to properly identify the demonstrable and transferable potential of projects and to assess the Programme's impact on developing a sustainable rural economy.  The allocation of more financial resources towards LAG management is, therefore, recommended for any future LEADER programme to ensure that the achievement of major Programme aims and objectives can be identified and assessed.    

	Recommendation 12

It is recommended that consideration be given to an earlier start to transnational co-operation activities and that resources made available through the European Observatory are fully accessed.  




The late start to progressing transnational co-operation projects resulted in drastic reductions in the budget allocated to Measure C. In addition, there was very low appreciation of the potential benefits to be derived from this type of activity. There have also been cases where the time needed to prepare transnational projects was seriously underestimated. Because of the late start to pursuing transnational activity, available resources from the European Observatory could not be accessed due.

In our opinion, the negative perception of transnational activity was based on a general lack of awareness and know-how regarding the preparation, management and aftercare of relevant activities. Encouraging an earlier start would mean that any available European Observatory resources could be accessed better in order to enhance the overall approach and benefits that would be derived.

	Recommendation 13

It is recommended that clear guidance is provided on eligibility criteria, and on issues such as private sector co-financing.




EU-Structural Funds rules and regulations are notoriously complex and difficult to interpret, particularly for community-based LAGs. Vague definitions and conflicting interpretations of eligibility criteria often lead to an inefficient project development and approval process. A simplification of guidance material and clear definitions of key criteria are, therefore, regarded as essential to accompany and support the involvement of community and voluntary sector representatives in decision-making processes. 

	Recommendation 14

It is recommended that high quality programme monitoring systems and procedures be extended to incorporate more regular self-evaluations by LAGs in order to encourage a more strategic approach for Programme management.




Despite the availability of extensive guidance material on the monitoring framework, monitoring procedures at LAG level were poorly implemented. LAGs also rarely reviewed outputs achieved and used these to assess overall progress in any strategic sense. 

From a programme management point of view, the introduction of regular self-evaluations by LAGs could be a helpful mechanism to enhance the use of monitoring data and to encourage the appropriate identification, collection and recording of required data.

	Recommendation 15

It is recommended that project monitoring be undertaken beyond the end of the Programme. 




After the Programme completion date in December 1999, most LEADER II management and monitoring activity ceased, despite the continuation of a fair number of projects in all LAG regions, in some cases until spring 2001. It would have been appropriate to maintain greater resource to ensure proper monitoring. 

	Recommendation 16

It is recommended that consideration be given to transfer and mainstream innovative pilot actions into domestic rural economic development programmes as well as other EU Structural Funds, based on a rigorous analysis of LEADER II lessons.




Despite its small size the LEADER II Programme was regarded as a major contribution to developing the community based and local partnership approach in rural development in Lowland Scotland. Important lessons from the Programme itself and from many of its innovative pilot actions could be transferred and mainstreamed into domestic rural economic development programmes. Because of the Programme's small funding volume, however, policy makers have shown only limited interest in its achievements, which is regrettable. It is, therefore, recommended that more recognition should be given to LEADER II achievements at strategic level, including the Scottish Executive.  

5.2.3 Recommendations at Local Level

	Recommendation 17

It is recommended that consideration be given to extending community representation on LAGs. 




Most consulted stakeholders during this Evaluation highlighted a lack of a sufficient number of community representatives on LAGs. The initial intention was to keep LAGs small, but efficient, and to some extent this conflicted with the LEADER II aspirations of promoting community based decision-making and bottom-up processes.

To allow local partnerships to become more community based an increase of community representatives on LAGs should be encouraged.

	Recommendation 18

It is recommended that all LAG members be encouraged to participate in all LAG decision making processes, and are given full and equal access to capacity building and networking activities from the outset of the Programme.




Closely related to the previous recommendation, LAG management in Lowland Scotland LEADER II often failed to include all LAG members in major decision making processes and restricted access to participating in network activities. This was a reflection of the relative immaturity of the local partnership approach, but is an important lesson for future programmes.

If it is the intention to develop community based decision-making mechanisms and meaningful bottom-up local partnerships, ways have to be found to build capacity of the less experienced partnership members, and to provide access to all aspects of LAG management from the outset of the Programme.

	Recommendation 19

It is recommended that greater attention is given to identifying, monitoring and reporting project achievements, and to review monitoring data more regularly for strategic and project development purposes to pursue a more strategy-led process.




In many cases, and for various reasons, LAGs were more action oriented than output oriented with the result that Programme indicators were less than rigorously applied. The accurate identification and precise monitoring of appropriate indicators can be an important aid to identifying the overall impact and sustainability of a programme’s activities. It can also be used to improve strategic and project development.

The use of Programme indicators and monitoring data should be encouraged less as a control mechanism but as an active Programme management tool leading to a more strategy-led management at local level.

	Recommendation 20

It is recommended that project aftercare services be employed to improve monitoring and to identify projects' potential for transferability. 




One of LEADER II’s main objectives was to identify innovative action and to transfer this know-how and experience to other regions. In addition to project selection processes, continuing monitoring and assessment throughout a project’s life cycle are important factors in identifying a project’s achievements and potential for transferability. Resources were often regarded as too limited to employ intensive project monitoring and accompanying services. This is regrettable, as undoubtedly there were a number of missed opportunities for know-how transfer which would be of positive benefit to other regions. 
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A 
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE
A.1
INTRODUCTION
This Chapter reviews the financial implementation of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme and includes sections on:

· Programme financial allocations and final expenditure profiles(1995-1999);

· Financial performance by Measure (to Spring 2001);

· Financial performance by LAG (to Spring 2001);  and

· Conclusions.

The analysis presented in this Chapter compares the initial LEADER II  allocations in 1995 against  the final actual financial spend recorded by LAGs in spring 2001. The chapter also reflects on additional financial allocations, which occurred during the Programme period.

The following chapter describes the financial aspects of LEADER II in considerable detail. Owing to exchange rate fluctuations during the Programme and timing differences in financial reporting it should be noted that some of the total figures used in the following tables, such as Total European Funding, change slightly depending on which source of information has been used. All figures are shown in Sterling (£).

A.2
PROGRAMME FINANCIAL ALLOCATIONS

A.2.1
Initial Programme Financial Allocations

Table A.1 shows the initial allocation of funds for the Programme as indicated in the LEADER II Operational Programme. 

	Table A.1: Financial Table by Measure and Source1 in 1995 (£000s)

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	A
	176
	176
	86
	72
	14
	0
	90
	0

	B
	16,653
	11,431
	5,652
	3,805
	579
	1,267
	5,780
	5,222

	C
	582
	555
	271
	190
	54
	27
	283
	37

	D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	17,412
	12,164
	6,010
	4,067
	648
	1,294
	6,154
	5,249


1 Source: LEADER II Operational Programme 

2 Converted to £s using £1=1.4 ECU. 

In 1995, for the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme, the European Commission agreed total Programme costs of £ 17,412,000 with a total contribution of £6,010,000 from the three EU Funds. The Commission agreed budgets in ECU, which have been converted to £s using an exchange rate of 1.4 for the purpose of this evaluation. 

The Programme budget was initially divided into three main Measures and incorporated expenditure targets for three EU-Funds (ERDF, ESF, EAGGF), National Contributions and Private Sector Contributions. 

Measure B, Rural Innovation Programmes, played the overwhelmingly dominant role in the Programme with 96% of financial allocations made to its six sub-measures. In comparison, Measure A, Acquisition of Skills and Measure C, Transnational Co-operation, had very small indicative budgets of 1% and 3% respectively.  

With £5.249m private sector contributions representing just under a third (30.1%) of the total Programme costs, the EU set a relatively high level of private sector contributions compared to other EU-Programmes, such as Objective 5b. LAGs were therefore required to engage with the private sector much more intensively than in other rural development programmes. Most of the private sector contributions were expected under Measure B. Measure A and C had no or little indicative private sector budgets.
Looking at the EU budgets of the LEADER II programme, the initial allocation was broken down as follows:

· 67.6% European Regional Development Fund (ERDF);

· 10.8% European Social Fund (ESF); and

· 21.5% European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF).

With 67.6%, ERDF was the major European funding stream for LEADER II  complemented by a relatively small allocation of ESF, and a relatively high proportion (21.5%) of EAGGF, when compared with other European Programmes. These allocations influenced the emphasis and activity of individual LAGs, with a relatively limited involvement in Training and Human Resource Development, but a relatively larger emphasis on Measures such as 'Exploitation and Marketing of Agricultural, Forestry and Fishery Products' and 'Preservation and Improvement of the Environment and Living Conditions'. 

A.2.2
Additional Financial Allocations During the Programme 

Period

During the course of LEADER II, a number of decisions were made by the Programme Monitoring Committee (PMC), which affected the allocations between Measures and LAGs. Additional financial allocations included the Community Initiative Reserve and indexation monies. 

In addition, re-allocations of funds between individual Measures, or so-called virements, were undertaken towards the end of the Programme. Their main purpose was to enable LAGs to respond positively to changing and developing funding demands regarding their Programme activity on a Measure and Sub-measure basis.

A further Measure D was introduced in 1998 to allow for evaluation activity conducted and co-funded by Scottish Enterprise.

Table A.2. shows the development of allocations over the programme period. 

	Table A.2.: Financial EU Allocations Over the Programme Period (1995-1999)1 (in £ )

	Measure
	Initial Allocation in 1995

(a)
	  Community Reserve

1999

     96/97 Indexation Payments

(b)
	Final Budgets after final

Virements

13/12/99

(c)
	Percentage Change Final Budget/Initial Allocation

(c) / (a)

	A
	86,888
	N/a
	60,668
	70%

	B
	5,581,261
	N/a
	6,957,744
	125%

	C
	271,530
	N/a
	110,142
	41%

	D
	
	
	49,090
	

	Total
	5,941,674
	1,268,965
	7,177,644
	121%


1 Source: LEADER II  Annual Reports and LAG information

In terms of budget presentation, the original Programme budgets of 1995 included indicative figures for all aspects of finance separating EU-Funds, National and Private Sector Contributions on a measure by measure basis. Subsequent allocations of Community Initiative Reserve and Indexation monies, however, were only based on the three European Funds. Only the final LAG budgets agreed by the PMC in December 1999 presented a complete budget with revised figures for all funding sources.

As Table A.2 shows, the allocation of £1,269m Community Initiative Reserves and indexation monies added considerably to the Programme's resources. There was, however, the difficulty that the European Commission approved the revised financial tables in May 1999, only seven months before the final completion deadline of LEADER II. This late approval had the consequence that the Lowland Scotland Programme had to commit substantial sums of available resources in a very short period of time. 

Accrued interest of £159,000 was available to the Programme from its Global Grant. This amount was not defined as European Funding and did, therefore, not affect the EU-measure allocations. The money was made available to all LAGs in May 1999  as an additional source of national co-financing.

Because of the late approval of the final budgets, in May 1999 and subsequent spending difficulties, some LAGs required some ultimate virements and re-allocations in December 1999.

The ultimate LEADER II budget as agreed by the PMC in December 1999 included the financial targets shown in Table A.3:

	Table A.3 : Final Financial Budget by Measure and Source
 in 1999 (£000s)

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	A
	119
	119
	61
	54
	6
	0
	58
	0

	B
	19,151
	14,178
	6,992
	5,113
	623
	1,256
	7,186
	4,973

	C
	212
	186
	93
	85
	0
	8
	93
	26

	D
	98
	98
	49
	49
	0
	0
	49
	0

	Total
	19,580
	14,581
	7,195
	5,301
	629
	1,264
	7,386
	4,999


1 Source PMC reports

Graph A.1 gives an impression of the overall budget changes per funding source, by comparing the initial budget of 1995 with the Final Budget agreed in December 1999. 
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As Table A.3 and the graph above show additional Programme allocations resulted in a nominal overall increase in EU-funding of £1,186,000. This increase was directly related to a similar increase of National Contributions, increasing the Lowland Scotland LEADER II total budget by £2,168,000. Private Sector Contributions were, however, not expected to follow this trend, and were indeed, to the contrary, downscaled by £250,000.

By looking in more detail at the EU-funds on a Measure basis, the budget increases mentioned above resulted in the following adjustments presented in Table A.4:

	table A.4  : EU-Funds per measure 1995 and 1999 1                                            (in £ '000)

	
	Measure A
	Measure B
	Measure C
	Measure D
	Total

	1995
	86
	5,652
	271
	0
	6,009

	1999
	61
	6,992
	93
	49
	7,195

	Change
	-25
	1,340
	-178
	49
	1,186


1 Source Operational Programme and PMC information

Following  the dispersion of the Community Initiative Reserves and Indexation Monies, the overall nominal value of the EU-Fund allocation increased by £1,186,000. As Table A.4 and Graph A.2 below indicate, this amount was allocated almost entirely to Measure B, apart from a relatively small allocation to set up Measure D.  Resources in Measure A and C were cut to accommodate the lack of demand experienced for these measures as well as difficulties in sourcing match-funding. Because of the overwhelming dominance of Measure B, which increased by a total of £1,340,000 of EU-resources, the reductions of Measure A and Measure C are hardly noticeable in the graph below. Nevertheless, Measure C experienced a reduction of 66% of its previously allocated EU resources and Measure A was cut by 29%. 
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A.2.3 Implications Of Changing Exchange Rates

During the LEADER II Programme period, the Pound Sterling has appreciated considerably against the ECU of 1995 to 2000. From the initial level in 1995, £1 equalling 1.31 ECU, the exchange rate rose to an average of £1 equalling 1.65 ECU in the year 2000.

The effect of the exchange rate variation has been a significant reduction of the buying power of allocated LEADER II resources. The initial EU-allocation of ECU 7,873,100 was worth £6,010,00 in 1995, but only £4,771,576 in 2000. The continuous reduction of the Programme value might have caused difficulties in terms of overspending for some LAGs in some of their more popular measures. As most LAGs, however, did not manage to spend all of their allocations by the end of the Programme, the reduction in the value of the Programme did not really affect any intended spending plans. However, the reduction in value was counterbalanced by the additional re-allocations of the Community Initiative Reserves and Indexation monies. 

The main difficulty experienced as a result of the fluctuating exchange rate was the lack of certainty for LAGs regarding their disposable budget.

An additional implication of the exchange rate fluctuations was of a more technical nature, which also impacted on this evaluation. Because LAGs preferred to keep their programme budgets in Pound Sterling figures for the day-to-day management of LEADER II, conversions to ECU were only undertaken by SE for the purpose of Annual Reports and PMC meetings. These reports present programme data in the required format for these various reports, and not necessarily in the same detail as presented here. The evaluation relies, however, to a great extent on very detailed data and information held at LAG level, which was all in Pound Sterling. The main difficulty was to track individual payments within each LAG and to allocate the correct conversion rate over the entire Programme period. In order to proceed with the evaluation the decision was made to report nominal values in Pound Sterling. Certain discrepancies in budget figures still arose through the use of data from various sources, such as PMC reports and LAG information, owing to the use of different exchange rates at different times as well as timing differences in reporting.

A.3
PROGRAMME SPEND

A.3.1 Total Programme Spend (2000/2001) by Measure

The Lowland LEADER II Programme spent 89% (£6,380 m) of its overall final EU-Funds budget. This represents a total under-spend of £797,198 against the final 1999 budget. Compared with the original budget of 1995, however, the Programme exceeded its original allocations by 7%. It should be noted, however, that final commitment at 31 December 1999 accounted for 97% of total EU funds. The majority of the underspend, therefore, was due to project underspends and withdrawals among the later projects approved.

	Table A.5.: Financial EU Allocations Over the Programme Period (1995-1999)1 (in £)

	Measure
	Initial Allocation in 1995

(a)
	Final Budgets after final

Virements

13/12/99

(b)
	Actual Programme Spend

©
	Actual Spend against Initial Budget

©/(a)
	Actual Spend against Final Budget

©/(d)

	A
	86,888
	60,668
	23,254
	27%
	38%

	B
	5,581,261
	6,957,744
	6,233,100
	112%
	90%

	C
	271,530
	110,142
	97,961
	36%
	89%

	D
	
	49,090
	26,131
	
	53%

	Total
	5,939,679
	7,177,644
	6,380,446
	107%
	89%


1 Source: Annual Reports, LAG information
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Looking at Measure B first, Graph A.3 above shows that despite a substantial increase in resources through re-allocations, as described earlier, Measure B did not meet its final expenditure target and finished with a 10% under-spend.

With regard to Measures A, C, and D, the actual Programme spend has continuously under-performed its targets, as Graph A.4 demonstrates. A most remarkable under-spend was experienced in Measure A, which only spent 38% of its significantly reduced, final budget. Similarly, Measure C, which was drastically reduced in its final budget, could only achieve 89% of its targets. That equates to only 36% of its originally anticipated allocation. Finally, Measure D has only spent 53% of its overall EU-allocation. 
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Another perspective of the Programme's overall spend profile is shown, in Table A.6, by looking at the Programme's performance against individual EU-funds over the years. 

	Table A.6: Initial & Final Budgets and Actual Spend by EU-Funds1 (in £’000)

	EU-Fund
	Initial Allocation in 1995

(a)
	Final Budgets after final

Virements

13/12/99

(b)
	Actual Programme Spend

2000/2001

©
	Actual Spend against Initial Budget

%

(c)/(a)
	Actual Spend against Final Budget

%

(c)/(b)

	ERDF
	4,067
	5,301
	4,662.00
	115
	88

	ESF
	648
	629
	559.9
	86
	89

	EAGGF
	1,294
	1,264
	1,158.40
	90
	92

	EU-Total
	6,009
	7,194
	6,380
	106
	89


1 Source: Operational Programme, PMC reports, LAG information 
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Overall, Table A.6 and Graph A.5 above show that each individual fund has not achieved its final, indicative budget as set in December 1999. With regard to ESF and EAGGF, the under-achievements are relatively minor, also compared against their original and revised budgets as ESF and EAGGF funds were little affected by any re-allocations. In contrast, ERDF received a major boost of £1,232m in its final budget allocation. This increased spending target, however, proved difficult to achieve, and only 88% of it was spent by the end of the Programme in early 2001. The overall spend of £4,662,000 of ERDF, however, performed well against its original budget set in 1995 with a 14% over-achievement. 

Table A.7 and Graph A.6 below show how the individual funding sources performed against the expectations expressed in the initial and final budget allocations:

	Table A.7: Initial & Final Budgets and Actual Spend by Main Sources1 (in £’000)               

	EU-Fund
	Initial Allocation in 1995

(a)
	Final Budgets after final

Virements

13/12/99

(b)
	Actual Programme Spend

2000/2001

(c)
	Actual Spend against Initial Budget

%

(c)/(a)
	Actual Spend against Final Budget

%

(c)/(b)

	EU-Funds
	6,010
	7,194
	6,380
	106
	89

	National Contributions
	6,154
	7,386
	9,428
	153
	128

	Private Sector Contributions
	5,249
	4,999
	13,639
	260
	273

	Total Programme Costs
	17,412
	19,580
	29,421
	169
	150


1 Source: Operational Programme, PMC reports, LAG information
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The actual spend on Total Programme Costs exceeded the original and final budget assumptions by 69% and 50% respectively. This was mainly due to an overwhelming success in attracting private sector contributions to LEADER II. National contributions also over-achieved their set targets by 28% of their final budget, either reflecting a higher commitment level from public sources towards LEADER II, or a successfully applied gap-funding approach by LAGs.

Measure

	Table A.7 : Programme Actual Spend  by Measure and Source1 (2001) (£000s)

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU
	ERDF
	ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	A
	             57 
	           57 
	         23 
	          18 
	        6 
	             -   
	           34 
	            -   

	B
	      29,046 
	    15,490 
	    6,233 
	     4,528 
	    554 
	     1,151 
	       9,257 
	   13,556 

	C
	           318 
	         234 
	         98 
	          90 
	         -   
	           8 
	         137 
	         83 

	D
	52
	52
	26
	26
	-
	-
	26
	-

	Total
	      29,473 
	    15,834 
	    6,380 
	     4,662 
	    560 
	     1,159 
	       9,428 
	   13,639 


1 Source: LAG information

In an overview of the actual spend of the entire Lowland LEADER II Programme, as shown in Table A.7, the dominance of Measure B (representing 99% of complete Programme Costs) and the significance of ERDF (representing 73% of all European funding involved) becomes apparent. It is also remarkable that Private Sector Contributions almost covered half of the entire LEADER II Programme costs (46% of Total Costs). 

A.4
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE BY MEASURE

A.4.1
Original Allocations and Actual Spend By Sub-Measure in

1995 and 2001

Measure B, as the dominant measure in the Programme, incorporated six Sub-Measures. It is, therefore, worthwhile analysing the various sub-measures and their performance over time. It was felt appropriate to compare the initial budget allocation of 1995 with the actual spend results in 2001 to assess the actual outcome against the initial expectations and financial assumptions of the Programme. 

Table A.8 presents the planned budget and actual spend of EU funds of all Sub-Measures .  

	Table A.8: Planned and Actual Spend by Sub-Measure (in £000)1

	
	 EU Allocation/Spend

	
	1995
	2001
	Variance

	Measure A
	              86.89 
	             23.25 
	-64

	

	Measure B1
	            786.97 
	         1,116.96 
	330

	Measure B2
	            571.43 
	            534.69 
	-37

	Measure B3
	         1,184.37 
	         1,436.70 
	252

	Measure B4
	         1,482.72 
	         1,529.26 
	47

	Measure B5
	            980.79 
	            738.26 
	-243

	Measure B6
	            575.00 
	            877.22 
	302

	Total Measure B
	         5,581.26 
	         6,233.10 
	652

	

	Measure C
	271.53
	97.96
	-174

	

	Total
	6,009.68
	6,380.44
	371


1 Source: Operational Programme, LAG information. Excluding Measure D.
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Table A.8 and Graph A.7 show that Measure A (Acquiring Skills) and Measure C (Trans-national Co-operation) did not fulfil the expected spend originally anticipated in 1995. Although small in size, compared with the Measure B budget, both Measures under-performed significantly with regard to their original budget plans.

Looking at the actual spend profiles, all Measure B Sub-Measures, a mixed performance becomes apparent. Sub-Measures B2 (Training) and B4 (Support for Small Firms & Local Services), both achieved their original spending targets with only minor over- (B4) and under-spends (B2).  Sub-Measures B1 (Technical Support), B3 (Rural Tourism) and B6 (Environment and Heritage) proved to be the most successful Sub-Measures in the Programme in terms of expenditure. Their success accounted for the use of some £414,000 of the additional allocations made during the Programme period. Their success provided a good financial balance to the £480,000 of under-spend experienced in their fellow Measures. Actual spend under Sub-Measure B5 (Agriculture and Forestry Products) only reached 75% of its original target. This under-spend can be equally attributed to ERDF and EAGGF, with £135,000 of EAGGF and £107,000 of ERDF not being spent. The reasons for the under-spend varied between Measures, such as difficulties in sourcing match-funding (in the case of Measure A, C, B2 and B5) the downturn in the agricultural sector during the late 1990s owing to BSE regarding (particularly with regard to Measure B5) and an overall lack of commitment to the value of transnational co-operation on the part of match funders and project promoters (regarding Measure C).

A.5.1
Programme Financial Allocations and Actual Spend By LAG

Table A.9 provides data on the initial allocations of LEADER II funds across LAGs. 

	Table A.9 EU-Fund Allocations per Measure and LAG (1995)                                  (in £'000)

	
	NorthWest

Grampian
	Upland

Tayside
	Rural Stirling 
	Scottish Borders 
	Dumfries & Galloway
	Total



	A
	                32 
	              16 
	              10 
	                35 
	                 -   
	        93 

	B1
	               250 
	              75 
	              82 
	               113 
	            321 
	      841 

	B2
	               180 
	              60 
	              20 
	               166 
	            185 
	      611 

	B3
	               374 
	            100 
	              10 
	               200 
	            582 
	   1,266 

	B4
	               231 
	            253 
	              30 
	               381 
	            697 
	   1,592 

	B5
	               375 
	            240 
	              75 
	               190 
	            161 
	   1,041 

	B6
	               225 
	              60 
	              25 
	               181 
	            123 
	      615 

	C
	                88 
	              50 
	              20 
	                85 
	              47 
	      290 

	Total 
	            1,756 
	            853 
	            272 
	            1,351 
	         2,116 
	   6,348 


Table A.9 indicates that originally Dumfries & Galloway was expected to spend £2,116m (33% of the overall EU budget), followed by North West Grampian with an allocation of £1,756m (28%) and Scottish Borders with £1,351m (21%). Some 13% of EU-LEADER II resources were allocated for Upland Tayside and Rural Stirling was expected to spend 4% of the overall EU budget. 

Graph A.8 shows the various measure allocations by LAG in 1995 highlighting the regional variances in allocations. Particularly noticeable are the large amounts of funds allocated against Sub-Measures B3 (Tourism) and B4 (Support for Small Firms) in the Dumfries & Galloway budget alongside the complete absence of any Measure A allocation. This was probably due to Dumfries & Galloway benefiting from earlier experience of LEADER I. On the contrary, Rural Stirling, with the smallest LAG budget, had a minimal allocation against its B3 and B4 sub-measure budgets, but relatively large allocations against B1 and B5.

In comparison to Graph A.8, Graph A.9 shows the actual spend of EU-funds by LAG in 2001 and demonstrates how the individual budget profiles changed over time. In some cases, such as Dumfries and Galloway and, to some lesser extent, Grampian the distribution of available resources between measures did not change much. In other cases, such as Borders, Stirling and Tayside, budget profiles changed more significantly, reflecting the local dynamics of expected versus actual project development as well as the absolute size of LAG budgets.
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Table A.10 reviews the actual expenditure of each LAG for the overall Programme budget.

	Table A.10: Actual Programme Spend By LAG (2001)1                                  (in £'000)

	
	Total Cost
	Total Public
	Total EU3
	ERDF
	    ESF
	EAGGF
	National

Cont.
	Private

	Grampian
	                       5,007 
	                       3,589 
	                     1,520 
	                      1,124 
	                       159 
	                  237 
	               2,069 
	                    1,418 

	Tayside
	                       2,827 
	                       2,113 
	                        913 
	                         696 
	                         66 
	                  151 
	               1,201 
	                       713 

	Stirling
	                       1,315 
	                       1,126 
	                        351 
	                         263 
	                         41 
	                    47 
	                  775 
	                       189 

	Borders
	                       3,055 
	                       2,098 
	                        951 
	                         594 
	                         82 
	                  276 
	               1,148 
	                       956 

	Dumfries
	                     17,218 
	                       6,856 
	                     2,620 
	                      1,959 
	                       212 
	                  449 
	               4,236 
	                  10,362 

	SE
	                            52 
	                            52 
	                          26 
	                           26 
	                          -   
	                    -   
	                    26 
	                          -   

	Total
	                     29,473 
	                     15,834 
	                     6,380 
	                      4,662 
	                       560 
	               1,158 
	               9,454 
	                  13,639 


1 Source: LAG information
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Table A.10 and the Graph A.10 show that Dumfries & Galloway spent 58% of all Lowland Scotland LEADER II Total Programme Costs. This is mainly due to the region's success in attracting a substantial amount of private sector contributions (78% of all private sector funding). A slightly more balanced perspective unfolds, when only the actual spend of EU funds is considered, as Graph A.11 demonstrates.
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However, even from an EU-fund only perspective, the graph above shows that Dumfries & Galloway still occupies the most prominent position amongst the LAGs, with an EU spend of 41% of the entire Lowland Scotland LEADER II EU budget (against an originally anticipated 33%).  The relatively strong position of North West Grampian becomes more obvious, as a quarter of all Lowland Scotland LEADER II European monies have been spent in this region (this is, however, a lower share than the anticipated 28% in the 1995 budget distribution). Upland Tayside and the Scottish Borders occupy middle positions with 14%/15% EU-Funds spend respectively. The smallest region was Rural Stirling with only a 6% share of the overall LEADER II funds, however, this represents a slightly larger share of the overall programme spend than originally anticipated in the 1995 Budget allocations (4%). 

A.5.2
LAG European Expenditure by Source
As mentioned above, Dumfries and Galloway was extremely successful in attracting Private Sector Contributions, and to a lesser degree, National Contributions, as shown in Graph A.12, which is based on Table A.10 above. 

This success in attracting private sector funding was mainly based on Dumfries and Galloway's approach to allocate most of its budget to packaged schemes of assistance, conditional in seeking direct private sector contribution. With regard to national contributions, Dumfries and Galloway achieved pre-packaged match funding from its two main public sector sponsors. No other LAG achieved this to the same degree.

With the exception of Scottish Borders, which was able to attract almost equal amounts from each of the three sources, the remaining LAGs followed a similar pattern of relatively small shares of private sector contributions, followed by EU-funds, with the largest share of total costs being sourced from National contributions.
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Table A.11 and its following graph present LAG EU Expenditure by Measure.

	Table A.11: LEADER II EU Expenditure by LAG and Measure (£)1

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	Total

	 Grampian 
	                   -   
	         1,473,612 
	         46,089 
	                    -   
	       1,519,701 

	 Tayside 
	           5,635 
	            899,351 
	           7,576 
	                    -   
	          912,562 

	 Stirling 
	                   -   
	            351,137 
	                   -   
	                    -   
	          351,137 

	 Borders 
	         17,612 
	            927,501 
	           5,605 
	                    -   
	          950,718 

	 Dumfries 
	                   -   
	         2,581,498 
	         38,692 
	                    -   
	       2,620,190 

	 SE 
	                   -   
	                     -   
	                   -   
	            26,131 
	            26,131 

	 Total 
	        23,247 
	         6,233,099 
	         97,962 
	            26,131 
	       6,380,439 


1 Sources: LEADER II LAG and SE information
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Table A.11 and Graph A.13 show that Measure A was eventually only activated by Upland Tayside and Scottish Borders. With regard to Measure C, NW Grampian and Dumfries & Galloway were most active with the remaining LAGs spending very little, or - in the case of Rural Stirling - nothing at all on trans-national co-operation. Because of the small amounts spent under Measure A and C, the distribution of EU-expenditure in Measure B mirrors the distribution of the overall expenditure per LAG (see Table A.10 and its graph).

A.5.4
Payments by LAG and Year

Table A.12 shows the LEADER II payments by year and LAG. To analyse the payments over the years per LAG, provides an insight into the programme dynamics and intensity of project up-take over the years.

	Table A.12: LEADER II EU Payments by LAG and Year (in £000,)1,

	
	1995/96
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	Total

	 Grampian 
	                   203,911 
	                   141,638 
	                 315,656 
	                  448,858 
	                409,639 
	        1,519,702 

	 Tayside 
	                       8,132 
	                   167,111 
	                 207,070 
	                  103,919 
	                426,336 
	           912,568 

	 Stirling 
	                             -   
	                     21,881 
	                 105,984 
	                  121,043 
	                102,451 
	           351,359 

	 Borders 
	                     12,473 
	                   129,838 
	                 163,293 
	                  141,585 
	                501,309 
	           948,498 

	 Dumfries 
	                   850,536 
	                   307,966 
	                 417,018 
	                  394,353 
	                650,323 
	        2,620,195 

	 SE 
	                       6,140 
	                             -   
	                          -   
	                           -   
	                  19,991 
	             26,131 

	 Total 
	                1,081,192 
	                   768,434 
	              1,209,021 
	               1,209,758 
	             2,110,049 
	        6,378,453 


1 Sources: LEADER II Operational Programme and Management Information and LAG information

Table A.12 shows that, on average, £1 mio of EU-funds was activated per year with the exception of the final year where one third of the overall EU budget was finally used up. Graph A.14 provides a more dynamic impression of project activity per LAG over the Programme period.
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Graph A.14 shows how the first year was mainly driven by project activity in Dumfries & Galloway, which was probably due to the region's previous LEADER I experience and projects waiting for LEADER II approval. 

Given the need to establish themselves and then promote project activity,  LAGs, such as Tayside, Stirling and Borders did not begin to spend significant sums until 1997 had a relatively slow start to project payment activity. 

The other interesting observation of the above graph is that most regions, except Rural Stirling and Grampian, experienced a final year rush in project activity to spend remaining resources mainly due to the additional allocations of Community Reserve, indexation monies and virements made in 1999.

A.6
REGIONAL EXPENDITURE PROFILES

A.6.1 North West Grampian
Table A.13 shows that over the programme period, North West Grampian LEADER II spent 100% of its originally anticipated Total Programme Costs. Whilst the Programme attracted 15% more national/local public sector funds than expected in its initial budget, it did not spend its full original EU allocation, cutting it short by £ 236,000 (13%). Contributions from the private sector have met their original indicative budget target, without significant shortfall.

	Table A.13: Initial Budget and Actual Spend by Source of Funds (in £ )

	Source of Funds
	Initial Budget
	Actual Spent
	% Change in initial budget

	EU Funds
	1,756
	1,520
	87

	National/Local Public Funds
	1,801
	2,069
	115

	Private Funds
	1,452
	1,418
	98

	Total
	5,008
	5,007
	100


The analysis of Table A.14 shows that in its Final EU-Budget (Dec. 1999) LEADER North West Grampian was expected to spend £ 81,500 more under its Measure B than originally allocated. This expectation, however, could not be met and the programme finished with a relatively low EU-expenditure profile, undercutting even its original EU allocation by £236,000 (86%).  From a more detailed Sub-measure perspective, B1 and B6 performed well against their original financial targets by meeting over 100% of their allocation. At the same time, measures B5 and C performed very low with spending only 63% and 52% of their indicative original budget.

	Table A.14: Breakdown of EU-Expenditure by Type of Measure (in £ )



	Measures

	Initial Budget
	Final budget
	Spent
	Number of projects

	(a) Acquisition of Skills
	32,256
	32,356
	0
	0

	(b) Rural Innovation Programme
	1,635,320
	1,765,002
	1,473,613
	

	B1 Technical Support
	        250,000 
	N/A
	     290,537 
	62

	B2 Training
	        180,000 
	N/A
	     158,763 
	35

	B3 Rural Tourism
	        374,040 
	N/A
	     343,484 
	69

	B4 SMEs and local services
	        231,280 
	N/A
	     217,592 
	37

	B5 Agricultural, forestry and fishery products
	        375,000 
	N/A
	     236,557 
	24

	B6 Environment & living conditions
	        225,000 
	N/A
	     226,680 
	39

	(c) Transnational Co-operations
	          88,184 
	57,142
	46,089
	11

	Total Programme
	1,755,760
	1,837,358
	1,519,702
	277


In North West Grampian, 277 Projects have been funded through LEADER II, incorporating 11 projects in Measure C, but no project in Measure A.  The most frequented and financially biggest Sub-measures in the Rural Innovation Programme, were Measure B3 Rural Tourism (69 projects) and Measure B1 Technical Support with 62 projects. The remaining Measures recorded similar frequencies in their project numbers around 35 and 39, with Measure B5 (Agricultural, forestry and fishery products) with 24 projects. 

A.6.2 Upland Tayside
The Tayside LEADER II programme commenced in 1995, approving its first project in September 1996. The delayed start of the programme meant that, at mid point, the Tayside LAG had committed 41%, but only paid 17% of its European funds to projects. At the end of the programme period, however, Tayside spent 91% of its allocated resources. The following tables demonstrate further details of fund expenditure.
	Table A.15: Initial Budget and Actual Spend by Source of Funds (in £)

	Source of Funds
	Initial Budget
	Actual Spent
	% Change in initial budget

	EU Funds
	798,602
	912,561
	14

	National/Local Public Funds
	827,000
	1,200,556
	45

	Private Funds
	706,000
	713,397
	01

	Total
	2,341,000
	2,826,514
	21


Over the programme period, Tayside LEADER II has spent 21% more than originally anticipated in the indicative budget allocation.  Most of this increase (77%) originated from a 45% increase in public sector contributions to the programme. £ 912,561 of European Funds have been spent, which represented a 14% increase of initially expected expenditure. Contributions from the private sector have met their original indicative budget target, without significant increase.

	Table A.16: Breakdown of EU-Expenditure by Type of Measure (in £)

	Measures
	Initial Budget
	Final budget
	Spent
	Number of projects

	(a) Acquisition of Skills
	14,599
	6,312
	5,635
	1

	(b) Rural Innovation Programme
	737,217
	987,511
	899,348
	96

	B1 Technical Support
	70,179
	N/a
	117,175
	11

	B2 Training
	56,143
	N/a
	60,160
	12

	B3 Rural Tourism
	93,286
	N/a
	173,931
	18

	B4 SMEs and local services
	229,518
	N/a
	267,248
	26

	B5 Agricultural, forestry and fishery products
	231,714
	N/a
	143,521
	15

	B6 Environment & living conditions
	56,377
	N/a
	137,316
	14

	(c) Transnational Co-operations
	46,786
	8,000
	7,576
	1

	Total Programme
	798,602
	1,001,823
	912,562
	98


The analysis of the Table A.16 above shows that LEADER Tayside experienced drastic reductions in funds in Measure C (84% cut from indicative budget) and Measure A (62% cut from indicative budget). These under-spends and additional budget allocations have been transferred to Measure B, which experienced an overall 22% (£203,221) increase of its original budget over the lifetime of the programme.  Not all of these increased budget allocations could be spent, however, and LEADER Tayside closed with a total under-spend of £89,261.

In Tayside, 98 Projects have been funded through LEADER, incorporating only 1 project in Measure A and Measure C.  The most frequented and financially biggest Sub-measure in the Rural Innovation Programme, was Measure B4 SME's and local services with 26 projects funded, followed by Measure B3 Rural Tourism (18 projects), and Measure B6 Environmental & living conditions (14 projects). Although Measure B5, Agricultural, forestry and fishery products succeeded in funding 15 projects, only  62% of its original budget could be spent. With a small increase in funding, Measure B2, Training, funded 12 projects. A substantial financial increase of 67% of its original budget experienced Measure B1, Technical Assistance and 11 projects were funded here.

A.6.3 Rural Stirling
The Rural Stirling LEADER II programme commenced in 1995, approving its first eight projects in June 1996. The delayed start of the programme meant that, at mid point, the Rural Stirling LAG had committed 50% of its original budget, but only paid 9% of its European funds to projects. The following tables demonstrate further details of fund expenditure.
	Table A.17: Initial Budget and Actual Spend by Source of Funds (in £)

	Source of Funds
	Initial Budget
	Actual Spent
	% Change in initial budget

	EU Funds
	254,532
	351,138
	38

	National/Local Public Funds
	264,000
	774,954
	193

	Private Funds
	226,000
	189,080
	-16

	Total
	744,532
	1,315,172
	77


Over the programme period, Rural Stirling LEADER II has spent 77% more than originally anticipated in the indicative budget allocation.  Most of this increase (£ 570,640) originated from a 193% increase in attracting public sector money to the programme. £ 351,137 of European Funds have been spent, which, in addition to new budget allocations, incorporated a 38% increase of the initially expected expenditure. With a 16% under-spend, contributions from the private sector have not met their original indicative budget target in Rural Stirling.
	Table A.18: Breakdown of EU-Expenditure by Type of Measure (in £)

	Measures
	Initial Budget
	Final budget
	Spent
	Number of projects

	(a) Acquisition of Skills
	9,357
	0
	0
	0

	(b) Rural Innovation Programme
	226,461
	407,872
	351,138
	51

	B1 Technical Support
	76,747
	N/a
	103,813
	18

	B2 Training
	18,714
	
	41,494
	4

	B3 Rural Tourism
	9,357
	
	39,650
	6

	B4 SMEs and local services
	28,071
	
	51,928
	6

	B5 Agricultural, forestry and fishery products
	70,179
	
	46,628
	7

	B6 Environment & living conditions
	23,393
	
	67,625
	10

	(c) Transnational Co-operations
	18,714
	0
	0
	0

	Total Programme
	254,532
	407,872
	351,138
	51


The analysis of the Table A.18 shows that Measure A and C budgets of the original allocations for Rural Stirling LEADER were completely withdrawn and re-allocated to Measure B. The allocation of additional Community Reserves and Indexation monies contributed to a 60% increase of the Rural Stirling budget up to £407,872.  Apart from Measure B5, Agricultural, forestry and fishery products, which experienced a 66% underspent of its original budget, most other B Sub-measures increased their budgets radically, particularly B3, Rural Tourism!

LEADER Rural Stirling completed the programme in 2001 with an 86% spend of its final budget, leaving a total of £ 56,734 unspent.

LEADER II in Rural Stirling supported 51 projects in total.  The most frequented and financially biggest Sub-measure in the Rural Innovation Programme, was Measure B1, Technical Assistance with 18 projects funded. Measure B6, Environment % living conditions, with £ 67,625 the second largest Measure supported 10 projects, followed by financially reduced Measure B5, Agricultural, fishery and forestry products, with 7 projects. Measures B3, Rural Tourism and B4, SMEs and local services supported each 6 projects. The training measure, B2 funded 4 initiatives.

A.6.4 Scottish Borders
The Scottish Borders LEADER II programme commenced in 1995, approving its first project in September 1996. The delayed start of the programme meant that, at mid point, the Scottish Borders LAG had committed 44% of its original budget, but only paid 7% of its European funds to projects. The following tables demonstrate further details of fund expenditure.

	Table A.19: Initial Budget and Actual Spend by Source of Funds (in £)

	Source of Funds
	Initial Budget
	Actual Spent
	% change of initial budget

	EU Funds
	1,263,762
	950,718
	-25

	National/Local Public Funds
	1,308,000
	1,147,639
	-12

	Private Funds
	1,116,000
	956,291
	-14

	Total
	3,687,762
	3,054,647
	-17


Over the programme period, Scottish Borders LEADER II has spent 17% less than originally anticipated in the indicative budget allocation.  This decrease of £ 633,115 affected each funding source of the original budget, with the European Funds most reduced by 25%. 
	Table A.20: Breakdown of EU-Expenditure by Type of Measure (in £)

	Measures
	Initial Budget
	Final budget
	Spent
	Number of projects

	(a) Acquisition of Skills
	32,750
	22,000
	17612
	2

	(b) Rural Innovation Programme
	1,151,476
	1,207,164
	927,500
	180

	B1 Technical Support
	105,736
	N/a
	109,046
	17

	B2 Training
	155,329
	N/a
	73,911
	10

	B3 Rural Tourism
	187,143
	N/a
	142,519
	33

	B4 SMEs and local services
	356,118
	N/a
	227,759
	37

	B5 Agricultural, forestry and fishery products
	177,786
	N/a
	114,886
	16

	B6 Environment & living conditions
	169,364
	N/a
	259,379
	67

	(c) Transnational Co-operations
	79,536
	15,000
	5605
	2

	Total Programme
	1,263,762
	1,244,164
	950,717
	184


The initial overall budget remained almost unaltered with only £19,598, or 2% reduced in the Final Budget. Measure C, Transnational Co-operation, experienced an 81% reduction, which was reallocated under Measure B. Scottish Borders did not receive any allocations from the Community Reserves and Indexation monies. At the time of the ex-post evaluation, in 2001, 75% of the initial budget was spent, leaving £293,447 of EU funds unspent. Many Sub-measures under-performed considerably, with Measure C, B2 and A being the weakest performers under-spending by 93%, 52% and 46% respectively. Only Measure B6, Environment & living conditions increased its spending by 53% of its original budget allocation.

LEADER II in Scottish Borders supported 184 projects in total of which the overwhelming majority was funded under the Rural Innovation Programme. The comparably high number of funded projects is explained through the considerable amount of grant schemes operated by Scottish Borders LAG.  Measure B6, Environment & living conditions, the most successful performer of all LEADER measures in the area, supported 67 projects. Measures B3, Rural Tourism, and B4 SMEs and local services funded 33 and 37 projects respectively, followed by Measures B1, Technical Support (17 projects), B5, Agriculture, forestry and fishery products (16 projects), and Measure B2, Training (10 projects). Two small initiatives were funded under Transnational Co-operation, and a further two projects were supported under Measure A, Technical Assistance.

A.6.4 Dumfries & Galloway
The Dumfries and Galloway LEADER II programme commenced in August 1995, approving its first project that same month. The almost immediate start of the programme meant that, at mid point, the Dumfries and Galloway LAG had paid 86% of its originally allocated resources by end of 1997. Even with a substantial allocation of Community Initiative Reserves, Indexation monies and virements from other Lowland Scotland LAGs, amounting to more than £ 500,000, Dumfries and Galloway succeeded in spending all of its final budget allocation. 

	Table A.21: Initial Budget and Actual Spend by Source of Funds (in £)

	Source of Funds
	Initial Budget
	Actual Spent
	% change of initial budget

	EU Funds
	2,116,000
	2,620,195
	24

	National/Local Public Funds
	2,163,142
	4,235,722
	96

	Private Funds
	1,750,000
	10,361,914
	492

	Total
	6,029,169
	17,217,831
	186


Over the programme period, Dumfries and Galloway LEADER II has spent 186% more than originally anticipated in the indicative budget allocation. Most remarkably, the LAG achieved to attract 492% more private sector contributions than anticipated in its original budget, substantially influencing the private sector results of the overall Lowland Scotland LEADER II.

	Table A.22: Breakdown of EU-Expenditure by Type of Measure (in £)

	Measures
	Initial Budget
	Final budget
	Spent
	Number of projects

	A(a) Acquisition of Skills
	0
	0
	0
	0

	A(b) Rural Innovation Programme
	2,068,910
	2,590,195
	  2,581,502
	126

	B1 Technical Support
	321,010
	N/a
	496,391
	36

	B2 Training
	184,686
	N/a
	200,365
	27

	B3 Rural Tourism
	582,000
	N/a
	737,117
	19

	B4 SMEs and local services
	697,430
	N/a
	764,736
	12

	B5 Agricultural, forestry and fishery products
	160,534
	N/a
	196,668
	22

	B6 Environment & living conditions
	123,250
	N/a
	186,222
	10

	(c) Transnational Co-operations
	47,000
	30,000
	       38,692
	23

	Total Programme
	2,115,910
	2,620,195
	2,620,191
	149


The analysis of Table A.22 shows that Dumfries and Galloway LEADER II  experienced a significant 25% increase of funds in Measure B (£ 521,285 more than in its original indicative budget). Measure C received a  36% cut in its final budget, which was, however, eventually exceeded.  Dumfries and Galloway LEADER II closed its LEADER II activities with a 100% achievement rate against its final EU- budget targets.

Regarding the number of projects funded under LEADER II, Dumfries and Galloway supported a total of 149 projects.  Most of these projects were grant schemes and funded in excess of 2000 smaller LEADER II initiatives in the region.

APPENDIX B: PHYSICAL PERFORMANCE

B.1
INTRODUCTION

The LEADER II Operational Programme did not quantify any output targets; SE established these in consultation with the local Groups and they were subsequently agreed by the PMC. Each LAG Business Plan was reviewed regarding its progress against indicator targets and, if necessary, amended accordingly.

A wide range of indicators and targets were adopted, due to the diverse nature of project activity, and the objectives of transferability, innovation and capacity building. All LAG business plans incorporated common sets of indicators and targets with some individual additions.

During the programme period, each Annual Report presented physical performance targets and indicative output commitments in an aggregated form. 

B.2
OPERATIONAL INDICATORS AND TARGETS
The LEADER II Operational Programme presented a comprehensive range of activity indicators, with a series presented for each Sub-Measure. The indicators were primarily economically oriented such as increased employment, turnover, private sector leverage, tourist expenditure and ESF training related indicators, new product development, the development of new markets, increases in tourist income and unemployed trainees into employment. 

The monitoring of physical achievements was influenced by SE's Output Monitoring Framework (OMF), which used three types of indicator - activity, output and impact, with clear definitions provided in detailed guidance material. Whilst SE was instrumental in setting up the LEADER II monitoring framework, it was the responsibility of each LAG to approve and monitor projects on the basis of their LEADER II business plans' indicators and targets. 

The established monitoring system was used by all LAGs. In some cases, however, operational difficulties or sub-optimal use of the system reduced its potential as a programme management tool.

Many LAGs developed simplified application forms, which helped small, less experienced applicants to come forward with project ideas. Some of these forms did not, however, specifically request the applicant to identify their output targets in terms of the specific LEADER II indicators. This, at times, led to gaps in recording projects' achievements, as in many cases the only indicator recorded against a given project was 'project assisted'. Due to this lack of identifying and recording project outcomes, it can be assumed that LEADER II has possibly had much more success in achieving Programme indicators, than can be reported here.

Quarterly project claim forms informed LAGs about progress in terms of individual target achievements and spend over time. In some cases, it was not clear, however, how regularly quarterly claims were received and processed. The survey of individual projects showed, that there has often been minimal monitoring contact with LEADER II co-ordinators and that claims were usually submitted just once, as a final claim. Having said this, the submission of only one, final claim is expected for the majority of smaller projects.  

In some cases, there was a lack of clarity regarding the reporting of planned and actual outputs achieved by projects, if they were recorded separately, or if actual outputs were reported by projects at all. 

Despite the difficulties, LAGs reported back to SE regularly to contribute relevant data for the bi-annual PMC meetings. All these data were based on committed (i.e. planned) project output data and not related to actual project achievements. Only at the end of the Programme, actual project outputs were considered meaningful. In light of the fact that the majority of projects were small, actual outputs could have been measured and monitored throughout the Programme, which could have provided meaningful insights for strategic planning purposes at LAG level. 

B.3
THE 'HEADLINE' INDICATORS

For the purposes of providing an overview, SE identified five ‘Headline’ indicators (see Table  B.3.1). In each Annual Report progress was measured on the basis of project monitoring information delivered by the five LAGs. Following the Interim Evaluation of the Lowland LEADER II programme in 1998, these ‘Headline’ indicators were adjusted to present more realistic output targets based on the findings of the Interim Evaluation. 

Table B.3.1 presents the Headline indicators, their original and adjusted targets, and the final achievements of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme.

	Table B.3.1: Original & Final Targets and Actual Achievements of Headline Indicators

	‘Headline’ indicators
	original targets

1996
	amended, Final  targets

1998
	actual outputs

2001
	Achievement of Final targets

%

	Number of projects and schemes assisted

	1,200
	960
	1,258
	131

	Number of new jobs created
	1,620
	1,360
	1,118
	82

	Number of new businesses assisted
	190
	186
	93
	50

	Number of individuals supported through training activity
	890
	1,500
	2,247
	150

	Number of cultural and community events assisted
	100
	94
	109
	110


Following the LEADER II Interim Evaluation in 1998, all headline indicators were reduced, with the exception of the training indicator, which was increased by 68% of its original target. Reductions varied from substantial cuts like 20%, in the case of ‘number of projects and schemes assisted’, to minor adjustments of 2% for ‘number of cultural and community events assisted’.

The actual Programme output achievements, based on LAG project data as recorded in their individual performance/output databases, demonstrate a varied success of LEADER II in Lowland Scotland. The Programme achieved substantial successes in indicators such as ‘number of individuals supported through training activity’ (2,247, 50% more than anticipated) and ‘number of projects and schemes assisted’ (1,258, 31% more than expected). Seen in context of the overall programme expenditure, the average project cost £23,387 with a £5,071 EU Fund contribution.

LEADER II created 1,118 new jobs in Lowland Scotland, which represents 82% of its final target. Jobs have been recorded in gross terms. Put in context with the overall Programme spend of £29,421,000, one job cost, on average, £26,315 (£14,139 per job in terms of all public expenditure; and £5,706 per job in terms of EU-expenditure).

With regard to the number of cultural and community events assisted, the Programme exceeded its final target fully with 109 events (109 % of its final target). Based on five years of Programme implementation time, and five LEADER II regions, the average number of events per region amounted to 4 events per year. 

The least successful headline indicator has been the assistance provided to new businesses, with a 50% achievement rate against its final target. Only 93 businesses were recorded to have been assisted against an indicative target of 186. 

B.4
PHYSICAL PERFORMANCE BY SUB-MEASURE

B.4.1
A: Acquisition Of Skills
Table B.4.1 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets since the amendments in 1998.

	Table B.4.1 Programme Performance A: Acquisition Of Skills

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	 EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Applicants provided with technical support
	162
	0
	0
	23,254



	Local integrated development strategies formulated
	1
	0
	0
	

	Output

	Community involvement and awareness of LEADER II 
	0
	0
	0
	

	People trained*
	0
	11
	
	

	Impact

	(No Quantitative indicators.  Impact  through B1-B6)
	
	
	
	


* LAG specific indicator

Lowland Scotland LEADER II envisaged that a number of individuals would receive assistance under Measure A to increase community involvement and acquisition of leadership skills. Measure A, therefore, provided resources to encourage new organisations and individuals to get involved in LEADER II. Table B.4.1 demonstrates, however, that there has been very little demand for resources. The lack of take-up may reflect the institutional nature of the LAGs, with full time employees of LECs and local authorities comprising a significant proportion of the LAG membership. Perhaps more likely, the low performance of Measure A  may also reflect a certain degree of confusion with Measure B1, which incorporated very similar indicators and co-funded feasibility studies, for example.

Looking from the financial perspective of Measure A, against an original EU-Fund budget of £ 92,860, only 25% (£23,254) have been spent over the entire Programme period. Scottish Borders and Tayside were the only LAGs that registered project activity in their financial budgets, and only Tayside recorded the output of 11 ‘people trained’. One other explanation may be that, owing to the late start to the Programme, LAGs were more keen to fund Measure B project activity as opposed to Measure A Acquisition of Skills activity.

LAGs have considerably under-performed in this measure and there seems to have been a complete absence of recording of originally identified Measure A outputs.   

With regard to the agreed Programme indicators for Measure A, the expenditure of £23,254 has produced none of the initially planned Programme outputs. However, Tayside LAG has added one output indicator 'People trained' and recorded that 11 people have received training under one Measure A project in Tayside for a cost of £ 5,635 ERDF. This is therefore considered as the only outcome under Measure A. 

B.4.2
B1: Technical Support
Table B.4.2 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.2 Programme Performance: B1 Technical Support

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

In % of Target
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	70
	229
	327
	1,116,960

	Potential beneficiaries provided with support
	1500
	2167
	144
	

	Publicity campaigns, workshops
	100
	158
	158
	

	Feasibility studies
	90
	123
	137
	

	Outputs

	Improved public awareness
	0
	7.5
	
	1,116,960



	Actions which are translated into Measures B2-B6 and C
	179
	43
	24
	

	Impacts

	(No Quantitative indicators.  Impact  through B2-B6)
	
	
	
	


Sub-Measure B1 has been one of the three biggest spending areas in LEADER II in Lowland Scotland incorporating mainly capacity building activities, programme co-ordination and technical support. According to LAG indicator information, Sub-Measure B1 has more than comfortably achieved all of its activity targets. 

Despite of the success in achieving the sub-measure’s activity targets, only 24% of output targets have been met. According to monitoring information held at LAG level, assistance to 2,167 potential beneficiaries and support of 123 feasibility studies, have only resulted in 43 projects which were translated into Measures B2-B6 and C. In terms of number of beneficiaries provided with support, this is only a 2% success/output rate (43 projects generated from 2,167 assisted beneficiaries); and only one in three feasibility studies resulted in further LEADER II action.

Considering the overall total number of 1,258 projects assisted under LEADER II in Lowland Scotland, it is very likely that most of these projects resulted, in one way or another, from Measure B1 activity, but this was only recorded in 43 cases. The existing monitoring data can only demonstrate that the investment of over £1m ERDF (£2m public expenditure) into Measure B1 resulted in 43 actions under other measures. The monitoring and recording of output results under Measure B1 can be regarded as relatively poor. At the same time, the indicative target of 179 'Actions which are translated into Measures B2-B6 and C' seems to have been a modestly low target for this Sub-Measure; the definition and meaning of this indicator is, therefore, not entirely clear.

Improved public awareness of LEADER has been presented as an output indicator, although no target was set and it is not clear how this target was monitored and what the recorded output means. Although Measure B1 was increasingly used to assist capacity building projects, no other output indicators were created to reflect this activity, probably due to the difficulties associated with measuring built capacity in an economic oriented context.

No impact indicators were identified for this Sub-Measure. 

B.4.3
B2: Training And Recruitment Assistance
Table B.4.3 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.3 Programme Performance : B2 Training And Recruitment Assistance

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

In %
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Employed/unemployed people starting/restarting training
	891
	2,236
	251
	534,690

	Infrastructure development projects assisted
	20
	37
	185
	

	Young people assisted *
	0
	46
	
	

	Businesses assisted*
	0
	61
	
	

	New businesses started*
	0
	5
	
	

	Outputs

	Qualifications achieved at SVQ1
	130
	50
	38
	534,690

	Qualifications achieved at SVQ2+
	
	
	
	

	Positive outcomes: Trainees in further training
	339
	603
	178
	

	Driving test passes*
	0
	61
	
	

	Private sector leverage (£)*
	0
	0
	
	

	Impacts

	Trainees gaining employment (FTEs)
	415
	167
	40
	534,690

	Jobs created *
	0
	2.5
	
	

	* LAG specific targets


The Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme has comfortably overachieved on its activity targets regarding its training and recruitment Measure. According to monitoring data held at LAG level, the investment of £ 534,690 ESF monies provided 2,236 people with access to training and established 37 new training infrastructure developments.

Looking at the output achievements, though, only 50 people attained a full qualification (this is only 38% of its set target) and 603 continued with further training activity. Put in context with the 2,236 people trained, only 2% of them gained a qualification (one in every 45) and 27% continued training (one in every 4).

With regard to the Sub-Measure impact ‘trainees gaining employment’, only 40% of the target of 415 has been achieved. A total number of 167, this is 7% of all people trained under LEADER II, have gained employment. This could indicate that B2 activity was largely focused on employees, rather than the unemployed.

In financial terms, Sub-Measure B2 has spent 89% of its final budget target. The relatively low achievement of impact could be seen in this context, but does not entirely explain the underachievement. As mentioned before under Sub-Measure B1, the measurement of impact requires ongoing monitoring and tracking of project beneficiaries and participants after projects have been completed. It could be assumed that this has not been undertaken diligently enough in all cases and that, therefore, the recorded figure is not reflecting the real impact of Programme activity. Additionally training activity could have been of a nature not captured by the available indicators, as the impact of training on businesses and employees has not been accounted for in the range of LEADER II indicators, i.e. training focussed on short courses for the employed rather than on longer-term training for the unemployed or those individuals requiring full SVQs.

B.4.4 
B3: Rural Tourism
Table B.4.4 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.4 Programme Performance: B3 Rural Tourism

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	461
	454
	98
	1,436,700

	Projects assisted which are events
	9
	22
	244
	

	Accomm. improvement grants
	72
	96
	133
	

	Visitor attractions assisted
	132
	146
	111
	

	Catering Establishments supported
	0
	34
	
	

	Hotels supported to purchase  IT
	0
	27
	
	

	Sectoral Development Groups formed
	0
	0
	
	

	Joint Marketing Groups formed
	0
	0
	
	

	Place marketing campaigns assisted
	0
	0
	
	

	Feasibility Studies*
	0
	3
	
	

	Outputs

	Private sector leverage (£)
	Ave. 2:1
	178,412
	
	1,436,700

	Visitor attractions and tourism accommodation receiving Tourist Board accreditation
	132
	20
	15
	

	Anticipated increase in annual tourism income (£)*
	6,000,000
	927,116
	15
	

	Anticipated increase in visitors*
	0
	22,479
	
	

	Increased Bednights*
	0
	268
	
	

	Number of new Products and Processes*
	0
	21
	
	

	New Businesses created*
	0
	2
	
	

	Impacts

	New tourism jobs created (FTEs)
	180
	182.5
	101
	1,436,700

	Increase in tourism annual income (£)*
	Ave. 5%
	681,916
	
	



* LAG specific indicators

Sub-Measure B3 incorporated a long list of activity indicators to reflect the variable nature projects can take in the tourism sector. Less than half of these indicators have been furnished with an achievement target. The ones where targets were set were comfortably achieved. The investment of £1,1436,700 ERDF monies included the assistance to 454 projects, 22 events, 96 accommodation improvement grants and 146 visitor attractions. 

Although most indicators demonstrate good levels of project activity, marketing or sectoral development project activity has not been recorded. This is surprising particularly for the tourism sector and its dependence on marketing, but as no targets have been identified in the first place, no under-achievement can be reported. Project survey work, however, indicates that there were projects with a distinct marketing angle, such as the production of a marketing brochure and location map etc. It must, therefore, be assumed that recording and monitoring of project activity outputs has not included all projects.

There have been two key output indicators in this Sub-Measure, Private Sector Leverage and Tourist Board Accreditation. The achievements for these two outputs have been low, only 20 visitor attractions and tourism accommodation received Tourist Board Accreditation through LEADER II activities. In the case of Private Sector Leverage, the recording of only £178,412 is surprising, as the financial data for this Sub-Measure indicate that there have been in excess of £ 3mio of private sector contributions. Private sector ‘leverage’ and ‘contribution’ were supposed to be considered the same, according to the Lowland LEADER II 'LEADER Guide'. With regard to indicators such as Tourist Board Accreditation, increase in tourism income etc. it should be said that the attribution of outputs is difficult due to the small scale of most LEADER II investments.

In terms of impacts, rural tourism projects under LEADER II have fully achieved their job target and created 182.5 FTE gross jobs in Lowland Scotland according to monitoring data held at LAG level. 

Set in context with the overall amount of EU investment of £1,436,700 in Sub-Measure B3, this equates to £7,872 EU monies per job (£19,954 public sector expenditure per job). 

B.4.5
B4: Smes And Local Services

Table B.4.5 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.5 Programme Performance: B4  SMEs And Local Services: 

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	1
	0
	0
	1,529,260

	Businesses assisted
	746
	771
	103
	

	New business starts assisted
	191
	86
	45
	

	IT support to businesses
	45
	105
	233
	

	Outputs

	Private sector leverage (£)
	-
	648,302
	
	1,529,260

	Anticipated increase in sales (£)
	10mio
	590,320
	6
	

	New products, processes and markets developed
	310
	78
	25
	

	Increased efficiency - reduction in operating costs (£)
	300,000
	0
	0
	

	% of businesses surviving beyond 18 months
	-
	100%
	
	

	Workspace created*
	45,000ft2
	28,430ft
	63
	

	Transport infrastructure improvements*
	-
	3
	
	

	Feasibility Studies*
	
	5
	
	

	Marketing Brochure*
	
	1
	
	

	Environmental improvements*
	-
	0
	
	

	Impacts

	New jobs created in existing businesses (FTEs)
	400
	409.5
	102
	1,529,260

	New jobs created in new business starts (FTEs)
	193
	192
	100
	

	Jobs safeguarded*
	0
	103
	
	


* LAG specific indicator

The activity, output and impact targets, which have been developed for Sub-Measure B4 (SME and local services), have been met by LEADER II with varied success. Although activity targets such as ‘businesses assisted’ and ‘IT support to businesses’ have been achieved with great success, the assistance to new business starts has been limited with only 45% of its final target met. It is not clear what the indicator ‘Projects assisted’ referred to in this Sub-Measure, as the target was set at 1 and no progress has been recorded.

Achievements regarding the output indicators have been relatively low. A total of 78 new products, processes and markets have been developed, which is only a quarter of the initiatives anticipated under this Sub-Measure. There have been no achievements recorded against ‘Increased efficiency – reduction in operating costs’, which is surprising particularly with regard to the very successful IT support to businesses reported under the activity indicators of this Sub-Measure. IT-support to 105 companies and assistance to 771 businesses should have achieved some reductions in operating costs. It is, therefore, likely that this indicator has not been monitored and has not been reported against. Assistance to companies should have also helped to increase sales, as this was anticipated in the output targets, yet this amount has been very low with only £590,320 reported against a target of £10mio. The operationalisation of indicators to facilitate easy monitoring is difficult and, probably, played a significant part in the under-recording of the outputs. Having said this, if the creation of jobs is attributed to LEADER II project activity, output indicators such as 'increased sales', 'new markets, processes and markets developed' must have been a precursor for employment to happen.  

Achievement levels regarding the impact indicators, however, are good and both targets have been met to 100%, according to monitoring data held at LAG level. The jobs have been reported as gross jobs.

The investment of £1,529,260 ERDF has achieved a total of 601.5 FTE jobs in SMEs in Lowland Scotland, which equates to £2,542 EU-monies per job (approx. £5,794 public expenditure per job). 

B.4.6
B5: Exploitation & Marketing Of Agricultural,
Forestry And Fishing Products
Table B.4.6 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.6 Programme Performance : B5  Exploitation And Marketing Of Agricultural, Forestry And Fishing Products

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	200
	316
	158
	738,260

	Businesses provided with financial assistance
	300
	360
	120
	

	Collaborative marketing groups formed and activities undertaken
	47
	57
	121
	

	Businesses provided with IT assistance
	45
	126
	280
	

	Businesses considering diversification
	50
	19
	38
	

	Feasibility Studies*
	0
	4
	
	

	Businesses assisted*
	0
	67
	
	

	Outputs

	Private sector leverage (£)
	-
	73,397
	
	738,260

	New products, processes and markets developed/identified
	104
	38
	36
	

	Anticipated increase in sales (£)
	-
	131,082
	
	

	Area of workspace created (ft)*
	0
	14,962 ft
	
	

	Impacts

	New jobs created
	140
	302
	216
	738,260

	Jobs safeguarded
	-
	117
	
	



* LAG specific indicator

Sub-Measure B5 incorporated a wide range of activity indicators, most of which were achieved with great success. Overall, 316 projects were assisted under this Sub-Measure with 360 companies receiving financial assistance pointing to a number of small grant schemes which must have been in operation. In addition, 126 companies received IT assistance and 57 businesses were involved in marketing activities. All of these Sub-Measure activities exceeded their indicative targets.

As within all Sub-Measures of the Lowland LEADER II Programme, output indicators did not achieve their set targets well. In Sub-Measure B5, only 36% of 'anticipated new products, processes and markets' were identified through funded projects. Although no targets were set for 'private sector leverage' and 'increase in sales', a limited amount of achieved outputs have been reported against these indicators, an indication that at least in some instances monitoring and recording of project outputs has worked well. However, the recorded output indicators cannot entirely support the amount of job creation attributed to LEADER II activity under this Measure.

With regard to impacts, according to monitoring data held at LAG level, Sub-Measure B5 was extremely successful in achieving more than double the amount of new jobs created than anticipated in its targets (which might have been a modest target to start with compared to other measures). The 302 new gross jobs created involved an investment of £738,260 EU-expenditure, which is very good value with one job costing just £2,444 in EU-monies, or £5,429 of public expenditure.

B.4.7 B6: Improvement Of The Environment And
Living Conditions
Table B.4.7 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.7 Programme Performance : B6  Improvement Of The Environment And Living Conditions

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	200
	232
	116
	877,220

	Environmental protection, refurbishment/enhancement projects assisted
	87
	84
	96
	

	Cultural/community events assisted
	94
	87
	93
	

	Waste disposal/recycling etc. projects undertaken
	7
	0
	0
	

	Reports/plans developed*
	0
	5
	
	

	Assists*
	0
	5
	
	

	Walking routes developed*
	0
	8
	
	

	Outputs

	Anticipated increase in visitors
	-
	7,550
	
	877,220

	Anticipated increase in annual tourism income (£)
	1,000,000
	69,000
	7
	

	Tourism Differentiation Measures*
	-
	0
	
	

	Hectares of land improved (ha)*
	0
	160 
	
	

	Impacts

	New jobs created (FTEs)
	30
	33
	110
	877,220

	Jobs created*
	0
	9
	
	



* LAG specific indicator
Sub-Measure B6 supported 232 projects in total, which exceeded target expectations by 32. The Sub-measure also nearly achieved its activity indicator targets for  ‘assisted projects dealing with environmental protection, refurbishment and/or enhancement’, and 'assisted cultural and community events', supporting 84 and 87 initiatives respectively. Only in the case of ‘waste disposal/recycling projects undertaken’ were there no achievements reported at all.

With regard to output indicators, activities funded under this Sub-Measure attracted 7,550 visitors to the region, and £69,000 additional annual tourism income, which only represents a small amount (7%) of the target set for this indicator.  As discussed under the previous Measures, the operationalisation of output indicators and the way of their measurement is often difficult, yet, if jobs are generated and attributed to the Programme's investment activities, then achievements in output indicators must have played a part in creating this employment.

The impact targets of Sub-Measure B6 were fully met with 33 FTE new gross jobs being created according to monitoring data held at LAG level. 

Overall project costs in Sub-Measure B6 included £877,220 of EU-funds, which equates to £26,582 per job (33) (in terms of public sector expenditure one job cost £78,820). 

B.4.8 C Transnational Co-Operation

Table B.4.8 presents the 1995-2001 achievements, set against the overall Programme targets.

	Table B.4.8 Programme Performance: C  Transnational Co-operation

	
	Target

1995-1999
	Actual Outputs
	Achievement

%
	EU funds  spent (£)

	Activity

	Projects assisted
	25
	27
	110
	97,960

	Participation:

	 - SMEs
	75
	65
	87
	97,960

	 - individuals
	
	
	
	

	 - organisations
	
	
	
	

	Outputs

	Businesses engaged in joint ventures/activities
	18
	4
	20
	97,960

	Innovations adopted as a result of transnational co-operation
	15


	3
	20
	

	Impacts

	(No quantitative indicators.)
	
	
	
	


Sub-Measure C, Transnational Co-operation has achieved its activity targets reasonably well, with 27 (two more than expected) projects assisted and a participation level of 87% of anticipated figures. On average a transnational project was co-funded by £ 3,628 ERDF.  23 projects were generated in one region alone, Dumfries & Galloway.

The achievement of output indicators has been low, with only 20% of anticipated figures for joint venture initiatives and adopted innovations being achieved.

There were no impact indicators identified for this Sub-Measure.

B.5
CONCLUSIONS
The Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme has achieved and exceeded most of its Headline Indicator targets, based on the monitoring records held at LAG level. Only in the case of one Headline Indicator, 'new businesses assisted', the Programme considerably underachieved its target.

The analysis of achieved physical performance by Sub-Measure has shown that in most cases, activity and impact indicators have been well recorded and have performed well against targets. Difficulties, however, were experienced in the recording of output indicators. In cases where output indicators have been recorded, achievement rates were usually far below their targets.  

The under-recording and under-achievement of output indicators has mainly been explained by difficulties experienced in measuring and attributing LEADER II funding under the identified output indicators in most measures.   Whilst this explains low recording levels for some of the more vaguely defined indicators, such as 'improved awareness', it does not entirely support the good results reported under the impact indicators, i.e. jobs created.   Ideally, any job created should represent the consequence of output achievements such as increased sales, income, and new market developments. The under-recording of output indicators, therefore, implies that there has been a lack of investment in project aftercare, monitoring and tracking of project beneficiaries.

Because of the under-recorded output indicators, it is difficult to substantiate the Programme's impact achievements. 

An additional issue arises out of the fact that the definition of some of the indicators used was vague and, subsequently, confusing. Definition issues were apparent with indicators such as ‘projects assisted’, or ‘private sector leverage’. In addition, some LAGs experienced difficulties in the consistency and precision of recording project data, indicating certain problems in handling, and/or maintaining the existing monitoring system.

Some of the difficulties described above, might be based on slight inconsistencies and gaps during the planning stage of appropriate indicators and their definition. In this respect, the problem between seemingly overlapping indicators in Measure A and Sub-Measure B1 and the subsequent reduction and lack of recorded indicators in Measure A is a good example of some oversights, which must have occurred.

To conclude it can be said that the good overall physical performance of the Lowland Scotland LEADER II Programme is difficult to confirm as some of the essential indicators have not been recorded consistently enough by all LAGs, which also affects the undertaking of economic impact assessments. Having said this, it is likely that the recorded data underestimate the actual outcomes of the Programme.

APPENDIX C:  REGIONAL SUMMARIES


Appendix C presents the findings of a summary analysis of all five LEADER II areas in Lowland Scotland. The regional summaries are the results of structured interviews held with members of each LAG lasting, on average, two hours. The consultations included a range of LAG representatives, particularly those from the local authorities, the voluntary/community sector, and the local enterprise companies.

This appendix provides a relatively detailed account of undertaken consultations for each LAG. The content of each regional summary is based on the opinions and experiences expressed by the consulted LAG members. The most relevant information of the interview findings has been extracted and is presented in the main body of this report. 

In order to avoid repetition, the financial analysis of each LEADER II region can be found in Appendix A.

C.1
NORTH WEST GRAMPIAN 

C.1.1
The Baseline Situation
Territorial situation

The North & West Grampian LEADER II area is part of the Grampian Region, located in the North East of Scotland, bounded by the North Sea to the north and east and stretching inland to the Cairngorms, Britain's largest mountain massif.  The region's largest settlement and administrative centre is Aberdeen, home of 41% of the region's population of 504,000.

In 1991 the population of North & West Grampian was 149,000.  This represents a population density of 35 persons per square kilometre.  However 50% of the land area has a population of less than 10 per square kilometre. The region's peripherality is further compounded by its limited infrastructure.

The major strengths of the LEADER II area in Grampian identified in the Business Plan are: relatively low unemployment, a relatively high level of self employment, high quality primary produce from agriculture, forestry and fishing and an international reputation for high quality food and drink produce.

Some of the weaknesses of the area include distance from markets, low levels of industrial output/productivity, low level of female participation in the workforce, poor road infrastructure impacting negatively on industry and tourism, and dominance of declining industries.

the lag

The LAG of the North and West Grampian LEADER II area had an informal legal structure and was in charge of the programme's administration and finances. Project management and project delivery was sub-contracted to two Enterprise Trusts. The composition of the LAG was set up to appropriately represent the local agencies in the area. The membership was consistent throughout the programme period and included representatives from the local authorities (2), development agencies (5), sectoral organisations (1) and voluntary organisations (1). There was an emphasis to involve organisations in the LAG that could make available matching funding for projects. 

The LAG met twenty times during the Programme period with good attendance patterns (80%). There were internal rules set up governing how decisions were to be made and interviewees felt that these rules were well communicated and understood. Workshops were undertaken with LAG members, to ensure that the nature of LEADER II was understood. A group of four project officers reviewed project applications before presenting them to the LAG for decision-making.

Partly funded by the Local Enterprise Company (LEC), a team of five (1 Full-time, 4 Part-time) co-ordinated the Grampian LEADER II Programme from a permanent secretariat.

C.1.2
The Territorial Approach

As with the other Lowland Scotland LAGs, the LEADER II area in North and West Grampian had the same coverage as the Objective 5b area and there was no allocation of LEADER II resources outside this designated area. This was regretted by all Consultees, as there was general agreement that some areas in need were left out. A thematic approach rather than a territorial one was regarded by some as a better solution in the future.

Having said this, the identification of local communities with the area, or community cohesion in the area, was seen as having played the most important role in the success of LEADER II. The building of cohesive partnerships between the local actors was also identified as the best outcome of the territorial approach, adding most value.

The implementation of the Programme was driven by no particular territorial strategy; an even coverage of the area was expected. Enterprise Trusts, the delivery mechanism of NW Grampian LAG, were seen as instrumental in bringing activities forward. Awareness of LEADER II was, however, perceived as relatively poor due to a perceived lack of promotional activities. In addition, and maybe as a consequence, the community resource was less well used. At the same time cultural and historical resources were identified as the most extensively used resource.

C.1.3
The “Bottom-Up” Approach
With regard to the bottom-up approach, interviewed LAG members gave distinctly dichotomous answers. 50% regarded LEADER II as a good vehicle to facilitate better participation and empowerment, whilst the other half felt that the bottom-up approach did not really exist, as the Programme was institutionally led through the LEC.

The groups with the most active and constant participation pattern were local government officials and the LEC. Industrial sector groups, such as SME representatives and agricultural groups were also regarded as good participators with even a positive change noticed over time in the case of SMEs. The groups which did not participate well were identified as arts and culture-related groups, women, and young people.

During the first phases of the Programme, such as the definition of area boundaries, the area appraisal process, and the formulation of the strategy, there was no involvement of local interest groups. Participation levels increased over time, in phases such as the formulation of the action programme, and the design and delivery of projects. Most respondents felt that local interest groups could not influence any promotional, monitoring and evaluation activities.

The main obstacle to the bottom-up approach was overwhelmingly identified as match funding, particularly with regard to involving community and voluntary sector groups.

C.1.4
The Local Partnership And Operation Of The LAG
All of the respondents agreed that LEADER II improved the effectiveness of the local development partnership, as it provided a cross-agency focus for rural development issues and made members work together. The greatest added value of the partnership approach was seen in the realisation of projects that would not have otherwise ‘seen the light of day’. According to most respondents, LEADER II could have achieved better results, if the LAG would have had more representatives from the community sector and less influence from the LEC.

Although, or possibly because, the LEADER II delivery was contracted out to two Enterprise Trusts, some LAG members felt that the LAG was less of a partnership and more of a decision making body. Equally, as there was a team of dedicated LEADER II officers, LAG members felt less involved in project initiation and development. 

Some weaknesses of the local partnership were identified, such as the perceived dominance of the Local Enterprise Company. Constraints were identified as the lack of Programme focus (and it was suggested that the LEADER + approach might be more fruitful in this context), innovation and the gap funding approach of European Funds. Future suggested improvements included involving more community representatives and providing co-financing up-front.

C.1.5
The Innovative Nature Of The Actions / Projects

‘Innovation’ was defined in very wide terms meaning any activity which was new to the area. The feeling was that the definition and the strong emphasis on innovation, was not very helpful particularly in context with bottom-up project identification process.  Most LAG members interviewed, did not access the guidance from the European Observatory on innovation.

Most LEADER II projects were described as slightly innovative in most Programme Sub-Measures. The LEC was one of the more active LAG members in promoting and initiating innovative projects.

Difficulties in finding match funding and clarifying and communicating what was meant by ‘innovation’ were identified as the most significant barriers, which delayed innovation in the LEADER Programme.

Improved competitiveness and the diversification of the local economy were two areas with fairly tangible outcomes of innovative actions.

Overall, consultees believed that innovation had little influence on the thinking about the development of the area.

C.1.6
The Multi-Sectoral Approach
The multi-sectoral approach in North West Grampian was mainly driven by the need for match funding and it was felt that this particular approach encouraged local groups to work together under one banner. Different timescales for approving funding by different local players and, often, the lack of available match funding were identified as the main obstacles for multi-funded projects.

The multi-sectoral approach was perceived as valuable and outcomes such as greater viability of projects, greater synergy and the creation of lasting links between players were very evident according to the interviewed LAG members. These outcomes led to greater sustainability.

LAG members felt that the integration of projects could be improved by the introduction of a single fund programme and by clarifying the mission and objectives of the Programme.

C.1.7
Networking

Regional networking was considered important particularly with regard to reducing the isolation of local development workers. The main purpose of networking was to share information and practice and to transfer experiences. It was also perceived as a good way to develop trans-national projects. 

Access to and involvement in networking events was predominantly reserved for the co-ordinator and the local enterprise company. It was felt, however, that other LAG members, project managers and/or community groups should have been encouraged to become more involved in networking events and that networking should have started much earlier.

Major obstacles to participation in networking were identified as, lack of information, lack of funding and the domination of the LEC.

C.1.8
Transnational Co-operation
Transnational co-operation, according to LAG members, was based on finding partner regions with similar interests and concerns and focused on the sharing of information and the exchange of local actors. Contacts were mainly established through seminars and visits to other countries, but the largest problem was the length of time needed to define the basis of co-operation and common objectives. The positive outcomes of transnational co-operation were seen as fairly evident with regard to its capacity to be a catalyst for innovative actions and to encourage thematic networking. Impacts, however, were regarded as minimal.

Additional match funding and more time and information to identify partners were mentioned as the key recommendations to improve transnational co-operation in the future for LEADER +.

C.1.9
Management And Funding
The autonomy of the LAG was felt to the highest when selecting projects and engaging in transnational co-operation. In this situation Scottish Enterprise was felt to be non-intrusive whilst being of considerable assistance in the management of funds and the establishment of the LAG.

With regard to accessing funds, some LAG members recalled difficulties with ESF and EAGGF applications. ERDF was generally regarded as easy to use.

Appraisal and monitoring procedures were in place and all projects were assessed against the same range of selection criteria. According to one interviewed LAG member, the scoring system was abandoned towards the end of LEADER II, as it was regarded as too prescriptive and some criteria, such as innovation,  were too difficult to interpret.

Although the appraisal and selection criteria were regarded as fairly transparent,  this was felt not to be the case for the selection process, especially when conflicts of interest became apparent (sponsor/scorer). LAG members were generally not involved in project scoring, they only approved projects on the basis of the score and recommendations brought forward.

The Global Grant Mechanism was seen as a particular strength of the Programme as it enabled the quick payment of beneficiaries. It was felt that future Programmes could improve by establishing easier application procedures.

C.1.10 Overall Summary on the Seven Distinctive Characteristics of

LEADER II
The territorial approach was seen as the most important feature of the LEADER II Programme followed by the local partnership/LAG approach and the management and funding arrangements which were applied. 

The least important features were identified as transnational co-operation, and the bottom-up approach.

Opinions concerning the remaining approaches, such as innovation, multi-sectoral and networking approach were less consistently clear, with most responses tending towards the less important side of the assessment scale.

Overall, the consulted LAG members regarded the support and assistance provided by Scottish Enterprise as good and acknowledged the amount of independence granted to LAGs, despite SE having the overall responsibility for the Programme.

The following table provides an overview of the co-ordinator's assessment regarding LEADER II impacts on areas in North West Grampian: 

	TABLE C.1: LEADER II Areas of impact in north west grampian

	AReas of Impact
	Qualifying mark

	Increase in social capital and dynamism
	Very Good

	Indirect effects on other programmes

Improvement in development skills and expertise
	Good

	Better use of local resources

Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking

Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world

Complementarity with other rural development actions
	Satisfactory

	Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area

Improvement of consultation mechanisms

Economic multiplier effect

Stronger local identity and image

Introduction of innovations

Transferability of actions
	Fair

	Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area
	Poor


Regarding the sustainability of LEADER II outcomes, the co-ordinator expressed the view that LEADER II has provided the springboard for many organisations and projects. In particular community organisations which received initial funding through LEADER are continuing to grow and develop and are finding different ways of funding their actions and projects.

C.2
UPLAND TAYSIDE 
C.2.1
The Baseline Situation
Territorial situation

The Tayside LEADER II area incorporated territory of two local authority units, Perthshire and Angus, with an overall population of 54,000. The geographical territory of the area is compact with a mixed natural environment and only 10 persons/km population density.

Although only 7% of the workforce is employed in agriculture, the sector is regarded as a key element of the local economy and a major influence on the life and character of the area. Tourism is a key industry within the area and accounts for more than 35% of all employment in the Upland Tayside area.

The initial LEADER II appraisal identified the environment, tourism, strategic partnerships, and diversification in agriculture as the area's key strengths. The most important weakness was identified as the employment situation.

The identified LEADER II strategy focused on three main themes, Economic Confidence, Cultural Confidence and Networking. This strategy was maintained throughout the programme period.

the lag

The Tayside LAG was initiated and managed by the LEC Scottish Enterprise Tayside. When it was established in 1996, it included representatives from SE Tayside (1), local authorities (2), professional and sectoral organisations (4), and one representative from the voluntary sector (1). This composition was maintained throughout the programme period. The LAG benefited from the employment of one LEADER II (1 FTE) co-ordinator, who the Local Entprise Company contracted via the Rural Forum/Local Business Shops.

networking, training, communication

Tayside LAG participated regularly at events organised by the UK-LEADER II network and the Scottish LEADER network. Although the LAG shared information at a European level with the European Observatory, no European events/seminars were attended.

There has been one transnational co-operation project with two partners, Ireland and Scotland, titled ‘Rural Women in Business’.

The LAG communicated and published LEADERII via public meetings and press articles. Tayside LAG did produce an information leaflet.

C.2.2
The Territorial Approach

Most of the respondents from Tayside LAG agreed that the boundaries drawn for the LEADER II area were inappropriate, as only certain segments of each local authority were selected which had negative impacts on resource allocations, administration and co-ordination of projects. One positive aspect was noted in the fact that the inclusion of two local authorities had certain unifying effects and helped overcoming tendencies of compartmentalisation.

The endogenous resources, most relevant to LEADER II were identified by all respondents, as the area’s agricultural resources, its natural resources and its human resources. It was felt that there was a certain under-utilisation of the area’s economic resources as it was difficult, according to the interviewees, to find match funding for SME support. In addition, it was felt that the community orientation of the programme was also less exhaustively used than anticipated, particularly in terms of decision-making processes. 

In the opinion of most interviewees, the territorial approach facilitated a better utilisation of local resources, and an increased formation of cohesive/effective partnerships between local actors. The cohesion of the local actors was also identified as one of the most relevant factors, which contributed to the success of the Lowland LEADER II programme locally.

C.2.3
The “Bottom-Up” Approach

According to the respondents, local government officials (i.e. local authorities), the LEC, and the agricultural and tourism sector groups were the most actively involved groups on the LAG. 

The main barriers for local participation, particularly for voluntary/community sector groups were identified as match-funding, lack of time, and lack of knowledge of LEADER II due to a lack of promotional activity and good marketing. 

The Bottom-Up approach facilitated the development of new ideas and projects and was regarded by all respondents as a model of good practice for other development programmes. The bottom-up approach had, however, little impact on improving the acceptability of local decisions. 

The most important improvements were seen in involving a wider range of local groups. Although the composition of the LAG itself was not regarded as a bottom-up structure, it provided an access route for local participation. The main outcome of this was seen in improved communication from a grass-roots perspective. 

Although the approach impacted positively in some areas, aspects such as the need for better consultation and participation mechanisms and a more meaningful communication regarding programme objectives and desired outcomes were still identified as the main remaining obstacles.

C.2.4
The Local Partnership And Operation Of The LAG
Local government officials, the local enterprise companies and the agricultural sector were thought to be the most involved and committed LAG members. Many of the smaller interest groups, such as environmental groups, young people or women's groups have not been involved, as LAG membership was kept small to allow for higher efficiency of LAG decision-making processes.  Whilst most LAG members felt that the LAG genuinely represented the wider structure of the area, local government officials and the LEC played the most influential and active roles.

The most valuable outcome of the partnership approach was seen in the increased realisation of projects that would not have otherwise 'seen the light of day' and in an increased local decision-making capacity. Although 'hidden' agendas of individual LAG members contributed to certain delays at times, Tayside LAG represented a stable and unproblematic delivery structure. 

The most problematic aspects in the operation of the LAG were experienced in the programme's measure structure and respective budget allocations. 

Despite the experienced benefits of the partnership approach, such as improved communication, Tayside LAG was only maintained as long as LEADER II funding was available. This was mainly due to the artificial drawing of the LEADER boundaries. Improvements of the partnership approach were mainly seen in expanding LAG membership to include environmental and community groups to a larger extent and to incorporate more participatory LAG mechanisms for decision-making.

C.2.5
The Innovative Nature Of The Actions / Projects
The definition of innovation was very broad and included anything new to the area. In some respects, this presented challenges in explaining and communicating the meaning of innovation to project applicants, which was identified as a key obstacle. Although innovation was integral to the Tayside LEADER II programme, there was no mechanism to enforce it and the feeling of some respondents was that innovation had emerged by chance rather than design.

Research of new markets and new forms of partnership and organisation were identified as the areas in which the most innovative action took place, mainly focusing on Measure B5 (Agricultural, forestry and fishery products) and Measure B2 (Training). The local government officials, the LEC, the voluntary and the agricultural sector's played a major role in initiating and supporting the innovative actions. 

The most tangible outcomes of innovative actions were evident in the replication of actions by others within the areas and two or three innovative actions subsequently continued under mainstream funding.

Because the definition of innovation was broad, respondents felt that the programme did not significantly impact on changing peoples' thinking about the development of the area. The main barriers to mainstreaming innovative actions were identified as risk aversion and resisting new approaches by local government bodies. Most respondents were not aware of any transfer of innovative projects.

C.2.6
The Multi-Sectoral Approach
Overall, respondents commented that the multi-sectoral approach was not pro-actively pursued by the LAG, with the effect that most Tayside projects were based on a single-sectoral funding structure. The main obstacles were identified as the presence of a dominant sector of activity in the area, the individual interests of the local players, and the lack of matching funds for some local players.

In the cases of multi-sectoral funding, the main and very evident outcome was felt to be the creation of lasting links between the players.

There was agreement that the facilitation of the multi-sectoral approach requires a designated officer, and an improved communication and awareness raising campaign between funding organisations themselves.

To improve and simplify the processes of European Funding in the future, a number of aspects have been highlighted by consultees. Recommendations included the availability of a single European Fund, which would reduce the complexity of current budgets, and the introduction of less stringent eligibility criteria. In context of improving community participation, improved handholding and capacity/confidence building activities would be desirable to increase the involvement of this sector.

C.2.7
Networking
For the purposes of sharing practice and information, Tayside LAG members, and particularly the LAG co-ordinators, attended local and regional network events. The LAG attended national network events, but most respondents felt that much more benefit was gained from participating in regional networking. The usefulness of networking, specifically on a European level, was only acknowledged by the interviewees, on the basis that a definite purpose for networking existed. It was felt that networking was only beneficial if it was focused, thematically driven and if feedback to other LAG members would be facilitated. In this respect, Tayside LAG regularly prepared verbal and written feedback from attended events, which were circulated between LAG members.

Despite the reservations expressed by some interviewees, others felt that access to networking was restricted and that many LAG members could have potentially benefited more from the exchange of experiences.  

Overall, regional networking was regarded as the only effective form of networking to improve transferability of project activity.

C.2.8
Transnational Co-operation
Tayside LAG initiated one transnational project, which, according to the respondents, had no evident outcome in added-value terms. The overall perception was that transnational projects required a disproportionate amount of work for little results. The project was based on similar interests and was intended to facilitate the sharing of experience. Telephone, e-mails and visits to the other countries were the main modes of operation.

C.2.9
Management And Funding

There was a high degree of autonomy experienced by the respondents regarding the management of project selection, engaging in transnational co-operation and in reallocating funds. Although Scottish Enterprise was perceived as supportive in providing information, guidance and managing the funds, some LAG members felt excluded from most of the LAG management activities, such as appraisal of projects and networking activities, as - from their perspective - they were kept exclusively to local government and LEC officials. There were, however, appraisal procedures in place, which allowed for the involvement of any LAG member. Other consulted LAG members confirmed the active use of participatory measures. This variety of perceptions indicates that a certain lack of transparency and understanding of the overall project selection and scoring processes must have existed between LAG members.

The Global Grant Mechanism was commended by all consulted LAG members as an appropriate and quick funding mechanism, particularly with regard to its local base, which created a positive image of local programme ownership, and facilitated quick responses and payments.

C.2.10 Summary of the Seven Distinctive Characteristics of LEADER II

The two most positive characteristics experienced by the respondents were the ‘bottom-up’ approach and the Global Grant Mechanism. It was felt that the ‘bottom-up’ approach encouraged co-operation to a much better degree than previous ‘top-down’ approaches. The only criticism, which was expressed by the majority of respondents, was that LEADER II focused too much on delivery on the expense of community inclusion and more comprehensive participation. The Global Grant facilitated a quicker turnaround of projects locally, which was well regarded as it made European funding more attractive to local players.

The local partnership and operation of the LAG was assessed as a further important characteristic of LEADER as it was locally based and closer to project development and implementation levels.

Although the territorial approach was considered important to LEADERII, the respondents felt that the Tayside area boundaries were an obstacle.

According to the respondents, the multi-sectoral approach, interpreted on a multi-funded basis (public/private), ensured a higher quality and wider impact of projects and was generally welcomed.

Local and regional networking activities were regarded as the most beneficial and important forms of networking. The main obstacles experienced with networking were a lack of communication, access and formal feedback to all LAG members.

The innovative character of activities was considered as relatively unimportant by the interviewees mainly due to the experienced difficulties in defining innovation, and uncertainties over its contribution to high quality outputs.

The respondents saw transnational co-operation as less important, mainly because of its time-consuming nature and uncertainties over its practical impacts.
The following table provides an overview of the co-ordinator's assessment regarding LEADER II impacts on areas in Upland Tayside: 

	TABLE C.2: LEADER II Areas of impact in upland tayside

	AReas of Impact
	Qualifying mark

	Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area
	Very Good

	Better use of local resources

Improvement of consultation mechanisms

Increase in social capital and dynamism

Improvement in development skills and expertis
	Good

	Diversification and integration of development actions

Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area

Stronger local identity and image

Introduction of innovations

Transferability of actions

Complementarity with other rural development actions

Indirect effects on other programmes;
	Satisfactory

	-
	Fair

	Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking

Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world
	Poor


C.3
RURAL STIRLING
C.3.1
The Baseline Situation
Territorial situation

The designated LEADER II area in Rural Stirling spans some 1850 sqkm of mainly harsh upland terrain (75% of the agricultural land is designated as a Less Favoured Area), which boasts two internationally renowned tourist destinations, Loch Lomand, and the Trossachs. The Rural Stirling LEADER II area was part of the Rural Stirling/Upland Tayside Objective 5b Programme area. The population of the area, at the beginning of LEADER II, was just under 17,000 dispersed across a small number of settlements. The area has a traditional rural economic structure with, approximately 11% of the workforce employed in agriculture. Tourism is the key industry with some 30% of the workforce employed in this sector and there is the risk of over dependency on tourism for employment and economic activity.

the lag

The legal status of the Local Action Group in Rural Stirling was this of a partnership organisation with partners listed in the LAGs' partnership agreement. The LAG commenced its activities in 1996 and ceased its operation in December 1999. 

The composition of the LAG included two representatives from the Local Authority, two partners from the LEC and one representative from the local community/voluntary sector. During the course of the Programme, the LAG was extended to include two more partners, one from Scottish Natural Heritage and one from private enterprise. An important consideration in the composition of the LAG was the appropriate representation of local agencies and an emphasis on local agencies with matching funds available for projects. LAG co-ordination was jointly funded by the LEC and the Local Authority. The LAG employed an animateur to help implement LEADER II.

The LAG met every second month during the Programme period with an estimated attendance rate of 70-80%. Consultees felt that the existing internal rules and procedures were well communicated to LAG members.

networking, training, communication

Rural Stirling LAG accessed the services and shared information with the European Observatory sometimes. An application to fund the preparation of the area's transnational co-operation project was also made, but eventually not accessed because of lack of time regarding the Programme's completion deadline. 

The LAG attended one seminar organised by the European Rural Observatory and eight meetings organised by the Scottish LEADER II network. 

The LAG did participate in one transnational co-operation project with regions in Germany and Austria. Funding, however, could not be accessed through LEADER II Measure C funds due to time issues (i.e. post Programme completion deadline).

With regard to communication, Rural Stirling LAG produced and disseminated a Programme brochure and a number of posters, and advertised in the local press. Information on Rural Stirling LAG could also be found on the AEIDL-website. 

C.3.2
The Territorial Approach

The territorial approach of LEADER II was generally regarded as helpful in as far as it improved the identification of local problems and needs and built more cohesive and effective partnership between local actors.

The designated LEADER II area was, however, perceived as less appropriate as some communities in need were excluded, whilst at the same time some of the wealthier communities were included in LEADER II.

Some consultees felt that LEADER II could have facilitated more tourism projects, in order to enhance the environmental aspects of the Programme. As the Programme was very much budget driven, local community resources were not used exhaustively, others felt.

C.3.3
The “Bottom-Up” Approach

There was consensus between consulted LAG members that the bottom-up approach delivered a good model of best practice for other development programmes. The approach provided very evident outcomes in Rural Stirling regarding an improved organisation of the local actors and was regarded as a good catalyst for new ideas and projects.

Most importantly, the bottom-up approach of LEADER II stimulated awareness for partnership working between the community and the public sector and it was instrumental in improving the capacity and empowerment of involved communities.

The majority of consultees believed that an increase in community participation and a generally wider representation of all important sectors on the LAG would help to improve the effectiveness of the bottom-up approach in any future programme. Obstacles to the approach included a lack of finance for capacity building measures, improved access and use of lessons' learned/evaluations throughout the Programme period.

C.3.4
The Local Partnership And Operation Of The LAG
Membership of the Rural Stirling LAG was kept intentionally small to facilitate an efficient and workable partnership for the implementation of LEADER II. The main drivers of the LAG were identified as the LEC, the Local Authority and Scottish Natural Heritage, a central government organisation.  Community representation was minimal and was perceived as only coming really into play during the last year of the Programme.

Because the LEADER II budget was relatively small in Rural Stirling, there was a feeling amongst interviewed LAG members that there was a lack of promotional activities, in order to avoid over-commitment of Programme resources. This low profile strategy had the effect that general awareness of LEADER II was low and that the Programme did not have a sufficient identity of its own, according to some consultees.

It was generally believed that LEADER II outcomes were most evident in the emergence of more community and/or collective initiatives.  The fact that funding was available for areas in which other existing resources could not help, was regarded as most important in the development and effectiveness of the local partnership. Main constraints included Programme monitoring and evaluation, partly because of its lack of funding, and partly because it was seen as overly complicated and confusing.

In future, most consultees believed, a local partnership such as the LAG should be more community based, include some SME and should allocate more funding to public promotion of the Programme.

C.3.5
The Innovative Nature Of The Actions / Projects
Innovation was experienced as an integral part of the Programme, particularly via the business plan and the project selection criteria applied by the LAG. However, innovation emerged on an ad-hoc basis, some LAG members felt.

The Community Futures project was one of the key innovative projects of Rural Stirling LEADER II, incorporating the development of strategic community plans and capacity building measures, covering aspects which have not been undertaken before. This project was also identified as having the highest potential for transferability and mainstreaming activities.

LEADER II and its innovative projects in Rural Stirling increased the openness and willingness of the communities and established local players to consider new approaches and ideas. It was further felt that the LEADER II funded activities gave partners a better idea of what could be achieved even with a small pot of money.

C.3.6
The Multi-Sectoral Approach
The multi-sectoral approach of LEADER II was mainly interpreted via establishing funding partnerships driven by the match-funding requirement of Structural Funds. Although there was no particular method in implementing the integration of actions, it was felt that the local partnership approach of the Programme facilitated the development of multi-sectoral projects. Most importantly, the local animateur helped this process by signposting and awareness raising of potential co-financing issues.

Generally, the multi-sectoral approach was perceived as a well used method in local development with evident outcomes in the areas of improved synergy, greater viability of projects and the creation of lasting links between local players, which led to increased sustainability.

With regard to the multi-sectoral approach, consultees believed that certain aspects of European funding could be improved by introducing simple monitoring and reporting procedures, and as more flexible requirements for partnership working and co-funding commitments expressed in the application form.

C.3.7
Networking
The Rural Stirling LAG had access to all three levels of networking, whereby, the Scottish LEADER II network was regarded as the most beneficial. The co-ordinator of the LAG was the main LAG member to be involved in the networking organised under LEADER II. There was, however, the feeling amongst some interviewed LAG members that access to networking events should have been wider, and that de-briefing of attended network events could have been much better to inform other LAG members and to raise general awareness of LEADER II activities elsewhere. The main obstacle identified by the consultees was therefore, the lack of information and the lack of awareness of networking opportunities for LAG members. 

With regard to future programmes, it was felt that a UK network should be in place from the beginning of Programme operations, that involvement should be expanded to allow other LAG members to network, and that lessons learned in other areas should be better used within their area.
C.3.8
Transnational Co-operation
Rural Stirling LEADER II participated in one self-financed transnational co-operation project, which was well received with regard to its impacts in terms of product development, knowledge transfer and an increased awareness and understanding of similar projects undertaken throughout Europe.

Consultees identified the main problems in transnational co-operation as  the slowness in defining the basis of co-operation and the lack of time and priority given to transnational co-operation.

To improve transnational co-operation in the future, consulted LAG members suggested undertaking relevant project development earlier on in the Programme and encouraging a wider a use of transnational projects, because of their high potential for impacts and knowledge transfer.

C.3.9
Management And Funding

Most consulted LAG members agreed that the autonomy of the LAG was high with regard to the allocation and re-allocation of finance and the selection of projects. The perception was that during the early days of LEADER II, Scottish Enterprise, as implementing authority of LEADER II, exercised considerable control over the implementation of the Programme, which included the prescription of LAG project appraisal procedures. Overall, however, Scottish Enterprise did not introduce any constraints for the implementation of the Programme and was largely perceived as providing adequate assistance and clarification of relevant issues.

Although no major difficulties were experienced in the use of the three EU funds, some LAG members felt that overall access to the funds need to be simplified in future programmes to allow for more involvement of grassroots organisations, which have only gained little experience in writing applications under LEADER II in Rural Stirling.

All LAG members assessed project applications and consensus needed to be found between members to apply scores.  There were methodology and marking sheets available for LAG members.  The use of marking sheets provided for a transparent and fair procedure and the process of project selection was generally well understood according to interviewed LAG members. 

With regard to the appropriateness of LEADER II performance indicators, consultees felt that the use of softer indicators would have represented LEADER objectives better. Some LAG members recommended a better use of terminology and clearer definitions of performance indicators to increase their appropriateness for future programmes.

The Global Grant Mechanism was regarded as a very useful mechanism as it facilitated fast approvals, minimal bureaucracy and fostered the feeling of local ownership of LEADER II. The Global Grant was seen as boosting local confidence by incorporating a ‘can-do’ image, which supported the community-based approach of the Programme.

Overall, LEADER II management procedures were regarded as more effective than procedures in other EU-Programmes, mainly because of the community involvement aspects. The small scale and community oriented nature of the Programme also meant, according to some consultees, that LEADER II was more accessible to local communities by responding to more ‘real’ and immediate local development needs.

In the future, the involvement of more community based groups and partners from the outset of the Programme was considered as necessary for LEADER +. Further recommendations included a wider and earlier advertisement campaign to promote the Programme and its objectives more appropriately. The training of  LAG members in programme management and the increased allocation of funds towards project handholding services were further recommendations made by the consultees.

C.3.10 Summary of the Seven Distinctive Characteristics of LEADER II

All consulted LAG representatives considered the bottom-up approach and the management and funding of the Programme as some of the most important features of LEADER II. With regard to the bottom-up approach the major successes from its implementation were identified as awareness raising activities, and idea generation workshops. The Global Grant Mechanism was seen as one of the key factors which contributed to the success of LEADER II. 

The territorial approach, the local partnership and operation of the LAG, and networking were also identified as important characteristics of the Programme. An already established area and existing local partnerships helped the implementation of the Programme in Rural Stirling. Although the full potential of networking could not be utilised, mainly due to obstacles such as awareness, time and resources, the overall importance  and the potential contribution of networking was fully acknowledged by most consultees.

Whilst regarded as an important feature of LEADER II, the implementation of the innovative approach was often questioned, particularly with regard to its simplistic definition and over-emphasis within the Programme.

The multi-sectoral approach was generally perceived as an important aspect, yet it was seen as nothing particularly new to local development. All stakeholders were well aware of this approach as far as multi-funding was concerned.

Transnational co-operation also received relatively good feedback from the consultees and was identified as an important feature of LEADER II, but it was generally pointed out that more time and resources were needed to plan and understand transnational co-operation.

The following table provides an overview of the co-ordinator's assessment regarding LEADER II impacts on areas in Rural Stirling: 

	TABLE C.3: LEADER II Areas of impact in Rural stirling

	AReas of Impact
	Qualifying mark

	Increase in social capital and dynamism
	Very Good

	Improvement of consultation mechanisms

Economic multiplier effects
	Good

	Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area

Better use of local resources

Diversification and integration of development actions

Improvement in development skills

Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area

Stronger local identity and image

Introduction of innovations
	Satisfactory

	Transferability of actions

Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking

Complementarity with other rural development actions
	Fair

	Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world
	Poor


Some LAG members believed that the main actions of the LEADER II Programme in Rural Stirling such as the Community Futures project, which had a major and strategically important impact on a number of Rural Stirling communities, will continue in future despite the fact that the Local Action Group has ceased its operation. Overall, the Programme was perceived as having achieved major positive impacts on employment and the environment.

Rural Stirling is currently applying for funding under the new LEADER + Programme.  

C.4
SCOTTISH BORDERS 
C.4.1
The Baseline Situation

Territorial situation

The Scottish Borders LEADER II programme covered the whole of the Borders Region comprising a population of 103,881 (1991) and a population density of 22 per square kilometre. The natural environment of the region is diverse and the area is peripheral to the principal transportation routes, being the only region in the UK without a railway station. There is a high dependence upon a narrow range of economic activities, many of which are undergoing severe economic restructuring. Over 27% of the Borders workforce is employed in the agriculture, forestry, textiles and printed circuit board manufacturing sectors.

At the end of the LEADER II Programme, this dependency has been slightly reduced. 

The LEADER II Business Plan identified particular development opportunities in areas such as, the development of a coherent locally-based and integrated rural development approach, the support of exporting initiative for Border's products, and the development of SME wealth and job creation. The key aspects for the local area appraisal/business plan mainly related to the business base, tourism, and natural and cultural resources. The coherence with existing strategies concerning the area was identified as the business plan's main strength. The lack of time to fully appraise and implement the Plan was regarded as the main weakness.

the lag

In accordance with the interviewees, the LAG consisted of representatives from the local authority (1), the Local Enterprise Company (1), sectoral organisations, such as the Tourist Board and National Farmers Union (2), and the voluntary sector (1). Meetings were held monthly (55 meetings in total) and attendance was perceived very high. LAG decisions were governed by internal procedures, which were well understood by all interviewed LAG members. The Local Enterprise Company provided a part-time LEADER Co-ordinator. 

networking, training, communication

The networking resources from the European Observatory and other networks were used. Participation in transnational co-operation was low. Most forms of communication and information were used to publicise the LAG and Leader II Programme.

C.4.2
The Territorial Approach

The most important factors for the success of the Leader II programme were felt to have been the cohesion of local actors and players and the identity of local communities with the area. The Scottish Borders was viewed as a consistent, contiguous territory and a strategy of dispersal was thought to be well suited to the rural nature of the area. The most important area resources were felt to be the human and institutional and administrative resources, with the territorial approach leading to better identifying local problems and needs.

C.4.3
The “Bottom-Up” Approach

The level of participation of local interest groups was perceived highest from the local authority, the Local Enterprise Company and the Tourism sector. There were gaps in terms of the participation of certain groups in the LAG and Leader II - mainly in terms of young people, elected representatives and environmental groups. Most LAG members thought that the timescale of the programme and limited administrative/management resources meant that there was little scope to promote and expand participation. It was felt that the bottom-up approach was a good mechanism to encourage more participation of groups and communities, it stimulated local capacity and organisation especially at the grassroots level. It was also regarded as a flexible approach, which allowed communities to realise their own projects. The main obstacle to making the bottom-up approach more effective included time, resources, a focus preoccupied with business, and the lack of capacity of communities. The dominant involvement of groups who could bring financial resources to the Programme was also identified as barrier to the approach.

C.4.4
The Local Partnership And Operation Of The LAG

All LAG members had direct, regular participation. The main barrier to participation and effective partnership working were freeing up the time and staff resources of LAG members, and in the initial time it took to develop good partner relations. All LAG members were satisfied that the operating rules and roles of the LAG members were explicit enough. All LAG members agreed that the composition of the LAG could have been more representative. The LAG was heavily involved in project initiation and development, and added value by lending member experience and partnership arrangements to engender more effective projects. Most LAG members indicated that the added value of the partnership was very evident.

According to the consulted LAG members, areas where the LAG was unable to influence the Lowland Leader II Programme included the early deadline for expenditure commitment imposed by Scottish Enterprise and a too heavy focus on businesses and economic projects. Additional constraints were identified as starting late, not having experience of LEADER I, and finding matched funding resources.

As a result of the LAG, there has been a wider range of constituencies involved in the policy and delivery process, and agencies have become much better at joint working.

C.4.5
The Innovative Nature Of The Actions / Projects
The working definition of innovation adopted was 'anything new in a Scottish Borders context'. The guidance from the Observatory was deemed to have come to late to be useful for the programme. It was felt that the actions and projects in the area were very innovative, with most groups playing a role. LAG members, however, were perceived as having been major actors in this regard. Eligibility problems were thought to be the main barrier to innovation. Although the most successful innovative approaches have been mainstreamed, some consultees felt that the innovative actions did not have any impact on existing thought and development processes. Overall, all LAG members felt that innovation was over-emphasised in the Programme.

One of the most innovative actions in the Scottish Borders region included the development of a Woodschool, which created hitherto non existent linkages between training and new business development.

The improvement of the region's competitiveness was seen by some consultees as a very evident outcome of the innovative actions in the Scottish Borders.

C.4.6
The Multi-Sectoral Approach
The co-ordination and integration of actions was mainly achieved via the support of the LEADER II co-ordinator, who was regarded as the key to communicating Programme objectives, to influence project design and to find effective financial planning solutions for projects prior to applications.

Overall, developing integrated multisectoral projects enhanced the viability, flexibility and added value of projects. Effectively delivering a multisectoral approach was, however, felt to require more guidance for applicants. A clearer strategy and objectives were also seen as areas of improvement.  In terms of European Funding structures, the existence of three different Structural Funds was regarded as unhelpful in implementing the multi-sectoral approach.

C.4.7
Networking
There was a high degree of networking in Scotland, but little outside it. The main person benefiting from networking activities of the Scottish Borders LAG was the LEADER co-ordinator. Overall, it was felt that the Networking element of the programme was not structured enough and was delivered very late, especially in the UK network. The two most important factors, which blocked participation in networks and exchanges, were regarded as the lack of funding and the lack of time of LAG members. In the opinion of the consulted LAG members, positive outcomes of networking were mainly found in the area of reducing isolation of the local development workers. However, it was felt that networking benefits were not widely reported and that it was little developed in a Scottish Borders LEADER II context.

C.4.8
Transnational Co-operation
There was little transnational networking, and only a few isolated networking projects took place. A lack of resources and the time needed to develop projects were cited as main obstacles to transnational co-operation. Overall, consulted LAG members felt that there were not enough projects that came forward, and transnational projects were regarded as expensive. Thematic networking was identified as the only evident outcome of transnational co-operation. The Leader II publication and Web Site were regarded as useful in terms of describing innovative projects and good practice.

C.4.9
Management And Funding

Consulted LAG members assessed their own situation as one with a lot of autonomy, particularly with regard to project selection and engaging in transnational co-operation. The lack of training and induction for LAG members and an exclusion of LAG members in strategy development and the formulation of the LAG's LEADER II approach were identified as the main constraints introduced by the Scottish Executive and The European Commission.

Access to funds was regarded as relatively easy, and appraisal and monitoring procedures were not problematic. In accordance with the innovative action approach, the main selection criteria applied in project selection was innovation as well as the submission's general fit with rules and criteria.

The Global Grant mechanism was regarded well with its particular strength seen in the speed at which project promoters could be paid. The three sets of European Structural Funds with three different sets of rules and conditions were regarded as the main weakness of the global grant mechanism.

In summary, LEADER II management procedures were identified as effective tools particularly with regard to the small scale, the local focus and the delivery bias of the Programme. The speed in which decisions could be reached in such a context were regarded as very beneficial. To improve the management of LEADER +, consulted LAG members felt that the Programme should keep its local base, with more money available up-front and with more support provided for project applicants.

C.4.10 Summary of the Seven Distinctive Characteristics of LEADER II
In conclusion, the delivery oriented management and funding of LEADER II was regarded as the most important aspect of the LEADER II operation. Similarly, the local partnership and operation of the LAG were seen as the key to the success of the Programme.

Because Scottish Borders was a well-established and well-founded territorial unit, the territorial approach of LEADER II was felt as an appropriate and important aspect of the Programme.

The bottom-up approach and the networking aspects of LEADER II were regarded as important, yet it was felt that they proved difficult to deliver, mainly due to lack of match funding.

Interviewed LAG representatives were divided in their views on the importance of the innovative nature of the actions and projects of LEADER II. Their views ranged from very important to unimportant. Similarly, the multi-sectoral approach was assessed relatively indifferently.

Transnational co-operation was regarded by most as the least important aspect of the LEADER II Programme. 

The following table provides an overview of the co-ordinator's assessment regarding LEADER II impacts on areas in Scottish Borders: 

	TABLE C.4: LEADER II Areas of impact in Scottish borders

	AReas of Impact
	Qualifying mark

	-
	Very Good

	Better use of local resources

Introduction of innovations

Complementarity with other rural development actions

Diversification and integration of development actions

Improvement in development skills and expertise

Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking
	Good

	Increase in social capital and dynamism

Improvement of consultation mechanisms

Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area

Economic multiplier effects

Transferability of actions

Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world

Indirect effects on other programmes
	Satisfactory

	Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area
	Fair

	Stronger local identity and image
	Poor


C.5
DUMFRIES & GALLOWAY LAG
C.5.1
The Baseline Situation
Territorial situation

The LEADER II Programme covered the entire Dumfries and Galloway area, a rural area with a variety of landscape types including coastal plains, river valleys and moorland. The population of Dumfries and Galloway was 147,805 in 1991, and sparsely spread over the area with a population density of 23 per square kilometre.  In economic terms, the region has Scotland's highest proportion of agricultural employment and high primary sector dependency. By building on the experience of LEADER I, opportunities such as employment creation in the forestry industry, adding value to locally produced primary products and tourism development were highlighted as principal issues for LEADER II. The LEADER II business plan was regarded as a comprehensive document, which had strong associations with the Objective 5b Programme and which was based on a strong partnership approach.

The unemployment rate of Dumfries and Galloway was high at the start of the programme, but had significantly decreased by the end of LEADER II.

the lag

The LAG had eight members, three from the local authority, three from the Local Enterprise Company, one from the private sector, and one representing the community sector. Attendance was high, and there were 20 meetings of the LAG. Both Dumfries and Galloway Council and SE Dumfries and Galloway financially contributed towards the costs of LEADER II co-ordination and implementation. The model for the secretariat was a not for profit company called Groundbase set up to administer the LEADER II programme, and to deal with project design and funding. Delegated authority levels from expenditure commitments were established for more effective administration and decision-making. The experience of LEADER I in Galloway, enabled the LAG to start the implementation of the Programme very quickly and effectively.

networking, training, communication

The group used the services of the European Observatory often, especially the web site and newsletter. 

Networking events and seminars on a European, national and regional level were attended well throughout the Programme period. According to the consulted LAG members, Dumfries and Galloway was involved in nine transnational co-operation projects. 

With regard to communication, the LAG engaged in a multitude of activities such as newsletters, press releases and articles, radio, public meetings, and a website. The LAG had contractual arrangements with two community groups to be community animateurs and to engage with communities and help push the locally based agenda of LEADER II. In addition, Groundbase executives held local surgeries out in the communities.

C.5.2
Territorial Approach
The cohesion of the actors in the area was the most significant factor in the success of the Lowland Leader II programme. Common, contiguous boundaries were also significant. A strategy of dispersal was used to reflect the needs and condition of the rural area. LEADER II used the region's agricultural, forestry and fishing, cultural and historical resources, and economic and financial resources to a great extent. There was significant added value attributed to the territorial approach. Overall, there were no problems or issues with the LAG boundary - all consulted thought that they were appropriate.

C.5.3
The “Bottom-Up” Approach
Overall there was high participation in the LAG by groups, apart from Central Government, environmental groups and young people.  In terms of local participation in the phases of the programme, this was weak in the definition of the area boundaries, and average or strong in all other aspects. There was a range of positive outcomes evident from the bottom-up approach. The most significant improvements in the approach to local participation were that the LAG learnt more about communities, communities had more participation, there was better inter-agency working, and the implementation of Community Planning was helped. Obstacles identified included the need for significant staffing resources, public money available for community work, and more transparency in decision-making.

C.5.4
The Local Partnership And Operation Of The LAG
There was direct regular participation by all LAG members. There were no significant barriers to LAG participation and working with the LAG. The operating rules and roles of LAG members were felt to be explicit enough. All LAG members agreed that representation on the LAG could have been wider, especially the voluntary sector and gender balance. Overall co-ordination was unproblematic, and the LAG had significant, proactive involvement in project initiation and development. There was a fairly good added value of the partnership approach, especially in the emergence of more community or collective initiatives, models of good practice for other local institutions, and realisation of projects that would not otherwise have been implemented. Other forms of added value were identified, including complementing Objective 5b and LEC activities, and the development of the new Small Business Loans Fund, which was modelled on a LEADER II project.

Barriers to partnership working were identified as time and staff resources of the LAG and Secretariat. The main constraints from the Lowland Leader II programme related to a lack of operational guidelines and eligibility criteria and the resultant application of Structural Fund rules, which were felt to be inflexible.

C.5.5
The Innovative Nature Of The Actions / Projects
The working definition applied was 'new approaches, projects or schemes which hadn't been implemented before in the region'. Innovation was incorporated into the applications process. The main challenge innovation presented was that it meant different things to different people, and it was difficult to apply a universal definition. The establishment of the delivery organisation for the area, Groundbase Ltd, was regarded as significantly innovative in itself. Examples of innovative projects included MEGA, which was mainstreamed as the Small Business Loan fund, and the Community Fund, which has also been mainstreamed.

Overall, all LAG members questioned the over-emphasis of the programme on innovation. A number of projects were subsequently mainstreamed from the programme.

C.5.6 The Multi-Sectoral Approach
The unifying theme of LEADER II in the area was to support/grow local micro businesses and develop local communities. There were no significant difficulties in developing multi-funded projects. They engendered greater project viability and synergy. Leader II funds were crucial in levering in other partners and funding. The Groundbase approach made it much easier to deliver integrated projects. It was pointed out that a good, well-staffed delivery mechanism is needed to develop a multi-sectoral approach. The positive impacts from implementation of multisectoral actions/projects were further matched funding, holistic regeneration, and better linkages between community needs.

C.5.7
Networking

The Scottish Leader II Network was used a lot and was helpful in terms of helping solve problems, sharing information, sharing practice and to transfer experiences. The late establishment of the UK network meant that it was not used much. The co-ordinator of the LAG was significantly involved in networking organised by Leader II. However, it was felt that the outputs and benefits from networking were difficult to identify and justify in comparison to using time and staff resources for project and programme delivery instead. The added value from networking included reduced isolation of the area and development workers, and the development of exchanges with actors from other areas.

C.5.8
Transnational Co-operation
There were nine transnational projects with regions in countries such as Sweden and Denmark. However, interviewed LAG members felt that a number of barriers such as a lack of staff time and resource investments were difficult to overcome to make transnational co-operation a more sustainable and practicable approach to local development. With regard to LEADER +, a gradual approach to transnational co-operation should be incorporated, building from a regional and national to an international level of exchanges.

C.5.9
Management And Funding
There was a high degree of autonomy of the LAG in all aspects of the management of LEADER II. The early closure of the programme was cited as a problem. The European Commission and Scottish Executive were regarded as having low proactive involvement in the programme with a poor attendance at meetings and other events. All of the three funds were regarded as easy to use. Appraisal and monitoring procedures were very well understood, and selection criteria for projects were fine. Overall, management and funding procedures were thought to be onerous especially relative to the small levels of funds available. Groundbase was an approach that allowed projects to be designed to meet local needs, and to set up quicker, less bureaucratic procedures for beneficiaries. Suggestions to improve the co-ordination and administration of LEADER + included having a mono-funded programme with a lead partner.

C.5.10 Summary of the Seven Distinctive Characteristics of LEADER II

There was overwhelming consensus that the territorial approach, the local partnership and operation of the LAG, and the management and funding of LEADER II were very important features which led to the overall success of the Programme in Dumfries and Galloway.

Further aspects such as the bottom-up approach, the innovative nature of actions, and the multi-sectoral approach were also regarded as very important, particularly with regard to Groundbase Ltd., the implementation company for LEADER II which was itself regarded as an innovative approach.  

Networking and transnational co-operation were perceived as medium on a scale of importance. Whilst it was acknowledged that networking and transnational co-operation generated some ideas at the local level, the amount of time and resources necessary to accomplish projects were regarded as disproportionate to the benefits.

The following table provides an overview of the co-ordinator's assessment regarding LEADER II impacts on areas in Dumfries and Galloway: 

	TABLE C.5: LEADER II Areas of impact in dumfries and galloway

	AReas of Impact
	Qualifying mark

	-
	Very Good

	Better use of local resources

Improvement of consultation mechanisms

Diversification and integration of development actions

Increase in social capital and dynamism

Stronger local identity and image

Complementarity with other rural development actions

Indirect effects on other programmes
	Good

	Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area

Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking

Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area

Economic multiplier effects

Transferability of actions

Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world

Improvement in development skills and expertise
	Satisfactory

	Introduction of innovations
	Fair

	-
	Poor


	Summary TABLE C.6: LEADER II Areas of impact in Lowland Scotland

	Areas of Impact
	North West Grampian
	Upland Tayside
	Rural Stirling
	Scottish Borders
	Dumfries and Galloway

	Better use of local resources
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Good

	Improvement of consultation mechanisms
	Fair
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Good

	Diversification and integration of development actions
	/
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Good

	Increase in social capital and dynamism
	Very Good
	Good
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Good

	Stronger local identity and image
	Fair
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Good

	Complementarity with other rural development actions
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Fair
	Good
	Good

	Indirect effects on other programme
	Good
	Satisfactory
	/
	Satisfactory
	Good

	Development of a holistic strategy suited to the area
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Fair
	Satisfactory

	Encouragement to engage in co-operation and networking
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Satisfactory

	Improvement in the internal cohesion of the area
	Fair
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Satisfactory

	Economic multiplier effects
	Fair
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory

	Transferability of actions
	Fair
	Satisfactory
	Fair
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory

	Increased exchanges with and opening up to the outside world
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory

	Improvement in development skills and expertise
	Good
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Satisfactory

	Introduction to innovations
	Fair
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Fair


APPENDIX D: 
PROJECT SURVEY RESULTS
D.1
INTRODUCTION

This Appendix provides a summary of the key findings from a postal survey of 28 LEADER II projects. The survey was designed to serve a number of purposes, including the:

· validation of monitoring information regarding the extent of quantitative benefits generated by projects supported through LEADER II;

· assessment of net outcomes, through examining issues such as deadweight, substitution and displacement; and

· identification of softer, qualitative benefits generated by the Programme, such as enhanced capacities, increased community cohesion etc.


It transpired, however, that the survey failed to generate sufficient information to enable wider inferences to be drawn regarding the validity of target and claims data supplied by the LAGs. This reflected a number of factors, including:

· the elapsed time since LEADER II support for some projects surveyed. For example, in some cases it was not possible to contact the lead person with responsibility for projects due to job changes; and

· a lack of follow up of projects by project sponsors to assess both the extent to which targets had been achieved or had been sustained.


While these findings have obvious implications for future evaluation, and suggest a need for better aftercare, they have frustrated the aims of this study of providing an empirically based assessment of net economic development gain.

D.2
METHOD

The survey method was based on a project-sampling frame, which included all projects from four LEADER II areas in Lowland Scotland. No project information could be accessed from Dumfries and Galloway within the timescale for this study.

Initially, between five and eight projects were selected from each of the four LEADER II areas, based on information supplied by SE and the LAGs. In some cases, contact with project staff was difficult to establish, due to changes in personnel since the completion of the respective LEADER II projects. At the end, positive contact was established with 24 projects and a total of 42 questionnaires were sent out to project applicants, project co-ordinators and project beneficiaries. 

The questionnaire contained a number of topics such as:

· project development and application procedures;

· project support services; 

· project implementation and management issues;

· quantitative and qualitative performance of projects;

· innovation and transferability aspects of projects;

· LEADER II additionality; and 

· satisfaction levels with LAG management and the LEADER ll programme itself.  

Projects were selected across the different LEADER II Measures to reflect the wide diversity of the Programme. In total, 19 questionnaires were returned representing 15 projects.  Table D.1 details the breakdown of project selection and the return of project questionnaires.

	Table D.1: Projects Sampled and Questionnaires Returned, by Measure/Sub-Measure

	Measure/Sub-Measure
	Number selected
	Number returned

	B1
	2
	1

	B2
	5
	3

	B3
	7
	4

	B4
	3
	2

	B5
	3
	2

	B6
	7
	3

	C
	1
	0

	Total
	28
	15


D.3
SURVEY RESULTS

D.3.1
LEADER II Awareness and Type of Applicant
The most popular way of finding out about LEADER II funding was through the LEC and the local authority, reflecting these organisations' prominent role on LAGs. Promotion outside of the public sector appears to have been limited with only a small number of organisations (12%) finding out about LEADER ll through brochures and seminars. This tends to support the views of some LAG consultees that the Programme was not marketed widely.

Over one-third of project applicants were from the public sector. The remaining projects were split relatively evenly across the private, community and voluntary sectors.  The majority of respondents were involved in managing projects (61%) and acting as match funders (22%), with only a few (11%) having had an involvement in their respective LAGs.  

D.3.2
Project Development And Application Procedures
The majority of projects were developed as a result of the organisation's own idea, with 44% of respondents citing this as the reason for project development.   For another 31% the project was a result of discussion with other project/LEADER II partners, highlighting positive aspects of integration and co-operation between local stakeholders. The LEADER ll co-ordinator/team provided assistance to projects mainly in the form of advice (75%), help with the application procedure (56%) and, to a lesser extent, regarding funding arrangements (25%).  Probably as a result of this advice and support, no one reported any difficulties in filling out the application forms. 

Just over one-quarter (28%) did, however, experience difficulties in finding match funding.  Some comments given were;

· problems raising finance to get work underway initially and also during periods throughout the project;

· funding promised was withdrawn due to delays in pulling together match funding; and

· some funding sources were slow to pay and others agreed at outset but declined at deadline.

Respondents stated that understanding of the project selection criteria and processes applied by the LAG was good, with 83% of respondents claiming to be aware of all relevant procedures. This may simply reflect the status of most interviewees as project sponsors employed by public sector agencies. LAG's provided feedback to 59% of project applications. On average, it took ten weeks from project submission to gaining funding approval, although this time ranged from between two weeks up to nine months.  

D.3.3
Project Implementation and Project Monitoring

Once funding was secured most projects started immediately or encountered only a small delay in commencing project activity.  

The majority of respondents were able to implement their project according to their original project plan described in the application form, suggesting good project planning skills. With regard to LAG support services, there was little evidence of LAG/co-ordinator involvement during the running of projects as only one-third of respondents recalled having received a visit or support. When asked about the quality of the support or advice received during project implementation, half of the respondents rated it as good, the remaining half, however, assessed it as neither good nor poor, or poor. 

With regard to claiming and monitoring procedures, 82% of respondents were briefed and informed about relevant procedures with half having received help in filling out the claims and monitoring reports.  Instead of reporting project progress on a regular basis, the majority (69%) of respondents submitted only final claims and reports. Only 6% of respondents took advantage of quarterly claiming procedures.   

Although all respondents regarded claiming and monitoring as too complicated, the overwhelming majority (87%) did not experience any problems with their reports and claims.  No significant problems were reported in receiving LEADER II payment.

D.3.4
Type of Projects
Table D.2 provides an overview of type of LEADER II funded projects as described by the respondents:

	Table D.2: Projects by Broad Type

	
	Number
	%

	Capital
	6
	32

	Training and skills
	5
	26

	Business and Development
	4
	21

	Environmental
	4
	21

	Capacity building
	3
	16

	Revenue
	1
	5

	Other
	3
	16


According to respondents, nearly one-third of projects incorporated a capital works element, often combining a number of project activities in the same application.  Over half (57%) of the projects used the funding to provide grants or general financial assistance to ultimate beneficiaries. Most sampled projects used LEADER II funding for the promotion of business, products and marketing and the development of new products. To a lesser extent, funding was also used to purchase equipment, machinery and materials.

D.3.5 Project Performance And Achievements

The majority of respondents reported that their projects were completed on time and it was claimed that they had achieved their targets as identified within the application (83%). There appeared to be little bases for these assertions as little aftercare and monitoring of projects had been undertaken. It was also evident that few could scale the benefits achieved through project activity.

Just over one-quarter (27%) stated that LEADER II funding contributed to the creation of new jobs and sales, including 1 Full time and 7 Part time jobs created between three projects. Over one-third (36%) acknowledged that the Programme helped to safeguard jobs. Further benefits of LEADER II funding included safeguarding of sales (45%) and securing of additional contracts (44%).  

The majority of respondents felt that they had gained project management capabilities and capacities through their project (83%). Asked about any further achievements as a direct result of LEADER II projects, respondents forwarded the following:

· with the help of LEADER II other public funding could be accessed (36%);

· LEADER II helped access private sector finance (45%); and 

· The Programme had assisted businesses, although this could rarely be quantified.

As mentioned in the introduction to this appendix, the lack of quantified performance information was symptomatic of both changes in personnel and an apparently low level of aftercare and monitoring of activities. These are weaknesses which should be addressed in any future LEADER + Programme.

D.3.6 LEADER II Additionality

Regarding the additionality of LEADER II, under half (44%) of respondents believed that their project would still have gone ahead without LEADER ll funding, but would have been on a smaller scale (88%), been delayed (25%) or required alternative sources of funding (25%).

If LEADER II funding were not available, all respondents would have sought to secure support from other public sector grant sources. More than one-quarter of respondents (27%), however, state that without LEADER II support they would have financed projects from internal budgets. 

According to respondents, an absence of LEADER II funding would have had the following consequences as shown in Table D.3.
	Table D.3: Effect of No LEADER II Funding 

	
	Number
	%

	Less sales opportunities/financial gain
	6
	55

	No consequences
	3
	27

	Company/organisation would have ceased trading
	2
	18

	Less jobs/employment opportunities
	2
	18

	Jobs - other
	2
	18

	Static employment
	1
	9

	Other
	2
	18


According to 55% of respondents, an absence of LEADER II funding would have resulted in a decrease in sales opportunities or a decrease in financial gain. This is a slightly higher outcome than received under the question regarding project performance, where only 45% of respondents attributed the safeguarding of sales to LEADER II funding. For 27% of respondents, a lack of LEADER II funding would have had no consequences at all.

D.3.7
Innovation And Transferability
A total of 61% of respondents described their project as innovative. Although 83% thought that their project was transferable and could have been replicated by other organisations or regions, only 18% were approached by the LAG/LEADER II co-ordinator about possible project transferability. 

As a consequence of LEADER II projects, a number of follow-on activities were planned or carried out by 59% of respondents.  Reported activities included;

· maintaining international links;

· diversification into tourism;

· replicating events along similar lines; and 

· developing staff and providing training.   

D.3.8
Management of the LEADER II Programme
Respondents were asked a number of questions about the LEADER ll programme and how it was managed, a summary of their responses is given below.

· 94% said the Programme was well managed;

· 91% said that local groups and organisations were sufficiently represented on the LAG;

· 11% said that larger organisations dominated the interests of the smaller organisations in the decision making process;

· 100% said that the LAG was the appropriate mechanism to deliver LEADER ll in their area;

· 85% said that the objectives of the LAG Business Plan represented accurately the needs of the rural community;

· 100% said the LEADER ll experience was worthwhile; and

· 100% said LEADER ll was beneficial to their area.

When asked who benefited most from the Programme the majority of responses identified local communities with specific mention given of local businesses, the unemployed and youths as being the main beneficiaries.  

Experience of the LEADER ll Programme has been a positive one as all respondents would consider submitting another project under LEADER + or any other follow on EU Programme. 

D.4
CONCLUSIONS

The LEADER II project survey had a relatively small rate of return of questionnaires, probably due to the amount of elapsed time since the completion date of the Programme and its projects.

This low survey turnout and the few quantitative statements made regarding project outcomes, means it is not possible to draw any firm conclusions regarding on the Programme’s overall economic impact: only two projects reported a quantified impact on job creation and only two on sales increases. 

A much clearer response was received regarding the qualitative aspects of LEADER II and its management. The Programme was highly welcomed and its overall, general impact was widely acknowledged by all respondents. The overwhelming majority of respondents felt that their project and management capacities improved because of LEADER II and that Lowland Scotland benefited from the Programme.  

As a result of the project survey, some areas of improvement were identified for any future LEADER Programme:

· a wider promotion of the Programme in form of brochures and seminars could increase awareness levels and would enable a wider range of community organisations to access funding;

· the frequency and quality of support given to projects during their implementation stage could improve;

· the frequency of submitting claim reports should increase to allow for improved monitoring of project progress, achievements and potential difficulties; and

· a more pro-active monitoring of transferability aspects of projects would support Programme objectives such as  ‘innovation’ and its transfer to other regions.
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				Initial		Final		Actual		against initial

		A		86,888		60,668		23,254		0.27		27%

		C		271,530		110,142		97,961		0.36		36%

		D		1		49,090		26,131

		Total		5,939,679		7,177,644		6,380,446		1.07		107%

		B		5,581,261		6,957,744		6,233,100		1.12		112%
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		ERDF		Initial		Final		Actual						Initial		Final		Actual

		A		72		54		17.6				ERDF		4,067		5,301		4,662.00		1.15		0.88

		B		3,805		5,113		4,528.00				ESF		648		629		559.9		0.86		0.89

		C		190		85		90.4				EAGGF		1,294		1,264		1,158.40		0.90		0.92

		D				49		26						6,009		7,194		6,380		1.06		0.89

		Total		4,067		5,301		4,662.00

		ESF		Initial		Final		Actual

		A		14		6		5.6

		B		579		623		554.3

		C		54		0		-

		D				0

		Total		648		629		559.9

		EAGGF		Initial		Final		Actual

		A		0		0		-

		B		1,267		1,256		1,150.80

		C		27		8		7.6

		D				0

		Total		1,294		1,264		1,158.40

				Initial		Final		Actual

		EU Funds		6,010		7,194		6,380

		National Contributions		6,154		7,386		9,428

		Private Sector Contributions		5,249		4,999		13,639

		Total Programme Costs		17,412		19,580		29,421
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Graph A.8: EU-fund Allocations per LAG and Measure in 1995
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Sheet1

		Final Budgets against overall Spend per LAG and Measure

				Final Budget (SE memo of 13/12/99 "Final virements between LAGs)

				13-Dec-99

				in £  (exchange 1.428)

																in £

				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries		Total		Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Grampian		Total

				Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Spend 2000		Spend 2000		Spend 2000		Spend 2000		Spend 2000

		A						0								- 0		5,642		0		17,612				23,254

		B1						115,920								290,537		117,174		103,813		109,046				620,570

		B2						41,494								158,763		60,160		41,494		73,911				334,328

		B3						39,600								343,484		173,931		39,650		142,519				699,584

		B4						63,270								217,592		267,247		51,928		227,759				764,526

		B5						61,738								236,557		143,520		46,628		114,886				541,590

		B6						100,848								226,680		137,316		67,625		259,379				691,000

		Total B		0		0		422,870		0		0		0		1,473,612		899,348		351,137		927,501		0		3,651,598

		C						0								46,089		7,575		0		5,604				59,268

		D

		Total		0		0		422,870		0		0		0		1,519,701		912,565		351,137		950,717		0		3,734,120

				Grampian						Tayside						Stirling						Borders						Dumfries

		in £ Sterling		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend						Original Budgets 1995

				Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Spend 2000		Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding						Lowland				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries

		A		32,256				- 0		15,604				5,642		10,000		0		0		35,000				17,612		0						17,612		A		32256		15,604		10,000		35,000		0

		B1		250,000				290,537		75,000				117,174		82,020		115,920		103,813		113,000				109,046		321,010						430,056		B1		250000		75,000		82,020		113,000		321010

		B2		180,000				158,763		60,000				60,160		20,000		41,494		41,494		166,000				73,911		184,686						258,597		B2		180000		60,000		20,000		166,000		184686

		B3		374,040				343,484		99,695				173,931		10,000		39,600		39,650		200,000				142,519		582,000						724,519		B3		374040		99,695		10,000		200,000		582000

		B4		231,280				217,592		252,920				267,247		30,000		63,270		51,928		380,582				227,759		697,430						925,189		B4		231280		252,920		30,000		380,582		697430

		B5		375,000				236,557		240,000				143,520		75,000		61,738		46,628		190,000				114,886		160,534						275,420		B5		375000		240,000		75,000		190,000		160534

		B6		225,000				226,680		60,250				137,316		25,000		100,848		67,625		181,000				259,379		123,250						382,629		B6		225000		60,250		25,000		181,000		123250

		Total B		1,635,320				1,473,612		787,865				899,348		242,020		422,870		351,137		1,230,582				927,501		2,068,910						2,996,411		C		88184		50,000		20,000		85,000		47000

		C		88,184				46,089		50,000				7,575		20,000		0		0		85,000				5,604		47,000						52,604

		Total		1,755,760				1,519,701		853,469				912,565		272,020		422,870		351,137		1,350,582				950,717		2,115,910						3,066,627

		Sources:		Original Budget = PMC tables 1996

				Final Budget = SE Memo 13/12/01

				Spend = LAG information 2001
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Graph A.9: Spend of EU-Funds per LAG and Measure in 2001
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Sheet1

		Final Budgets against overall Spend per LAG and Measure

				Final Budget (SE memo of 13/12/99 "Final virements between LAGs)

				13-Dec-99

				in £  (exchange 1.428)												Spend 2000

																in £

				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries		Total

				Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries		Total				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries		Total

		A						0								- 0		5,642		0		17,612		0		23,254		A		- 0		5,642		- 0		17,612		- 0		23,254

		B1						115,920								290,537		117,174		103,813		109,046		496,392		1,116,962		B1		290,537		117,174		103,813		109,046		496,392		1,116,962

		B2						41,494								158,763		60,160		41,494		73,911		200,365		534,693		B2		158,763		60,160		41,494		73,911		200,365		534,693

		B3						39,600								343,484		173,931		39,650		142,519		737,118		1,436,702		B3		343,484		173,931		39,650		142,519		737,118		1,436,702

		B4						63,270								217,592		267,247		51,928		227,759		764,737		1,529,263		B4		217,592		267,247		51,928		227,759		764,737		1,529,263

		B5						61,738								236,557		143,520		46,628		114,886		196,668		738,258		B5		236,557		143,520		46,628		114,886		196,668		738,258

		B6						100,848								226,680		137,316		67,625		259,379		186,222		877,222		B6		226,680		137,316		67,625		259,379		186,222		877,222

		Total B		0		0		422,870		0		0		0		1,473,612		899,348		351,137		927,501		2,581,502		6,233,100		C		46,089		7,575		- 0		5,604		38,693		97,961

		C						0								46,089		7,575		0		5,604		38,693		97,961

		D

		Total		0		0		422,870		0		0		0		1,519,701		912,565		351,137		950,717		2,620,195		6,354,315

				Grampian						Tayside						Stirling						Borders						Dumfries

		in £ Sterling		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend		Original		Final		Spend						Original Budgets 1995

				Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding		Total EU Funding		Spend 2000		Total EU Funding				Spend 2000		Total EU Funding						Lowland				Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries

		A		32,256				- 0		15,604				5,642		10,000		0		0		35,000				17,612		0				0		17,612		A		32,256		15,604		10,000		35,000		- 0

		B1		250,000				290,537		75,000				117,174		82,020		115,920		103,813		113,000				109,046		321,010				496,391		926,447		B1		250,000		75,000		82,020		113,000		321,010

		B2		180,000				158,763		60,000				60,160		20,000		41,494		41,494		166,000				73,911		184,686				200,365		458,962		B2		180,000		60,000		20,000		166,000		184,686

		B3		374,040				343,484		99,695				173,931		10,000		39,600		39,650		200,000				142,519		582,000				737,117		1,461,636		B3		374,040		99,695		10,000		200,000		582,000

		B4		231,280				217,592		252,920				267,247		30,000		63,270		51,928		380,582				227,759		697,430				764,736		1,689,925		B4		231,280		252,920		30,000		380,582		697,430

		B5		375,000				236,557		240,000				143,520		75,000		61,738		46,628		190,000				114,886		160,534				196,668		472,088		B5		375,000		240,000		75,000		190,000		160,534

		B6		225,000				226,680		60,250				137,316		25,000		100,848		67,625		181,000				259,379		123,250				186,222		568,851		B6		225,000		60,250		25,000		181,000		123,250

		Total B		1,635,320				1,473,612		787,865				899,348		242,020		422,870		351,137		1,230,582				927,501		2,068,910				2,581,502		5,577,910		C		88,184		50,000		20,000		85,000		47,000

		C		88,184				46,089		50,000				7,575		20,000		0		0		85,000				5,604		47,000				38,692		91,296		Total		1,755,760		853,469		272,020		1,350,582		2,115,910		6347741

		Total		1,755,760				1,519,701		853,469				912,565		272,020		422,870		351,137		1,350,582				950,717		2,115,910				2,620,195		5,686,818

																																						Original Budgets 1995

		Sources:		Original Budget = PMC tables 1996																																		Grampian		Tayside		Stirling		Borders		Dumfries		Total

				Final Budget = SE Memo 13/12/01																																A		32		16		10		35		- 0		93

				Spend = LAG information 2001																																B1		250		75		82		113		321		841

																																				B2		180		60		20		166		185		611

																																				B3		374		100		10		200		582		1,266

																																				B4		231		253		30		381		697		1,592

																																				B5		375		240		75		190		161		1,041

																																				B6		225		60		25		181		123		615

																																				C		88		50		20		85		47		290

																																				Total		1,756		853		272		1,351		2,116		6,348

																																						0.28		0.13		0.04		0.21		0.33		1.00
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Sheet1

		Financial Spend per Source per Measure

				public		private		EU		Total

		A		£   26,078		£   - 0		£   17,612		£   43,690		ERDF		Borders		Borders B

				£   8,055		£   - 0		£   5,635		£   13,690		ESF		Tayside		£   15,320

																£   7,660

		A-Subtotal		£   34,134		£   - 0		£   23,247		£   57,380						£   85,054

																£   73,331		Stirling		ERDF		ESF		EAGGF

		B1		£   15,320		£   - 0		£   15,320		£   30,639		EAGGF		Borders		£   27,488				£   103,813		£   41,494		£   46,628

				£   7,660		£   - 0		£   7,660		£   15,320		ESF		Borders		£   83,889				£   39,650

				£   85,054		£   3,035		£   86,066		£   174,156		ERDF		Borders		£   324,066				£   51,928

				£   130,307		£   43,732		£   103,813		£   277,853		ERDF		Stirling		£   147,020				£   67,625

				£   458,311		£   117,460		£   290,537		£   899,793		ERDF		Grampian		£   139,991		Totals		£   263,016		£   41,494		£   46,628

				£   764,976		£   224,423		£   457,437		£   1,446,836		ERDF		Dumfries		£   210,520

				£   19,477		£   - 0		£   11,945		£   31,422		ESF		Dumfries		£   1,114,340

				£   48,006		£   42,640		£   27,008		£   117,654		EAGGF		Dumfries		Dumfries B:

				£   139,910		£   20,275		£   117,175		£   277,359		ERDF		Tayside		£   457,437

																£   11,945		Tayside				£   5,635

		B1-Subtotal		£   1,669,020		£   451,566		£   1,116,961		£   3,271,032						£   27,008				£   117,175

																£   200,365						£   60,160

		B2		£   73,331		£   38,851		£   73,911		£   186,094		ESF		Borders		£   671,235				£   173,931

				£   54,105		£   3,000		£   41,494		£   98,599		ESF		Stirling		£   65,882				£   267,248

				£   209,106		£   63,946		£   158,763		£   450,935		ESF		Grampian		£   605,778								£   143,521

				£   360,418		£   364,026		£   200,365		£   924,809		ESF		Dumfries		£   158,958

				£   104,895		£   50,227		£   60,160		£   215,282		ESF		Tayside		£   196,668				£   137,316

																£   186,222								£   7,576

		B2-Subtotal		£   801,855		£   520,050		£   534,693		£   1,875,718						£   2,581,498				£   695,670		£   65,795		£   151,097

		B3		£   27,488		£   11,650		£   26,882		£   66,021		EAGGF		Borders				Grampian

				£   83,889		£   136,104		£   115,637		£   335,630		ERDF		Borders						£   290,537

				£   101,040		£   6,890		£   39,650		£   147,580		ERDF		Stirling								£   158,763

				£   631,377		£   428,888		£   343,484		£   1,429,283		ERDF		Grampian		£   1,403,749				£   343,484

				£   1,009,192		£   2,209,978		£   671,235		£   3,890,405		ERDF		Dumfries

				£   121,212		£   236,914		£   65,882		£   424,008		EAGGF		Dumfries

				£   230,791		£   344,237		£   173,931		£   748,960		ERDF		Tayside						£   217,592

																								£   236,557

		B3-Subtotal		£   2,204,989		£   3,374,662		£   1,436,702		£   7,041,887										£   226,680

																				£   46,089

		B4		£   324,066		£   405,664		£   227,759		£   957,489		ERDF		Borders				£   1,519,701		£   1,124,382		£   158,763		£   236,557

				£   143,189		£   47,183		£   51,928		£   242,300		ERDF		Stirling

				£   227,020		£   255,559		£   217,592		£   711,991		ERDF		Grampian		£   700,171

				£   753,110		£   3,505,379		£   605,778		£   4,864,267		ERDF		Dumfries

				£   170,473		£   1,615,800		£   158,958		£   1,945,231		EAGGF		Dumfries

				£   338,183		£   111,873		£   267,248		£   717,304		ERDF		Tayside

		B4-Subtotal		£   1,956,040		£   5,941,458		£   1,529,263		£   9,438,582

		B5		£   147,020		£   175,468		£   114,886		£   437,375		EAGGF		Borders

				£   133,625		£   30,573		£   46,628		£   210,826		EAGGF		Stirling

				£   166,204		£   379,779		£   236,557		£   792,215		EAGGF		Grampian		£   782,539

				£   320,804		£   1,221,787		£   196,668		£   1,739,259		EAGGF		Dumfries

				£   133,739		£   95,553		£   143,521		£   372,812		EAGGF		Tayside

		B5-Subtotal		£   901,391		£   1,903,160		£   738,259		£   3,552,486

		B6		£   139,991		£   33,541		£   118,500		£   292,032		EAGGF		Borders

				£   210,520		£   142,076		£   140,879		£   493,476		ERDF		Borders

				£   212,688		£   57,702		£   67,625		£   338,014		ERDF		Stirling

				£   343,403		£   126,064		£   226,680		£   704,661		ERDF		Grampian		£   696,146

				£   578,916		£   915,454		£   186,222		£   1,680,592		ERDF		Dumfries

				£   238,351		£   89,998		£   137,316		£   465,665		ERDF		Tayside

		B6-Subtotal		£   1,723,869		£   1,364,834		£   877,222		£   3,974,440

		C		£   7,221		£   9,900		£   5,605		£   22,726		ERDF		Borders

				£   33,568		£   46,512		£   46,089		£   136,441		ERDF		Grampian		£   126,169

				£   89,138		£   25,513		£   38,692		£   153,343		ERDF		Dumfries

				£   6,633		£   1,234		£   7,576		£   15,442		EAGGF		Tayside

		C-Subtotal		£   136,559		£   83,158		£   97,962		£   327,952

		Totals		£   736,829		£   696,779		£   593,559		£   2,027,166		ERDF		Borders

				£   80,991		£   38,851		£   81,571		£   201,414		ESF		Borders

				£   329,819		£   220,660		£   275,588		£   826,067		EAGGF		Borders

				£   1,147,639		£   956,291		£   950,718		£   3,054,647		all		Borders

				£   774,954		£   189,080		£   351,137		£   1,315,172		all		Stirling

				£   2,068,987		£   1,418,208		£   1,519,701		£   5,006,896		all		Grampian		£   10,336,620		-£   5,329,725

				£   1,200,556		£   713,397		£   912,561		£   2,826,514		all		Tayside

				£   4,235,722		£   10,361,914		£   2,620,190		£   17,217,826		all		Dumfries

		Grand Total		£   9,427,858		£   13,638,889		£   6,354,307		£   29,421,055		all		Lowland LEADER

		Grand Total per Fund

								Percentage

				ERDF		£   4,635,990		0.7295822635

				ESF		£   559,932		0.0881185494

				EAGGF		£   1,158,385		0.1822991871

				Total		£   6,354,307		1

		Table 3.2.4

				Total		All public		All EU		ERDF		ESF		EAGGF		National contribution		Private Sector contributions

		A		57,380		57,380		23,247		17,612		5,635		- 0		34,134		- 0

		B		29,045,994		15,490,263		6,233,098		4,527,992		554,297		1,150,809		9,257,165		13,555,731

		C		317,680		234,522		97,962		90,386		- 0		7,576		136,559		83,158

		Total		29,421,055		15,782,165		6,354,307		4,635,990		559,932		1,158,385		9,427,858		13,638,889

		Table 3.2.6

				EU Allocation		Spend		Percentage of Total Budget				Percentage Spend to orginal Allocation						EU Allocation		Spend		Percentage Spend to orginal Allocation

				1995		2001		1995		2001								1995		2001

		Measure A		£   86,888		£   23,247		0.01		0.00		0.27				Measure A		86,888		23,247		0.27

		B1		£   786,965		£   1,116,961		0.13		0.18		1.42				B1		786,965		1,116,961		1.42

		B2		£   571,429		£   534,693		0.10		0.08		0.94				B2		571,429		534,693		0.94

		B3		£   1,184,368		£   1,436,702		0.20		0.23		1.21				B3		1,184,368		1,436,702		1.21

		B4		£   1,482,716		£   1,529,263		0.25		0.24		1.03				B4		1,482,716		1,529,263		1.03

		B5		£   980,786		£   738,259		0.16		0.12		0.75				B5		980,786		738,259		0.75

		B6		£   574,997		£   877,222		0.10		0.14		1.53				B6		574,997		877,222		1.53

		Measure B		£   5,581,261		£   6,233,098		0.93		1.04		1.12				Measure C		271,530		97,962		0.36

		Measure C		£   271,530		£   97,962		0.05		0.02		0.36

		D		£   75,000		£   26,131		0.01		0.00		0.35

		Total		£   6,014,679		£   6,380,438		1.93		1.00		1.06

		Total witout D		£   5,939,679		£   6,354,307

		Source: Allocation: PMC, Spend LAG information

		Table 3.6

				Total Costs		Total Public		Total EU		ERDF		ESF		EAGGF		National		Private								Total EU		National		Private

		Grampian		£   5,006,896		£   3,588,688		£   1,519,701		£   1,124,382		£   158,763		£   236,557		£   2,068,987		£   1,418,208						Grampian		1,519,701		2,068,987		1,418,208

		Tayside		£   2,826,514		£   2,113,117		£   912,561		£   695,670		£   65,795		£   151,097		£   1,200,556		£   713,397						Tayside		912,561		1,200,556		713,397

		Stirling		£   1,315,172		£   1,126,092		£   351,137		£   263,016		£   41,494		£   46,628		£   774,954		£   189,080						Stirling		351,137		774,954		189,080

		Borders		£   3,054,647		£   2,098,357		£   950,718		£   593,559		£   81,571		£   275,588		£   1,147,639		£   956,291						Borders		950,718		1,147,639		956,291

		Dumfries		£   17,217,831		£   6,855,917		£   2,620,195		£   1,959,367		£   212,311		£   448,517		£   4,235,722		£   10,361,914						Dumfries		2,620,195		4,235,722		10,361,914

		SE		£   52,262		£   52,262		£   26,131		£   26,131		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   26,131		£   - 0

		Total		£   29,473,322		£   15,834,432		£   6,380,443		£   4,662,124		£   559,933		£   1,158,386		£   9,453,989		£   13,638,889

		Table 3.7

				A		B		C		D		Total		Percentage of Lowland Programme

		Grampian		£   - 0		£   1,473,612		£   46,089		£   - 0		£   1,519,701		0.24														A		B		C

		Tayside		£   5,635		£   899,351		£   7,576		£   - 0		£   912,562		0.14												Grampian		- 0		1,473,612		46,089

		Stirling		£   - 0		£   351,137		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   351,137		0.06												Tayside		5,635		899,351		7,576

		Borders		£   17,612		£   927,501		£   5,605		£   - 0		£   950,718		0.15												Stirling		- 0		351,137		- 0

		Dumfries		£   - 0		£   2,581,498		£   38,692		£   - 0		£   2,620,190		0.41												Borders		17,612		927,501		5,605

		SE		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   26,131		£   26,131		0.00												Dumfries		- 0		2,581,498		38,692

		Total		£   23,247		£   6,233,099		£   97,962		£   26,131		£   6,380,439		1.00												Total		23,247		6,233,099		97,962

		Table 3.8

		Payments												Total Payments

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2001

		Grampian		£   203,911		£   141,638		£   315,656		£   448,858		£   409,639		£   1,519,702

		Tayside		£   8,132		£   167,111		£   207,070		£   103,919		£   426,336		£   912,568

		Stirling		£   - 0		£   21,881		£   105,984		£   121,043		£   102,451		£   351,359

		Borders		£   12,473		£   129,838		£   163,293		£   141,585		£   501,309		£   948,498

		Dumfries		£   850,536		£   307,966		£   417,018		£   394,353		£   650,323		£   2,620,195

		SE		£   6,140		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   - 0		£   19,991		£   26,131

		Total		£   1,081,192		£   768,434		£   1,209,021		£   1,209,758		£   2,110,049		£   6,378,453

		Table 3.10

		Payments and Actuals on ERDF

				Original Allocation		Final Budget		Actual Spend		Underspend

		Grampian						£   1,124,382

		Tayside						£   695,670

		Stirling						£   263,016

		Borders						£   593,559

		Dumfries						£   2,620,190

		SE						£   26,131

		Total						£   5,322,947

		3.2.4

		57,380		57,380		23,247		17,612		5,635		- 0		34,134		- 0

		29,045,994		15,490,263		6,233,098		4,527,992		554,297		1,150,809		9,257,165		13,555,731

		317,680		234,522		97,962		90,386		- 0		7,576		136,559		83,158

		29,421,055		15,782,165		6,354,307		4,635,990		559,932		1,158,385		9,427,858		13,638,889

		3.2.4

		57.4		57.4		23.2		17.6		5.6		- 0		34.1		- 0

		29,046.0		15,490.3		6,233.1		4,528.0		554.3		1,150.8		9,257.2		13,555.7

		317.7		234.5		98.0		90.4		- 0		7.6		136.6		83.2

		29,421.1		15,782.2		6,354.3		4,636.0		559.9		1,158.4		9,427.9		13,638.9

		86,888.00		23,246.60		0.01		0.00

		786,965.00		1,116,960.88		0.13		0.18

		571,429.00		534,692.62		0.10		0.08

		1,184,368.00		1,436,701.52		0.20		0.23

		1,482,716.00		1,529,262.98		0.25		0.24

		980,786.00		738,258.63		0.16		0.12

		574,997.00		877,221.62		0.10		0.14

		5,581,261.00		6,233,098.25		0.93		1.04

		271,530.00		97,962.09		0.05		0.02

		75,000.00		26,131.00		0.01		0.00

		6,014,679.00		6,380,437.94		0.94		1.00

		86.89		23.25

		786.97		1,116.96

		571.43		534.69

		1,184.37		1,436.70

		1,482.72		1,529.26

		980.79		738.26

		575.00		877.22

		5,581.26		6,233.10

		271.53		97.96

		75.00		26.13

		6,014.68		6,380.44

		5,006,896		3,588,688		1,519,701		1,124,382		158,763		236,557		2,068,987		1,418,208

		2,826,514		2,113,117		912,561		695,670		65,795		151,097		1,200,556		713,397

		1,315,172		1,126,092		351,137		263,016		41,494		46,628		774,954		189,080

		3,054,647		2,098,357		950,718		593,559		81,571		275,588		1,147,639		956,291

		17,217,831		6,855,917		2,620,195		1,959,367		212,311		448,517		4,235,722		10,361,914

		52,262		52,262		26,131		26,131		- 0		- 0		26,131		- 0

		29,473,322		15,834,432		6,380,443		4,662,124		559,933		1,158,386		9,453,989		13,638,889

		Grampian		5,007		3,589		1,520		1,124		159		237		2,069		1,418

		Tayside		2,827		2,113		913		696		66		151		1,201		713

		Stirling		1,315		1,126		351		263		41		47		775		189

		Borders		3,055		2,098		951		594		82		276		1,148		956

		Dumfries		17,218		6,856		2,620		1,959		212		449		4,236		10,362

		SE		52		52		26		26		- 0		- 0		26		- 0

		Total		29,473		15,834		6,380		4,662		560		1,158		9,454		13,639

		Grampian		- 0		1,473,612		46,089		- 0		1,519,701

		Tayside		5,635		899,351		7,576		- 0		912,562

		Stirling		- 0		351,137		- 0		- 0		351,137

		Borders		17,612		927,501		5,605		- 0		950,718

		Dumfries		- 0		2,581,498		38,692		- 0		2,620,190

		SE		- 0		- 0		- 0		26,131		26,131

		Total		23,247		6,233,099		97,962		26,131		6,380,439

		Grampian		- 0		1,474		46		- 0		1,520

		Tayside		6		899		8		- 0		913

		Stirling		- 0		351		- 0		- 0		351

		Borders		18		928		6		- 0		951

		Dumfries		- 0		2,581		39		- 0		2,620

		SE		- 0		- 0		- 0		26		26

		Total		23		6,233		98		26		6,380

		Payments												Total Payments

				1,996		1,997		1,998		1,999		2,001

		Grampian		203,911		141,638		315,656		448,858		409,639		1,519,702

		Tayside		8,132		167,111		207,070		103,919		426,336		912,568

		Stirling		- 0		21,881		105,984		121,043		102,451		351,359

		Borders		12,473		129,838		163,293		141,585		501,309		948,498

		Dumfries		850,536		307,966		417,018		394,353		650,323		2,620,195

		SE		6,140		- 0		- 0		- 0		19,991		26,131

		Total		1,081,192		768,434		1,209,021		1,209,758		2,110,049		6,378,453

				203.91
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		ERDF		Initial		Final		Actual						Initial		Final		Actual

		A		72		54		17.6				ERDF		4,067		5,301		4,636.00		1.14		0.87

		B		3,805		5,113		4,528.00				ESF		648		629		559.9		0.86		0.89

		C		190		85		90.4				EAGGF		1,294		1,264		1,158.40		0.90		0.92

		D				49		26						6,009		7,194		6,354		1.06		0.88

		Total		4,067		5,301		4,636.00

		ESF		Initial		Final		Actual

		A		14		6		5.6

		B		579		623		554.3

		C		54		0		-

		D				0

		Total		648		629		559.9

		EAGGF		Initial		Final		Actual

		A		0		0		-

		B		1,267		1,256		1,150.80

		C		27		8		7.6

		D				0

		Total		1,294		1,264		1,158.40
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				EU Funds 195		EU Funds 1999		National Contributions 1995		National Contributions 1999		Private Contributions 1995		Private Contributions 1999		Total Costs 1995		Total Costs 1999

		A		86		61		90		58		0		0		176		119

		B		5,652		6,992		5,780		7,186		5,222		4,973		16,653		19,151

		C		271		93		283		93		37		26		582		212

		D				49				49				0				98

		Total		6,010		7,195		6,154		7,386		5,249		4,999		17,412		19,580

				EU Funds		National Contributions		Private Contributions		Total Costs

		1995		6,010		6,154		5,249		17,412

		1999		7,195		7,386		4,999		19,580		1,185		1,232		-250		2,168

																						A		B		C		D		TOTAL

																				1995		86		5652		271		0

																				1999		61		6992		93		49
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				Initial		Final		Actual		against initial

		B		5,581,261		6,957,744		6,233,100		1.12		112%

		A		86,888		60,668		23,254		0.27		27%

		C		271,530		110,142		97,961		0.36		36%

		D		1		49,090		26,131

		Total		5,939,679		7,177,644		6,380,446		1.07		107%
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