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3.1 

Purpose of the Report 

The purpose of this report is to provide information on recent developments in relation to the 
review of the Structural Funds and to seek approval for the Council’s submission to the 
consultation on the Draft National Strategic Reference Framework for EU Structural Funds 
2007-201 3. 

Background 

At the summit of EU Heads of Government in Brussels on 15/16 December 2005, an 
agreement was reached on the overall EU Financial Perspectives for 2007-201 3. 

With respect to the Structural Funds the package agreed was virtually identical to that 
proposed by the Luxembourg Presidency in June 2005. Definitive information on the UK 
share of the Competitiveness and Employment Objective is not yet available but, in his 
statement to the House of Commons on 20 December 2005, Alun Michael MP, DTI Minister of 
State, forecast a sum of 6.2bn euros. Allocations within the UK have also still to be finalised 
but it is anticipated that the Scottish share will be in the 8%-11% range. This would be 
equivalent to about 40% - 45% of the value of the current Lowland Scotland programme. 

The next stage in the process is the preparation and submission of a National Strategic 
Reference framework (NSRF) by each Member State. This is a requirement of the Structural 
Fund Regulation. The purpose of this document is to link EU priorities with national strategies 
for regional development and act as a reference framework for the individual programmes. 

In the UK, the DTI launched a consultation on the NSRF on 28 February 2006, setting a 
deadline of 22 May 2006 for responses. The document takes the form of a number of 
chapters covering the constituent parts of the UK. There is thus a Scottish chapter. This refers 
to a number of Scottish Executive strategies, gives a brief overview of the Scottish economy 
and summarises the proposed priorities for the new programmes. The consultation document 
also seeks responses to 14 specific questions only some of which are relevant for Scotland. 

The proposed priorities for the Scottish Competitiveness Programme under ERDF are: 
supporting innovation and entrepreneurship; promoting community regeneration; and 
environmental sustainability and rural development. The three priority areas for ESF are: 
helping people into sustainable employment; helping people into better quality and better paid 
jobs; and investing in the employability and lifelong learning support environment. 

North Lanarkshire Council Response 

The full North Lanarkshire Council response to the consultation is attached as an Annex to this 
Committee Report. The response makes a series of points under two main headings: (i) the 
appropriateness of the various Priorities and Measures proposed for the new programmes and 
(ii) the management arrangements which should be adopted in implementing Structural Funds 
in Scotland in the period 2007-2013. 
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3.2 With regard to the appropriateness of Priorities and Measures, the following key points are 
made: - 

3.3. 

> Under the ERDF Priority Supporting Innovation and Entrepreneurship eligible activities 
focus very much on research and commercialisation activities (echoing existing initiatives 
such as the Proof of Concept Fund) and on the high growth end of business support 
programmes. This is clearly driven to a certain extent by the need to ensure programmes 
are aligned with the Lisbon agenda. However, care needs to be taken to ensure that 
structural funds are targeted effectively and do not simply duplicate existing programmes. 
In the light of recent developments within Scottish Enterprise, where there appears to be a 
clearer emphasis on high growth businesses and backing winners, we need to ensure that 
other aspects of business support are not unduly neglected. It is important that partners 
apply a broad definition of innovation which recognises that innovation can apply at a 
number of levels and is not the exclusive preserve of RTD spin-offs. 

> The proposed additional support for community economic development under the 
Community Regeneration Priority is to be welcomed. It is unclear from the consultation 
document, the extent to which this Priority will have a geographic focus on regeneration 
areas or datazones. Without clarity on this point it is difficult to assess the rationale for 
including small scale and targeted brownfield redevelopment under this Priority. Vacant 
and derelict land is a significant issue for urban Scotland but many of these sites are 
located outwith datazones. Evidence from previous programmes shows that it is better to 
avoid establishing tightly drawn maps. Focussing on datazones would make project 
delivery unworkable and inhibit flexibility in project design and implementation. 

> With regard to the Environmental Sustainability and Rural Development priority, it is 
unfortunate that these two themes have been linked when environmental sustainability is 
clearly a cross cutting issue which impacts on business development and community 
regeneration just as strongly as it does on rural development. While the consultation 
document states that the environmental sustainability element of the Priority extends to 
urban areas, we believe that this would become clearer by writing the theme in to the other 
two ERDF priorities. Consideration also needs to be given to the cost implications of some 
of the sub-objectives such as waste/water management. 

The ESF priorities are broadly to be welcomed. However, the following points are made in the 
submission: 

> We believe it is very important to ensure that sufficient resources are allocated to support 
those furthest from the labour market, particularly given the extent of the worklessness 
issue in a number of areas in urban Scotland, including North Lanarkshire. 

> There is possibly an issue of unnecessary duplication with other funders such as the Big 
Lottery particularly in the focus on young people. 

> Migrant workers are missing from the list of target groups. Given the increasing 
significance of migrant labour for many local economies, this gap should be addressed. 
Like other partners we believe that the focus of any new programme should be the barriers 
that individuals face to employment rather than targeting funding at inflexible categories of 
beneficiaries. 

> Consideration should be given to the need for a separate Priority for Life Long Learning. 
Experience of the previous programme indicates there has been low level of demand for 
funds in this area. 

Delivery Mechanisms 

The consultation document states that the new programme “will probably make greater use of 
single-stream funding mechanisms where appropriate.” The North Lanarkshire response to 
the consultation recognises the need to simplify and rationalise delivery mechanisms in the 
light of the substantial reduction in available funds. However, concern is expressed at the 
limited consultation which has taken place with partners to date on the new arrangements. 
While demands of Best Value and Efficient Government would support a rationalisation of the 
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4. Corporate Considerations 

4.1 

5 Recommendations 

5.1 

The Consultation response raises no new corporate or financial issues. 

It is recommended that the Committee approve the North Lanarkshire C 
consultation on the Draft Strategic Reference Framework. 

administrative arrangements for Structural Funds it is important to ensure that future models of 
delivery support are inclusive and responsive to local need. 

to the uncil respon 

D. M. Porch 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

Members seeking further information on this report, should contact Kirsten Sams on 01236 
61 621 4. 
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The UK’s Draft National Strategic Reference Framework 
DRAFT Response to Consultation Questions 
North Lanarkshire Council 

1. Do respondents agree with the assessment in the Draft National Strategic Reference Framework of 
the economic strengths and weaknesses of the UK’s nations and regions? 

We would agree in the main with all of the strengths and weaknesses outlined in the Draft National 
Strategic Framework for Scotland, however feel that the following issues need more emphasis. 

Regional Disparity 

There is considerable disparity between and within regions in Scotland in terms of key economic 
indicators. Low levels of economic activity are not of equal significance in all areas. With regard to 
levels of “worklessness”, these are particularly high in certain areas and raise the question of targeting 
of Structural Funds. 

Demographic shifts 

An ageing population, lower birth rates and out migration culminate in a smaller working-age 
population. This presents a serious threat to Scotland’s growth potential. In-migration is being used as 
one way to tackle this, however other ways of increasing the working age population who are 
economically active must be looked at to ensure an efficient labour market. 

Sectoral issues 

The manufacturing sector in Scotland has declined by 12% since 1999 (compared to a 0.3% rise in the 
UK). This illustrates the regional differences and highlights the need for targeted support. Key 
sectoral success stories such as the financial sector in Edinburgh and life sciences in Dundee can now 
be viewed as strengths to be built upon with potential benefits for other areas of the country. 

2. Do respondents agree with the proposed priorities for future Convergence and Competitiveness 
Programmes in England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and Gibraltar? 

In the proposed priorities for England and Northem Ireland there is a separate priority for stimulating 
enterprise and supporting successful business and for innovation and knowledge transfer. In the 
proposed programme for Scotland these activities are under the one priority. The scope of this one 
priority for Innovation and Entrepreneurship in Scotland should include the activities that will be 
funded in England and in Northern Ireland. The definition of innovation should not preclude the start 
up and growth of high value companies that are not involved in high tech R&D - e.g. tourism, leisure 
and cultural activities are all important to the Scottish economy. The creation and development of new 
and innovative dimensions to the social economy are also important. RTD and commercialisation 
activity is a key driver - however, high tech spinouts and commercialisation tends to be clustered in 
Scotland and there needs to be consideration of the regional disconnects that increased funding for this 
activity could bring if there were not a commitment to enhance RDT capacity in areas which are 
under-performing in this activity, 

It seems that the priority for environmental sustainability and rural development is seen mainly as a 
rural priority. However, there are areas that have a mixed urbdrural dimension. Moreover, 
environmental sustainability is also clearly an urban issue and it is important that this pillar of the 
Lisbon Agenda is also open to urban areas in Scotland. The other structural funds - EAF and EFF - will 
be targeted to rural areas and should complement the envisaged activity in rural areas around the 
contraction of traditional employment. 

The ESF priority “Investing in the lifelong learning support environment” should also facilitate 



apprenticeship training and on the job training. There should be an appropriate balance between 
training the trainers and support for beneficiaries. 

3. Do respondents agree that the proposed priorities include a sufficient focus on the Lisbon agenda? 

The 3 pillars of the Lisbon Agenda are innovation as the driver of economic change, the knowledge 
economy and social and environmental renewal. The priorities do reflect the Lisbon Agenda but it is 
important to have a broad definition of innovation to ensure that companies that have growth potential 
but which are not high tech and involved in R&D can also be assisted. This is also important in the 
context of continued support for entrepreneurial activity including the provision of support for 
enterprise including an adequate supply of business premises and support for activity in social 
enterprises. Social enterprises have the capacity to raise the growth potential and employment in areas 
of deprivation. There should be the scope in these measures to include support for the social economy, 
community economic development and the tourism and cultural sector. 

The Lisbon Agenda has been slow to deliver with its complex targets and with the targeting of 
structural funds on the priorities in the Lisbon activity it is important that the funds should involve 
regional and local partners that can deliver “on the ground” and in doing so take more ownership of 
the Lisbon Agenda. 

4. Do respondents agree with the proposals in the National Strategic Reference Framework for 
ensuring consistency between Structural Funds Programmes and other EU policies and fimding 
streams, in particular fimding under the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and 
the European Fisheries Fund? 

We would agree the principle that he funds for EAF and EFF should be complementary to the 
structural funds and that there should not be funding overlaps. These funds should, however, also be 
taken into consideration in terms of the targeting of increasingly scarce structural resources in a 
geographical and regional context in Scotland. 

5 .  Do respondents agree with the proposed architecture for future programmes? 

We are broadly supportive of the proposed structure of Priorities and Measures - however, we feel 
strongly that the “sustainability” theme should not be tied exclusively to the rural agenda. We are also 
concerned to ensure that under each priority careful consideration is given to the identification of the 
target groups for activity, what the most effective interventions are likely to be and where investment is 
most likely to make an additional impact. Given the reduction in funding, consideration of all these 
issues is important to ensure that the impact of the Structural funds is not lost. 

6 .  Do respondents agree that the UK’s Competitiveness allocation should be divided equally between 
ERDF and ESF at the UK level? 

It would seem reasonable to have a balanced weighting between the two funds around this level. 
However the Lisbon Agenda also sets out targets in terms of labour market participation and 
eradication of poverty and the ESF measures are important in contributing to these targets. At the same 
time one of the main challenges facing the Scottish labour market are the high levels of worklessness in 
certain areas. We would therefore be in favour of a slightly higher weighting for ESF but bearing in 
mind the need to find new approaches which tackle this issue and which attempt to integrate services 
for the client group more effectively (i.e. bringing together health, social work and employability 
agencies to tackle the problems of the client group). 
We would be in favour of a 60% allocation of hnds to ESF against a 40% allocation to ERDF. 



7. What are respondents’ views on how best to allocate ERDF competitiveness funding across the 
UK’ s regions? 

The ERDF funds are regional development funds that have traditionally been regionally targeted 
according to need. It would seem only logical to continue to geographically focus the funds in those 
regions of Scotland which continue to show need and to follow the logic of targeting areas that were 
fully eligible in the last programme. This consultation is concentrating on the broad priorities for spend 
i.e. that the money is spent on appropriate things. The money should also be spend in the places that 
need it most. The urban central belt of Scotland continues to suffer from high concentrations of 
deprivation and worklessness and should continue to receive the bulk of Structural Fund support. 

I I 

8. What are the respondents’ views on how best to allocate ESF competitiveness funding across the 
UK’s ESF programme? 

ESF funds should continue to be available at a pan-Scottish level that allows for training provision 
nationally. There should be consideration of sub allocations which can be targeted at areas of 
deprivation within the context of regional strategies. 

9. Do respondents have views on how to improve co-ordination between Structural Funds and 
domestic spending within England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland? 

Consideration should be given to the bundling of Executive funds to provide co-fmance support for 
each of the priorities within the structural funds. Spend should be set against both national priorities 
and regional plans with close consultation at executive and local authority levels. The application 
timescales and procedures should dovetail as closely as possible to allow administrative synergy. The 
involvement of the existing partners in structural fund delivery should not be lost through co-fmancing 
activity and arrangements should not preclude them from continuing to bring forward projects that 
have regional and geographical targets. 

10. Do respondents agree with the government’s proposals to align ERDF spending with domestic 
programmes in England? What are respondents’ views on how best to achieve this? 

1 1. Do respondents agree that ESF delivery arrangements should bring together ESF and domestic 
employment and skills funding in England to allow organisations to access a single fimding 
stream? 



12. Do respondents agree that greater use of single stream h d i n g  mechanisms would be beneficial in 
Scotland? 

There would be benefit in bundling funds at Executive level to match the European structural fund 
priorities but this should allow the continued participation of the range of partners who have delivered 
structural fund projects in previous programmes. The programme should still be able to respond to 
regional priorities and deliver at a local level and respond to local priorities. There is a danger of “fund- 
locking “ into national strategies and priorities and losing responsiveness to regional issues if 
programmes are co-fmanced and run through executive agencies. The Hall Aitken report ”Making 
Every Euro Count” highlighted that this was the experience in Germany. It also notes amongst other 
models the Irish model that allows for delivery of EU funds through a national plan and through 
regional plans that are developed in parallel with significant levels of consultation. 
It will be important to ensure that adoption of a co-finance or single stream model does not lead to the 
Structural Funds being “sectoralised”, i.e. business development funds being allocated to Scottish I Enterprise. 

13. Do respondents agree with the Welsh Assembly Government’s proposals to ensure greater 
alignment with domestic strategies for regional development in Wales and a stronger emphasis on 
larger, more strategic projects? 

NIA 

14. Do respondents have views on how to align domestic and Structural Funds expenditure and how to 
concentrate funding in Northern Ireland? 

N/A 


