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Purpose of the Report 

The purpose of this report is to provide information on recent developments in relation 
to the review of the European Structural Funds and to inform the Committee of the 
Council's submission to the consultation on the Future European Structural Fund 
Programmes in Lowlands and Uplands Scotland 2007-2013. A paper on the North 
Lanarkshire response to the consultation has been submitted to the CMT in December 
and to the NLP board on the 13th December 2006. 

Background 

There has been a long debate on the future of the European Structural Funds and this 
has been part of a broader debate on the future financing of the EU and the need to 
divert EU resources to the New Member States. The negotiations on the future EU 
budget for the 2007-2013 period (the Financial Perspective) and the EC regulations 
which define how structural funds can be spent have been key to this debate. The EU 
budget for 2007-2013 was agreed on the 17th December 2005. The new EU 
Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG), the EU level strategic document for structural 
fund spend for 2007-2013, and a package of Structural Fund regulations were signed 
off by the EU Council and the European Parliament on the 31" July 2006. 

The overall strategic framework for implementing the CSG into UK structural funds is 
the UK National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF). 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, including Scotland. The Scottish chapter 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 sought responses to a series of specific questions. The 
results of that consultation have now been published by the DTI. The consultation 
exercise has resulted in some changes. These changes include the Scottish Executive 
setting out more explicitly priority areas for support in the "Supporting Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship" ERDF priority and modifying the Promoting Community 
Regeneration Priority to focus on regeneration issues facing urban areas. It has, 
however, also modified the Environmental Sustainability and Rural Development 
priority to focus on the specific economic challenges of rural areas. 

The Executive has also included migrants as a target group. It has added references to 
the Green Jobs Strategy and envisages small - scale physical regeneration and 
infrastructure spending under the Promoting Community Regeneration Priority. There 
have also been amendments to acknowledge the use of the European Social Fund to 
improve higher level skills. 

The Scottish Executive is still proposing one ERDF Competitiveness Programme for 
Lowland and Upland Scotland and still proposing that some of the funds are delivered 
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through single stream funding i.e. commissioning some of the funds into organisations 
such as Scottish Enterprise and into Community Planning Partnerships and local 
development partnerships. 

The Structural Funds regulations require the detail of a region's plans for Structural 
Funds to be outlined in Operational Programmes. In Scotland the Operational Plans 
have been developed by the Scottish Executive within the overall scope of the CSG 
and the regulations following stakeholder consultations. The Scottish Executive opened 
a consultation on the Operational programmes on the 24'h October and this closes for 
responses on the 8'h January. 

The proposed funding for the Scottish Programmes for Lowland and Upland Scotland 
is approximately f384 million and that is a 58% reduction in the funds previously 
available. The split between ERDF and ESF will be approximately 42% to ESF i.e. 
f161 million and the remainder f223 million to ERDF. The sterling figures are subject 
to exchange rate fluctuation. The proposed priorities for the Lowlands and Uplands 
Programme are shown in Annex 1 to the report. 

There are a number of key points that emerge in the Operational Plan and these are 
listed below: 

There are significantly reduced funds which need to be more targeted than ever 
before 
The focus will be on high value added and projects which leave an economic 
development legacy 
With less funding available and pressure to concentrate the funding available 
this means that structural funds will be focussed to complement existing 
strategies and to add value to what is already done in a post devolution 
Scotland where there is the opportunity to align structural funds to strategic 
domestic goals 
Also given the reduced funding there will be a streamlined and cost effective 
delivery system 
In the final operational plan there will be a range of indicators and targets for 
measuring activity. Consultants are currently working on these indicators. 
75% of activities must come from list of activities that support the EU's Lisbon 
Agenda. This means that there will be less support for many activities 
traditionally funded by Structural Funds e.g. large -scale infrastructure projects 
in transport, tourism or economic development and more focus on workforce 
development, encouraging enterprise, business growth and support for 
innovation and commercialisation of research and development. This is 
particularly the case for the Lowland and Uplands programme. 
Territorial Co-operation Objective - this replaces Interreg. Scotland will continue 
to be able to participate in lnterreg and there will be an extended programme 
with Ireland. 
There will be complementarity with other funds e.g. the European Investment 
Bank and new funds JEREMIE (revolving loan instruments for development 
capital for enterprises) and JESSICA (long term revolving funding for 
enterprises in disadvantaged communities) as well as the Commission research 
and development programme - the Seventh Framework programme. 
The Scottish Executive will set out arrangements for the f 12 million gap funding 
for projects supporting vulnerable groups to mitigate delays in future funding 
decisions 

New Structural Fund Delivery Arrangements 

The reduction in available funding has led the Scottish Executive to review the current 
delivery mechanisms for the European Structural Funds in Scotland. There are 
currently four Programme Executives that administer the structural funds: Strathclyde 
European Partnership, East of Scotland European Partnership, South of Scotland 
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European Partnership and the Highland and Islands European Partnership. The 
Scottish Executives has tendered for two new Intermediary Advisory Bodies one in the 
Highlands and Islands and one in the Lowland and Upland area to administer the funds 
which will be delivered on a challenge basis i.e. an application being submitted for a 
funding decision. The Scottish Executive is also proposing to commission part of the 
programme based on submissions to the Executive. This would involve top slicing 
some funds into Scottish Enterprise to fund research and commercialisation on a 
programme area basis. It would also involve funds being top sliced on a pilot basis to 
Community Planning partnerships and to Local Development Partnerships which would 
operate on a model based on the EU Equal Programme. North Lanarkshire Council is 
the lead partner on a current Equal Programme. The detail of the proposed 
arrangements are set out in Annex 2. 

Consultation 

The consultation is again a response to a number of questions. There are 16 in total 
ranging from whether there are additional socio-economic factors to be considered, 
whether the proposed priorities address the strengths and weaknesses and domestic 
priorities of the region, whether the priorities are coherent and well balanced and 
whether the principles of environmental sustainability and equal opportunities are 
addressed. There are other questions which look for views on compatability with other 
EU funds, improving the outcomes in challenge based funds, spatial targeting and how 
best to deliver through Community Planning and other local partnerships. 

North Lanarkshire Council Response 

The full North Lanarkshire Council response to the consultation is attached as an 
Annex 3 to this Committee Report. The response makes a series of points in answer 
to the questions and in particular makes points on the balance of funds between 
priorities, the appropriateness of Priorities and Measures and spatial targeting. 

With regard to the balance between priorities no more than 40% should be allocated to 
Priority 1 and at least 40% should be allocated to Priority 2 to reflect the fact that 68% 
of Scottish datazones are in large urban areas or in other urban areas. 

With regard to the appropriateness of Priorities and Measures, the following key points 
are made: - 

P 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 e.g. in Scottish Enterprise. There is also 
scope within the R& TD Lisbon guidance for activities with companies that are not 
necessarily high tech spin out companies. 

P The proposed additional support for community economic development under the 
Community Regeneration Priority is to be welcomed and there is now targeting 
linked to community regeneration in this priority to selected urban areas of 
Scotland. The rationale for including small scale and targeted brownfield 
redevelopment under this Priority should take into account the fact that vacant and 
derelict land is a significant issue for urban Scotland but that 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 for this 
activity would make project delivery unworkable and inhibit flexibility in project 
design and implementation. 
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k Priority 3 is now a priority for rural areas to support the strengthening and renewal 
of key rural industries, the development of key shared services to underpin 
economic and community sustainability, support for the development of alternative 
sustainable activities and diversification strategies and support for improving the 
higher and further educational resources of rural areas and transport schemes that 
support the reduction of emissions. There is a question as to whether there is a 
need for a separate rural priority and a question in the proposed balance of funds 
to this priority. 

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

k It is very important to ensure that sufficient resources are allocated to support those 
furthest from the labour market, particularly given the extent of unemployment in a 
number of areas in urban Scotland, including North Lanarkshire. 

k Duplication with other funders such as the Big Lottery particularly in the focus on 
young people should be avoided. 

3.5 Spatial Targeting 

There is no spatial targeting in Priority 1.There is an argument that this will put 
structural funds into areas which already have a good base of research and technology 
activity and thus further enhance regional disparities. Scottish Enterprise's current 
programmes in innovation and research naturally fund activity in regions of Scotland 
with a research and innovation base because this is where the fundable activity 
currently lies. There should be consideration of spatial targeting for some of the 
measures in this Priority. 

4. Pilot of Funding to Community Planning Partnerships 

4.1 The North Lanarkshire Partnership is the strategic partnership responsible for taking 
forward community planning in North Lanarkshire. The North Lanarkshire Partnership 
is led by a Board made up of senior representatives from the following organisations: 

The Council 
North Lanarkshire's Voluntary Sector 
NHS Lanarkshire 
The Further Education Colleges 
Communities Scotland 
Jobcentre Plus 
Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire 
Strathclyde Fire and Rescue, and 
Strathclyde Police 

4.2 The NLP has been successful in securing f33 million from the Scottish Executive to be 
targeted on areas experiencing disadvantage. North Lanarkshire's was one of the first 
Regeneration Outcome Agreements to be agreed in Scotland and this was as a result of 
the strength of the partnership, the effectiveness of the Community Planning process and 
the commitment of each of the organisations and sectors involved. 

4.3 Last year the North Lanarkshire Partnership produced a Community Plan for 2004 to 
2008 which set out a long-term vision to 2015 and identified a number of principles to 
guide the Partnership's work. It also set out priorities with targets over a four-year period 
to help achieve the vision. The Community Plan priorities and targets are organised 
around five strategic themes: Health, Wellbeing and Care, Community Safety, Learning 
through Life, Jobs, Business and the Economy and Housing and Environment. 
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North Lanarkshire Council will make representations to the Scottish Executive to be one 
of the Community Planning Partnerships to be piloted for the receipt of Structural Funds 
as an intermediary Delivery Body. 

Corporate Considerations 

The Consultation response raises no new corporate or financial issues. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Committee note the North Lanarkshire Council response to 
the consultation on the Future European Structural Fund Programmes in Lowlands and 
Uplands Scotland 2007-201 3 

D. M. Porch 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

Members seeking further information on this report, should contact Diane McGill on 
01236 616214. 
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- Annex1 

Proposed ERDF Priorities 
1 .Enterprise Growth 

Innovation, research and 
development, addressing barriers to 
enterprise development such as 
availability of finance 

48% allocation of funds 

2. Community Regeneration 

Recognises distinct problems 
arising from concentrations of 
extreme urban deprivation 

29% allocation of funds 
3. Rural development 

Economic needs of the regions rural 
areas 

23% allocation of funds 

Proposed ESF Priorities 
1. Progressing Into Employment 

Focus is on groups facing severe employability 
challenges to entering labour market and staying on at 
work 

43% allocation of funds 
2. Progressing through employment 

Focus on improving the quality of the Scottish skills 
base - focus on ensuring sustainable employment and 
progression for vulnerable groups and offering support 
for entrepreneurship and company growth 

35% allocation of funds 
3. Access to Lifelong Learning 

Increasing Access to post school learning by 
developing innovative approaches to participation in 
learning and training 

22% allocation of funds 
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Annex 2 

1 for Lowland and Upland Scotland 

1 for Highlands and Islands 

0 Significant proportion of funds delivered through Challenge fund system - review mid term 
Lower volume of projects 
Could support partnership projects combining complementary activities 

0 Minimum size for ESF projects 
0 IAB’s responsible for financial controls on all bodies receiving EU funding 

ERDF Priority 3 Rural development - bulk to be delivered on a challenge fund basis. 

Resources targeted geographically on selection of areas with rural needs. Rurality defined 
sing S Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department definitions 

ESF Priority 2 ESF Priority 3 -wholly challenge based delivery 

A ) Challenge Funds - Intermediate Administration Body 

B) Commissioned Elements - Intermediate Delivery Body 

0 Funding Provided in blocks 
0 Support for a handful of specific major projects complementing existing policy but 

demonstrating clear additionality 
0 Option to change or extend organisations designated as IDBs will be retained 
0 Projects to be additional high value added and clearly visible in European Funding. Initial 

plans would need approval of the Programme Monitoring Committee. 
0 Funding provided for three years initially - annual performance monitoring. 

ERDF Priority 1 Enterprise Networks 
0 Commissioned arrangement for a limited selection of projects that are region wide in scope 

Remainder of Priority 1 funds to be delivered on challenge basis 

ERDF Priority 2 and ESF Priority 1 - Local Partnerships and Integrated Action Plans 
0 

0 

0 

Strong argument to target funds spatially -funding could be targeted geographically on a 
selection of areas that reflect SE priorities in regeneration and social inclusion 
Funding would be spent on projects in line with the priorities set out in local strategies such 
as the Regeneration Outcome Agreements 
In particular Community Planning Partnerships could take an increasing role in delivering 
funds under these priorities - to be tested on a limited pilot basis under these two priorities. 
Pilots to be evaluated at mid term. 
Alongside the pilot CPP’s proposed that the rest of the funding be provided on a challenge 
fund basis to other local partnerships within the designated eligible areas making use of 
partnership based projects. This approach would draw on the experience of the 
Development Partnership approach of Equal. 

0 

ERDF Priority 3 - Rural development 

Portion of funds to be delivered on a challenge basis to Scottish Borders and Dumfries and 
Galloway reflecting region wide projects of strategic importance 
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Annex 3 

FUTURE EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL FUNDS PROGRAMMES IN LOWLANDS & UPLANDS 
SCOTLAND (LUPS) 2007 - 2013 CONSULTATION 

Consultation Response from North Lanarkshire Council 

General remarks 

North Lanarkshire Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the future of European Structural 
Funds Programmes in Lowlands and Uplands Scotland given the important role these funds have 
played in helping to provide economic development and community regeneration programmes for the 
area and its communities. It has formulated this response in conjunction with the North Lanarkshire 
Partnership. The activities funded have been a key strand in addressing issues of business 
development, employment opportunities and social inclusion. These funds have played a key role in an 
area that can clearly demonstrate the need for European funds intervention to make the difference to 
business and communities. North Lanarkshire reflects the economic and social deprivation issues 
identified in the consultation document as being concentrated in the South Western Scotland NUTS2 
area. We also note the analysis of corporate stock in the consultation document which is shown to be at 
its lowest in the South -Western area. 

North Lanarkshire Council believes that there is a strong case for much reduced European Structural 
Funds to be yet more targeted on areas of need in Scotland. The funds must be concentrated and 
spatially targeted on the most deserving communities and prioritised to have the maximum impact if the 
approximated f60 million per annum of European Structural Funds over the next programme period is 
to make any impact on an area with the size and population levels of the LUPS area 

North Lanarkshire has the 3rd lowest rate of its working age population in employment in Scotland. It has 
the 8'h highest rate in Scotland of its working a e o ulation unemployed. It has the 2nd highest 
economic inactivity rate in Scotland and the 2n lowest rate in Scotland in terms of its working age 
population having no qualification. North Lanarkshire is also dependent on its manufacturing industries. 
This is based on an analysis of NUTS 3 areas. There is a continuing need for funding to address 
economic and social need. 

9 p p  
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Consultation Questions 

Question 1: Are there any additional socio-economic factors to be considered - and which 
Structural Funds can address - in assessing the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of 
Lowlands & Uplands Scotland? 

The analysis given in the consultation document gives a broad - brush picture of strengths, weaknesses 
and opportunities in Lowlands & Uplands Scotland. It does not really demonstrate the detail of regional 
disparities other than some analysis at NUTS 2 level. The analysis that there is at this level does show 
the fact that the South West of Scotland has the highest economic deprivation and the lowest corporate 
stock in the LUPS area. There are also references to South Western Scotland having the highest 
proportion of inactive 16-50 year olds and the highest proportion of people with no formal qualifications. 

Regional economic performance within Scotland is weakest within the West of Scotland. The mid- term 
evaluation of the West of Scotland Objective 2 stated that there was little sign of convergence with the 
Scottish and UK economies. This reinforces the point made above about the need to target areas of 
need. 

Question 2: Do the proposed priorities for the 2007-2013 ERDF programme in Lowlands & 
Uplands Scotland address the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of the region? 

ERDF has been an essential tool in assisting with infrastructure projects which are key to regeneration 
in former heavy industrial areas. Degraded or inadequate infrastructure and contaminated land is still an 
issue for the West of Scotland and for North Lanarkshire. There are reduced funds and there is a need 
to meet the Lisbon criteria but these infrastructure issues have the potential to effect the capacity for the 
area to compete economically. 

There is now a very restricted capacity to deal with this issue in Priority 2 and this is focussed on 
refurbishment of existing facilities within targeted communities and for small scale conversion and 
adaptation of industrial sites. This presupposes that there is adequate existing provision -there may be 
a need for new build in certain areas. Furthermore, the rationale for including small scale and targeted 
brown field redevelopment under this Priority should recognise that vacant and derelict land is a 
significant issue and that many of these sites are located out with data-zones. Evidence from previous 
programmes shows that there is a need for flexibility and that focussing on data-zones, for example, for 
this activity makes project delivery unworkable. 

Under the ERDF Priority Enterprise Growth proposed eligible activities focus very much on research 
and commercialisation activities and the high growth end of business support programmes. This echoes 
existing domestic initiatives which fund research and commercialisation activity and recent heavy 
injections of public funding into this activity through programmes for the university sector. There is the 
Scottish Enterprise Proof of Concept Fund that funds the process of testing whether research from 
universities can be commercialised. This fund is already partly matched by ERDF. There is the Scottish 
Funding Council’s well- established Knowledge Transfer Grant to Scottish Universities which funds 
commercialisation activity including university commercialisation resources and expertise including spin 
out and licensing activity. The UK research councils, the major funders of academic research in the UK, 
also have programmes to facilitate knowledge transfer and are now taking a strategic role in leading on 
this agenda in the university sector and are seeking to significantly increase the economic impact of 
their investments. The Welcome Trust, a major funder of medical research, also has technology transfer 
grants to assist in the commercialisation of research. There are also Scottish Executive programmes 
such as Smart and SPUR, the ERDF matched SEEKIT programme designed to support projects that 
will promote co-operation in R&D and knowledge transfer between the public sector science base and 
small and medium sized enterprises ( SMEs) and SCORE that will fund collaborative research with 
companies or networks of companies. 
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The proposed priorities in the Enterprise Growth priority are clearly driven to a certain extent by the 
need to ensure that ERDF are aligned with the Lisbon agenda. However, this is now an area of activity 
busy with initiatives where budgets, and in particular public academic funds, are now being adjusted to 
bring a focus on this area. Care needs to be taken to ensure that structural funds are targeted 
effectively and do not simply duplicate existing domestic programmes and this is a point which is 
emphasised in the consultation document itself. 

Furthermore, there is also scope within the R& TD Lisbon guidance for activities with companies that 
are not necessarily high tech spin out companies - e.g. assistance to SME’s for the promotion of 
environmentally friendly products and production processes and other investment in firms. There should 
be scope for more general business growth and environmental activity as well focussing on new high 
technology firm formation. It is worth noting the existing scope of university spin out in Scotland in the 
context of this proposed priority. The Higher Education Business and Community Interaction Survey for 
2003/04 in Scotland shows f350,OOO average turnover for active spinouts. There were 21 spin-offs in 
total in 2003/4 and 99 companies that have survived more than 3 years. The total employed by spin-offs 
with no HE1 ownership was 1606 up from 504 with the increase largely recorded by one university. The 
turnover was f58.78 million. The programme should not rely exclusively on the commercialisation of 
research. 

There is little scope to help existing SME’s to improve access to ICT or to improve information 
technology services and applications for SME’s. The concept of SME networks should include all 
partners including colleges, local authorities, universities and science parks and research centres. 
There is no mention of regional innovation strategies that can harness the broad economic development 
aaenda. 

The proposed priorities are not well balanced to target areas of need and this point is made at 3 below. 
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Question 3: Do the proposed priorities for the 2007-201 3 ERDF programme in Lowlands & 
Uplands Scotland show appropriate coherence and concentration? 

As noted above the socio- economic analysis of the programme area clearly shows that the area of 
greatest need in terms of socio economic disadvantage is in the West of Scotland but this is not 
reflected in the proposals and relative funding levels of the Programme. 

There is no spatial targeting in Priority 1 and this has the potential to allow funds to flow to areas of 
Scotland that are doing better in terms of new firm formation and RTD and which have more successful 
regional economies in the LUPS area. There is a danger that ERDF will flow into areas which are 
growing in any case without ERDF support and which show better corporate stock that is near the UK 
average in some cases. An analysis by the West of Scotland European Consortium of the distribution of 
SMART /SPUR funds shows for the period 2003-2006 that 75% of the f25.2 million funds accepted 
went to companies located in the East of Scotland. As for the Scottish CO-investment Fund €7.6 million 
went to the East of Scotland as opposed to f2.4 million in the West. This is against the background of 
the analysis in the consultation document itself that shows that the lowest corporate stock is in the 
South West NUTS 2 area of Scotland and that the highest levels of unemployment are also there. 

North Lanarkshire Council supports the promotion of company formation and growth and the greater 
utilisation of innovation and research and development activity by the business sector but ERDF funds 
should go those businesses and sectors that are in most need. Spatial targeting should encompass 
areas of opportunity adjacent to areas of need, similar to the targeting of Regional State Aid. This 
targeting should also be reflected in ESF Priority 2 on the same basis. 

The balance of the programme does not reflect the analysis in the consultation document. There is a 
proposed 48% of funds to Enterprise Growth that is not spatially targeted although the analysis in the 
document shows the main problems in company stock and growth to be in the South West NUTS 2 area 
and in particular in the West of Scotland. Only 29% of ERDF funds are focussed on the issues of urban 
development and community regeneration in Priority 2 despite the level of population and the analysis 
which shows the levels of deprivation in Scotland again at its worst in the South West LUPS area and 
again in the West of Scotland. 

Question 4: Do the proposed priorities for the 2007-2013 ESF Programme in Lowlands & Uplands 
Scotland address the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of the region and should they be 
config u red differently? 

The socio- economic analysis of the programme area clearly shows that the area of greatest need in 
terms of socio-economic disadvantage is in the West of Scotland. There is no spatial targeting within 
ESF Priority 2 and again there is a danger that funds will leach to areas and economies of opportunity 
as opposed to need. There are no incentives for companies to employ those from hard to reach groups 
and synergies between ERDF Priority 1 and 2 to enhance support for skills in business are to be 
welcomed. 

Question 5: Do the proposed priorities for the 2007-2013 ESF Programme in Lowlands & Uplands 
Scotland show appropriate coherence and concentration and should they be configured 
d iffe rent1 y ? 

North Lanarkshire Council would argue that there is a need for spatial targeting in both Priority 1 and 
Priority 2 and the targeting should ensure that structural funds reach those areas that can most benefit. 
There is a need for a clearer definition of "harder to help" and the focus for training should be on lower 
skilled elements of the workforce who are less likely to be able to afford to pay for training for 
themselves. More than a fifth of the funds are to be set aside for access to learning to develop 
innovative approaches and this may be excessive given the overall reduction in funds available. 
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Question 6: What are your views on the proposed balance of funding between priorities for the 
future ERDF programme in Lowlands & Uplands Scotland? 

The split between ERDF and ESF would seem to be a reasonable split. 

As stated above the balance of the programme does not reflect the analysis in the consultation 
document. There is a proposed 48% of funds to Priority 1 Enterprise Growth that is not spatially 
targeted although the analysis in the document shows the main problems in company stock and growth 
to be in the South West NUTS 2 area and in particular in the West of Scotland. There is no spatial 
targeting in Priority 1 and this has the potential to allow funds to flow to areas of Scotland that are doing 
better in terms of new firm formation and RTD and which have more successful regional economies in 
the LUPS area. There is a danger that ERDF will flow into areas which are growing in any case without 
ERDF support and which show better corporate stock that is near the UK average in some cases. 

Only 29% of ERDF funds are focussed on the issues of urban development and community 
regeneration in Priority 2. This is despite the levels of population and the analysis which shows the 
levels of deprivation in Scotland again at its worst in the South- West LUPS area and again in the West 
of Scotland. 

The definition of rural areas is not clear in the document but 23% of the funds are set against rural 
areas. In addition there will be co-ordination and enhancement with the European Fisheries Fund and 
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development. There is also a commissioned element for one 
area despite the analysis in the consultation document pointing to 4 areas in Scotland having more than 
50% of their population living in small towns and rural areas. 

The highest levels of deprivation are in small towns and villages that are in accessible rural areas as 
opposed to remote rural areas and the definition of rural should include these communities. There may 
be a danger that areas fall between a definition of urban and rural. 

North Lanarkshire Council feels that in general the balance of the programme should follow the socio - 
economic analysis for the LUPS area and would argue for a balance of 40% to Priorities 1 and 2 and 
20% to Priority 3 with a broad definition of rurality. 

Question 7: What are your views on the proposed balance of funding between priorities for the 
future ESF programme in Lowlands & Uplands Scotland? 

There is no clear argument for more than a fifth of the ESF funds available being channelled into 
innovative approaches under Priority 3. If there is a need for a separate priority to stimulate this activity 
it is questionable as to whether it should it receive this level of funding as opposed to funding activities 
for those who are unemployed. 

Question 8: Do the proposed priorities outlined in the draft Operational 
Programmes focus sufficiently on the right priorities in Scottish domestic policy? 

There is an over-emphasis in Priority 1 on high technology R I D  and commercialisation as opposed to 
other Lisbon Agenda priorities for companies especially given the existing shift in budget provision and 
activity in this area. There should be flexibility in approach as far as is possible to support issues of 
degraded and insufficient infrastructure particularly in Priority 2 and scope for clean technologies in 
transport should not only be a rural issue. There should not be duplication with domestic programmes 
and with other funders such as the Big Lottery. 

Question 9: What are your views on how the principle of environmental sustainability has been 
integrated into the Operational Programmes? 

Environmental sustainability should be a priority for the whole programme. It flows from the balance of 
the programme that has been commented on above. Additional environmental sustainability will be at its 
greatest if the programme is targeted to areas and activities where the funds will bring greatest 
additionality and impact and to activities in areas where the bulk of the people who impact on the 
environment are located. 
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Question 10: What are your views on how the principle of equal opportunities has been 
integrated into the Operational Programmes? 

Most partners would recognise the role of structural funds in encouraging good practice in equal 
opportunities. North Lanarkshire Council would agree that that it should continue to be targeted 
horizontally through the Programme whilst also recognising the impact of domestic policy in this area. 

Question 11: What are your views on how the Operational Programmes will ensure 
complementarity between Structural Funds and other EU funding streams? 

There is more clarity in the document in the complementarity between the rural initiatives and ERDF 
and benefits from a tabular analysis than there is for the Territorial Co-operation Objective. It is also 
noted that only Priorities 1 and 3 are envisaged as benefiting from complementarity with the Territorial 
Co-operation Objective which focuses this activity as it stands on research and commercialisation and 
rural areas. This would cut out co-operation on a raft of community regeneration activities. 

Question 12: How can the challenge-fund approach be improved to make it more effective in 
delivering outcomes and more efficient in operation? 

The challenge will be for the one IAB in the programme area to be able to achieve strategic integration 
with a much broader programme area's relevant regional and local strategies and continue to ensure 
transparency, fairness and consistency throughout the length of the programme. There should be a 
strong emphasis on strategic integration and synergies with other provision and a collaborative 
approach to project development. There should also be consideration of track record in delivery and 
capacity, sustainability and exit strategies for funded activities. Where possible bureaucracy should be 
cut and on - line systems reviewed to ensure streamlining of processes. For example, it may be 
possible to look to activity in the Scottish Funders' Forum aimed at providing passports for organisations 
in terms of financial proofs and the provision of standard information and the frameworks for 
evaluations. Re-invention of the wheel should be avoided and due consideration given to the new IAB 
adopting the best of practice between all the European Partnerships. 

Question 13: What would be the most effective approach to using Community Planning 
Partnerships and other local partnerships for the delivery of elements of the programmes? 

North Lanarkshire Council strongly supports the proposal that delivery of Structural Funds could be 
effectively managed in this manner. The North Lanarkshire Partnership is the strategic partnership 
responsible for taking forward community planning in North Lanarkshire. It brings key organisations to 
the table in North Lanarkshire: the Council, North Lanarkshire's Voluntary Sector, NHS Lanarkshire, The 
Further Education Colleges, Communities Scotland, Job Centre Plus, Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire, 
Strathclyde Fire and Rescue, and Strathclyde Police. It has the depth of partnership to deliver strategic 
community regeneration activity in the area. It was one of the first Community Planning Partnerships to 
secure a Regeneration Outcome Agreements in Scotland and this was as a result of the strength of the 
partnership, the effectiveness of the Community Planning process and the commitment of each of the 
organisations and sectors involved. Last year the North Lanarkshire Partnership produced a Community 
Plan for 2004 to 2008 which set out a long-term vision to 201 5 and identified a number of principles to 
guide the Partnership's work. It also set out priorities with targets over a four-year period to help achieve 
the vision. The Community Plan priorities and targets are organised around five strategic themes: 
Health, Wellbeing and Care, Community Safety, Learning through Life, Jobs, Business and the 
Economy and Housing and Environment. 

Commissioned funds could be bid for by the partnership to deliver additional activity to complement the 
plan for the area. Existing structural fund expertise in the partnership organisations would be utilised to 
administer the funds in the same way as project funds are currently managed with reporting to the IAB 
as determined. 
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Question 14: What are your views on spatial targeting for community regeneration under ERDF 
Priority 2 and ESF Priority I? 

North Lanarkshire Council supports spatial targeting under these and other priorities as noted above. 
There is a suggestion in the document that the 15% most deprived datazones are used but experience 
to date shows that this can lead to programme delivery difficulties due to the inflexibility of this rigid 
targeting. The spatial targeting should allow a focus on these data-zones but give enough flexibility to 
ensure that regeneration projects are supported in a cohesive manner in the wider area. 

Question 15: What are your views on spatial targeting for rural development under ERDF Priority 
3? 

Spatial targeting makes logical sense given the reduction in funds to the area. However, as noted 
above, there is a commissioned element for one area despite the analysis in the consultation document 
pointing to 4 areas in Scotland having more than 50% of their population living in small towns and rural 
areas. The highest levels of deprivation are in small towns and villages that are in accessible rural areas 
as opposed to remote rural areas and the definition of rural should include these communities. 

Question 16: Do you have any additional comments on the draft Structural 
Funds Operational Programmes for Lowlands & Uplands Scotland? 

The process for commissioning projects should be transparent and this would mean that these 
programmes should be approved by the PMC and not by the Scottish Executive. There should be clear 
additionality in any commissioned projects and consideration given to the amount of existing domestic 
provision. 

There is an intention to review the progress of commissioned projects and there may be more funding 
delivered through this mechanism in time. There needs to be a clear process for doing this so that the 
IAB can handle expectation through the challenge element of the funds and to continue to allow partner 
access to funds. 

There should be scope to link new areas of growth for jobs such as the green jobs agenda into ERDF 
provision and the emphasis on the environment in the proposed programme is in Priority 3 and this 
priority is exclusive to rural areas however these are defined. 

There should be consideration of regional partnerships for innovation in Priority 1 which involve local 
authorities colleges and other key players as well as companies and universities. 
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