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To: POLICY AND RESOURCES EUROPEAN 
SUB COMMITTEE 

NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 

Subject: EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL FUNDS 
DISCUSSION FORUM 

REPORT 

From: CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

I Date: 11/11/98 I Ref CE/002/005/002 I 

1 Purpose of the Report 

to update members on the latest developments in the process of planning for the 2000-2006 
Structural Fund Programmes; 
to consider steps the Council could take to secure eligibility under the next phase of Structural 
Fund programmes; 
to determine the approach the Council could adopt at the Scottish Office European Structural 
Funds discussion forum on Tuesday 1 December 1998. 

2 Background 

Progress within the European Institutions 

Since 1 July 1998 the Council of Ministers working party on the Structural Funds has been meeting 
regularly under the chairmanship of the Austrian Presidency. From the discussions it is clear that 
there remain significant areas where an obvious consensus does not appear to be imminent. These 
include: 

whether there should be flexibility round the 75% per capita GDP level for designating 
Objective One areas (this will have implications for the Highlands and Islands); 
whether national or regional GDP should be taken in account in defining Objective Two 
areas (this would not benefit the UK); 
the means of implementing Objective Three measures; 
the length of transition programmes (the UK is pressing for a full seven year transition 
period for areas losing Objective 1 and 2 status); 
the relationship between structural h n d  and national assisted area maps (most 
governments are opposed to any link between the two, however the Commission argue 
that from the point of view of subsidiarity, European taxpayers’ money should not go into 
regions which are not eligible for national assistance); 

0 the number of Community Initiatives; 
the need for and appropriate level of the proposed “performance reserve”. 
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The European Parliament through its regional policy committee is presently drafting a resolution on 
the Commission’s proposals. This resolution was adopted by the Committee at its meeting on 26/27 
October and will be considered by the Parliament at its plenary session between 16-18 November 
1998. 

The Committee of Regions, at its plenary session held on 16/17 September 1998, adopted its 
resolution on the general provisions on the Structural Funds after 1999. 

The European Commission has not formally shifted its position on the essentials of the Structural 
Funds review in the period since 18 March, when the proposed regulation was published. The 
following points from the Commissioner’s speech to the European Parliament Regional Policy 
Committee are especially relevant for the West of Scotland: 

“strict and objective application of the 75% criterion” (for Objective One); 
“we must insist on adherence to the maximum limit of 18% of the population” (for 
Objective Two); 
“the main factor for deciding how the Objective Two ceilings are to be allocated between 
the Member States must be unemployment” 

Developments in the UK 

On 22 October 1998 there was a three hour debate in the House of Commons Trade and Industry 
Select Committee Report on the review of the Structural Funds. A large number of Members of 
Parliament used the opportunity provided by the debate to put the case for the areas they 
represented. 

The reply to the report on behalf of the Government was made by Mrs. Barbara Roche, the Minister 
responsible for Structural Funds’within the Department of Trade and Industry. In her speech she 
made the following points: 

The Government supports the inclusion of sparsity of population as a criterion for 
designation under Objective One; 
Cuts in population coverage must be proportionate across Member states, and no Member 
State should receive more per capita than it does now; 
Expenditure on Structural Funds should be kept well below the 0.46% of EU GNl? 
proposed by the Commission. 

Similarly there will be a debate in the House of Lords on the Select Committee on European Affairs 
Report on the same subject. 

Following correspondence between the West of Scotland European Consortium and the Scottish 
Ofice, the issue of NUTS I11 statistical boundaries appears to be closed. However the Minister 
Caium MacDonald did confirm the Government’s support for a longer reference period, covering the 
full economic cycle, to be used with respect to unemployment. 
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3. Identification of Objective 2 Areas and Eligibility Criteria-Key Issues for North 
Lanarkshire 

The new regulations governing eligibility for Objective 2 Structural Funds support between 2000 and 
2006 are scheduled to be adopted in June 1999. The eligibility criteria as proposed, require industrial 
areas designated at NUTS I11 level to demonstrate; 

0 above EU average levels of unemployment 
0 a greater than EU average dependence on industrial employment 
0 a loss of industrial employment in recent years 

By applying the proposed criteria, North Lanarkshire qualifies as an eligible NUTS I11 area. 
However, the success of European funding in the West of Scotland is due largely to its strategic 
application at regional level. This success will be diluted if, as is likely, other local authority areas 
within the region lose out. There are however, several other routes to eligibility; 

the Objective 2 urban strand- Only 2% of the UK population may qualify under this strand of 
Objective 2. Eligibility criteria under the urban strand is likely to concentrate on social indicators 
such as poverty, health and income. 
adjacency to eligible areas- Areas adjacent to h l ly  eligible areas which can demonstrate integrated 
linkages such as travel-to-work-patterns. 
safety net areas- A ‘safety net’ will mean that no member state may lose more than one-third of its 
eligible areas. 
transition areas- Areas which do not qualifjr on any grounds will be offered a four year ‘wind- 
down’ period of ERDF hnding only. 

The Council would welcome guidance on how the last three will be determined and at what 
geographic level. In particular there are three issues of importance to the future of Structural Fund 
programmes in Scotland; 

Could alternative indicators be used to increase the coverage in Scotland? (i.e. what will the UK 
Government criteria for allocating safety net assistance be?) 
How much say will Scotland have in determining its own eligible areas? 
Can the Government ensure Scotland has a fair proportion of the UK Safety Net? 

The Relationship between Objectives 2 and 3 

The proposals to channel the European Social Fund exclusively through Objective 3 in areas not 
eligible for Objectives 1 or 2 will provide clarity for non-eligible areas and those in transition. 
However for eligible Objective 2 areas there is a potential for some confusion as a Programme 
Document will need to be written that accommodates all European Social Fund activity. This could 
dilute the impact of ESF projects within North Lanarkshire and the Council will continue to support 
the setting up of a separate, horizontal Objective 3 programme for Scotland. 
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Timetabling Issues 

The decision over eligible Objective 2 areas is likely to slip from its spring 1999 deadline.. The 
likelihood is that member states will not have their Objective 2 programmes in place before 2000. 
This has implications for the 2000-2006 programmes, particularly the European Social Fund 
programmes. There has already been considerable slippage in the timetable (from that anticipated at 
the time of the publication of Agenda 2000) for adopting the new Structural Fund regulations. The 
“best case” scenario is indicated below: 

0 end March 1999: Conclusion of deliberations in Council of Ministers 
0 end April 1999: Conclusion of deliberations in European Parliament 

The earliest date by which the regulations can be formally adopted is May/June 1999. However after 
this has occurred there are a further series of steps which require to be taken before the new 
programmes can become operational. 

Firstly the new Structural Fund maps must be drawn up. This will be agreed firstly for Objective 
One, since the identification of these areas is more straightforward. For Objective Two however 
there will be a period of negotiation between the Member States and the European Commission. 
When this process was last undertaken it took nearly 6 months for the list to be agreed (from 3 1 st 
July 1993 to 30th January 1994). 

After the Objective Two regions have been selected, Member States will have up to 3 months in 
which to submit development plans for the areas concerned and thereafter it is proposed that the 
Commission have up to 6 months to approve the Programming Documents. 

Experience from the current programming period suggests that all this time will be taken up. The 
development plan for Western Scotland was submitted within the 3 month period on 5th April 1994 
but the Commission took more than 8 months to approve the programming document, doing so on 
16th December 1994, almost a full year after the technical start date for the programme. It was not 
until February 1995 that individual projects were able to be approved. 

In summary the best case scenario for the start of new programmes in the West of Scotland is likely 
to be as undernoted: 

0 NovDec 1999: agreement on Objective 2 maps 
0 Feb/Mar 2000: submission of new regional plans 

Sep/Oct 2000: approval of new programme documents 

It should be stressed that this timetable is open to hrther slippage, especially if no agreement is 
reached in March 1999 by the European Council on the overall EU budget. 
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Planning for New Programmes 

In planning for a new programming period, the Scottish Office have issue a consultation document 
on drafting the new Programmes.(Attached at Annex 1) The Scottish Ofice have invited Convenors 
of Local Authorities to a meeting on this matter which is to take place on 1st December 1998. They 
will propose to begin the process of considering economic trends and objectives for future 
programmes. This process is likely to consist of two stages. 

Stage One will be the establishment of Plan Teams for each of the current 7 Scottish programmes. 
These teams will prepare draft programme documents between January and March 1999. 

The key issues for local authorities involve; 

0 The establishment of Programme areas; 
0 Their representation on Plan Teams; 
0 Having a formal role in preparing and influencing the content of Programme documents and the 

selection of Programme Monitoring Committees; 

The manner in which the Scottish office will select the Plan Teams and provide guidance on the 
preparation of Programme documents will be introduced at the meeting with Conveners on 1 
December 1998. 

Stage Two is decision on the number of programme areas to be identified in Scotland. This will 
become clearer when the number of eligible NUTS I11 areas is known next summer. The Scottish 
Office proposed options are; 

a) The establishment of a separate programme for the Highlands and Islands and for the combined 
eligible parts of current Objective 2 and 5b areas. i.e. Two separate programmes for Scotland. A 
Highland and a Lowland programme. 

b) The establishment of four regional programmes covering Highlands and Islands, Western 
Scotland, Eastern Scotland and Southern Scotland. 

In order to maintain a strategic programme in the West of Scotland with local decision making, it is 
vital that option (a) is rejected in favour the regional option. In addition, it is vital that any future 
Programme Areas maintain a Monitoring Committee and Management Committee function. 

It is suggested that the Council representative to the discussion forum might wish to make the 
following points: 

to welcome the setting up of a number of regionally based plan teams within Scotland to 
initiate the process of plan preparation; 

0 To welcome the Scottish Ofice’s initiative to start the process as soon as possible; 

to agree that the existing Objective Two area covering the West of Scotland is an 
appropriate geographical level for developing a regional plan; 



21 

0 

0 

e 

to agree that membership of the plan teams should be representative of the main agencies 
active in economic development, including local authorities and that the sectors 
themselves should make nominations to these teams; 

to put forward the view that each of the plan areas in Scotland be the basis of new Single 
Programming Documents for the period after 1999, each with a separate Monitoring 
Committee; and 

to request that consideration be given to altering the membership of the new Monitoring 
Committees to include local elected councillors, representatives of the social partners and also 
members of the Scottish Parliament’s proposed European Committee. 

Direction of Future Programmes 

Following clarification on the Programme Area, attention will turn to the Objectives of Structural 
Funding. The EC has proposed that the following elements should be addressed; 

infrastructure 
human resources 
support for the productive sector 

Programmes will again promote the principles of environmental sustainability, equal opportunities 
and economic and social cohesion. 

The EC’s strict criteria on NUTS I11 eligibility points to the programmes being more geographically 
focused than previously. However as the Scottish Office options point out, programmes will be 
integrated into larger areas and may not enjoy the same element of local ownership and control. 

In the past North Lanarkshire Council has benefited from local ownership of Initiatives such as 
RESIDER I1 and has been closely involved in the Western Scotland Objective 2 Programme with 
representation at advisory group, Monitoring Committee and Board level. A transferral of power to 
a larger Programming area may mean the loss of a genuine local partnership. 

4 Steps to secure eligibility for North Lanarkshire 

As noted above, negotiations on the Commission’s proposals are at a stage where the Council of 
Ministers are meeting regularly to consider key parts of the package such as eligibility criteria, the 
safety net and transition. As the focus of negotiations is the Council of ministers, the Scottish Ofice 
role is critical for advocacy by local authorities. Scotland is also represented through COSLA’s 
work in preparing the European Parliament response to the regulations and the response made by 
Councillor Hugh Henry through the Committee of the Regions. 

In addition, North Lanarkshire’s views are represented through lobbying being carried out by the 
Assembly of European Regions, FETI, CASTer and at a local level by COSLA and the West of 
Scotland European Consortium. 
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Until the regulations have been approved by the Council of Ministers, the key focus for advocacy 
should be the Scottish Office; 
0 the content of the regulations will not be resolved until mid -1999. The Scottish Of€ice are 

involved in these negotiations, and therefore Calum MacDonald’s new forum, which will meet 
regularly starting from 1 December, will provide an opportunity to discuss these issues. 

0 selection of eligible areas will ultimately be a matter for the Scottish Office. Close liaison at a 
political and officer level will be essential. 

0 the role of the European Commission in the reform is less significant than in 1988 and 1993. The 
role of the member state governments is the critical factor. 

Representation to the Scottish Ofice will be made on behalf of the Council through the West of 
Scotland European Consortium. COSLA suggest that authorities also make use of their 
representatives at national and European Parliamentary level. 

5 Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Sub Committee: - 

(i) Notes the contents of the report; 

(ii) Approve the key responses to the paper; 

(iii) Authorise the Chief Executive to produce a briefing paper and policy statements for 
Members involved in European Structural Funds discussions; 

(iv) Authorise the Chief Executive to produce a more detailed Action Plan aimed at securing 
eligibility for North Lanarkshire Council. 

Local Government Access to Information Act 
For further information on this report, please contact Tony Crosbie, European Co-ordination 
Oficer, on 01698-302270. 



A n n w  I 23 

THE SCOTTISH OFFICE 
Development De  part men t Victoria Quay  

Edinburgh EH6 6QQ 

Telephone 0 13 1-244 0720 
Fax 01 3 1-244 7258 . .  

Malcolm Leitch 
European Officer 
The West of Scotland European Consortium 
c/o North Lanarkshire Council 
PO Box 14 
Civic Centre 
MOTHERWELL 
MLI 1TW 

17 November 1998 

I am writing to ask you to consider within your consortium the enclosed paper “European Structural 
Funds Reform: Preparing for New Programmes Post 1999”. 

Asyou will be aware, The Scottish Office is currently considering how best to take forward the 
preparation for future Structural Funds Programming. We have produced a consultative paper on 
this issue which I now attach for your consideration. 

As you will appreciate, and despite the uncertainties, we need to start the process soon, in order to 
have as much in hand as possible in advance of the Regulations being agreed next Spring. As an 
initial step in this process, we are now considering convening “plan teams” to make a start. I would 
obviously welcome your views for membership, but would particularly appreciate your views on the 
paper. It would be appreciated if you could have any comments with us as soon as possible, given 
that the timetable is tight if we are to be ready with outline plans by the end of March 1999. 

Yours sincerely 

MRS D MELLON 
Head of European Structural Funds 

JMS00014.118 
(+& Recvcled 
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EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL FUNDS REFORM 
PREPARING FOR NEW PROGRAMMES POST 1999 

Introduction 

1. This paper explores options for preparing for new Structural Funds programmes 
required for the next round beginning on 1 January 2000. It addresses potential structures, 
the definition of programme areas and the respective roles and responsibilities for those 
currently involved in Structural Funds policy and implementation. It is intended as a 
consultation document to allow Structural Funds partners (and partnerships) an opportunity to 
suggest how best to organise and plan for future programmes. It is not intended to be 
prescriptive but it does recognise some of the constraints within which we will have to 
operate up to and beyond 1 January 2000. In particular, the paper takes into account, and 
partners should recognise, the essential principles of Structural Funds reform as envisaged in 
Agenda 2000. We need to prepare for new programmes in an environment of concentration 
of coverage, declining resources to any existing areas in transition and what may be for the 
majority of areas a last round of ERDF funding. The balance of funding may change from 
ERDF dominated, to an ESF or rural development focus. However, the Government remains 
committed to ensuring local input to strategy and local implementation of programmes. 

Background 

2. The rules governing the European Structural and Cohesion Funds regime and the 
resources for it expire at the end of 1999. In July 1997, the European Commission published 
Agenda 2000 containing its proposals for a range of important issues, including the prospects 
for enlargement, the future financing of the EU, and reform of key policy areas such as the 
CAP and the Structural Funds to facilitate successful enlargement. The detailed proposals 
emerged in March 1998 when the Commission published its draft regulations. The 
regulations represent only the Commission’s proposals and must be agreed by the 15 Member 
States in the Council of Ministers. Negotiation of the new regulations is taking place against 
a background of considerable change for the European Union, including enlargement, reform 
of the CAP,  and economic and monetary union. 

3. The Cardiff Summit in June set a deadline of March 1999 for agreement on the main 
principles of the regulations by Member States. The Regulations will confirm Objective 1 
areas, establish the eligibility criteria for Objective 2, and merge Objectives 3 and 4 into a 
new Objective 3. In addition, the Commission has proposed a rural development regulation 
which brings together 9 existing regulations, and a revised framework regulation for fisheries 
measures. The Commission‘s draft regulations include proposals for programming certain 
agricultural, rural development and fisheries measures in Objective 1, Objective 2 and non- 
Objective areas. The Commission’s aim is that new Programmes will start in January 2000. 
Before then, Programmes have to be prepared, negotiated with and agreed by the 
Commission. It is important to begin preparation for Programming as soon as possible to try 
to meet the January 2000 goal and avoid dislocation between Programming periods, 

4. Negotiations between Member States started in April 1998 and weekly meetings of 
the Structural Actions Working Group are taking place at oficial level with the aim of 

AHAOOOO1.118 1 
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bringing the final drafts to the Council of Ministers for adoption by March 1999. The 
Department of Trade and Industry leads the UK delegation and senior officials of The 
Scottish Office Development Department attend all Working Groups as part of the UK team. 
Officials from The Scottish Office Agriculture, Environment and Fisheries Department are 
fully involved in Working Groups on CAP, rural development and FIFG. 

. .. 
Progress 

5. Little substantive progress was achieved or expected in advance of the German 
elections in September but agreement in principle was reached on the less controversial issues 
in the meantime; however, nothing is formally agreed until everything is agreed. Since the 
German elections, progress has started to speed up and the more contentious issues, including 
eligibility, are now being addressed directly. The March 1999 deadline is desirable if new 
Programmes are to be agreed and implemented on time in January 2000 and the Government 
will continue to press for this deadline to be met. It must be recognised however that much 
important detail has still to be worked through. Indeed, in key areas such as the eligibility 
criteria for Objective 2, the proposed safety net, and the funding for areas in transition, we 
await the Commission's detailed proposals. That said, it must be recognised that we cannot 
realistically delay our preparations much longer. We must have as much in hand as possible 
for when the Regulations are agreed. 

Implications for Scotland 

6 .  There is still considerable uncertainty generally, and, of particular relevance to this 
paper, about which geographical areas will qualify for future funding under the different 
objectives. The Commission's draft Regulations contain proposals on eligibility, for 
transitional funding and a safety net. Transitional funding (ERDF only) will be available to 
all areas losing eligibility for at least 4 years. While the outcome is not yet clear, it may be 
helpful to approach this programming exercise by dealing separately with the Highlands & 
Islands case - since Objective 1 (and Objective 1 transition) arrangements are already clearly 
different from those for Objective 2 - where there is a range of potential status (fully eligible, 
safety net, transition). The issue now is how to plan for these new areas. The problem is that 
we have no real knowledge of the status of the areas post-reform, except that all existing 
eligible areas will have at least transition status. In order to avoid the disruption which 
occurred in previous Programmes, we will need to plan to have the Programmes agreed by 
the Commission by 1 January 2000. The Regulations currently say that these documents 
must be with the Commission 3 months after the eligible areas have been identified and the 
Commission has 6 months to approve them. In discussions, there is a suggestion that these 
timings should be 4 months and 4 months but in any event we have to be ready by the end of 
March 1999 to take forward work on the preparation of final plans. 

How to Plan 

7. The Commission proposals say that the plans for Objective 1 should be for a single 
region at NUTS I1 level, distinguishing in that plan between the funds for transitional support 
and for other areas. For Objective 2 the plan should be for all eligible areas in a single NUTS 
I1 region, again distinguishing between the funds for transitional areas and others. For 
Objective 3 the plan should be for the whole Member State outside regions or areas covered 

AHA00001.118 2. 
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by Objectives 1 and 2. The draft rural development and fisheries regulations provide for rural 
development and fisheries measures to be available across all areas, subject to programming 
requirements summarised in Annex 1. The Commission has indicated that single national 
programmes for CAP accompanying measures (support for less favoured areas, early 
retirement, agri-environment and afforestation of agricultural land) would be acceptable. The 
draft rurgl, development regulation specifically excludes these measures from programming 
requirements in Objective 1 and Objective 2 areas. The other agricultural, rural development 
and fisheries support measures will be considered for inclusion in the architecture for new 
and transitional programmes in accordance with provisions in the respective draft regulations. 
Annex 1 demonstrates the Commission’s proposals for programming of the various 
objectives. 

8. Plans should be based around the designated areas. It is unlikely that in Scotland any 
new areas will be brought into structural funding. But, as noted above, all existing areas will 
have at least transition status. For ERDF, therefore, we will have to plan for the 85% 
population coverage which already exists; and for Objective 3, and rural development and 
fisheries measures for the whole of Scotland ie including the “white areas”. The requirement 
to plan for full Objective 2 areas and those in transition together, makes for an extremely 
difficult Programme document. (Annex 2 lists the elements of the plan as set down in the 
Commission’s draft regulations.) There is a requirement to report on what has been done in 
the region in the past, together with what has been achieved from existing Programmes. That 
information would best be gathered at existing Programme level and would involve the 
Programme Executives. But the existing Programme areas are relevant only to the current 
set of Regulations, and the new Programmes may bear a resemblance to those particular areas 
only during transition. 

9. We believe that it will not be possible to combine programmes for Objective 1 and 
Objective 2 areas. Thus, since transition areas are included within the main Objective, we 
would be talking about a Highlands & Islands plan and separate arrangements for the rest of 
Scotland. 

10. The idea of building a plan at these all-Scotland levels, and delivering from an all- 
Scotland level, was initially developed by Scotland Europa in 1997. The complexity of the 
Commission’s proposals, particularly the 4 strand approach for Objective 2, brings certain 
attractions to co-ordination at a greater geographical level. However, local involvement in 
the planning process and in decision making on the delivery of the Programme would have to 
be addressed. Since all of the statistics will be gathered at NUTS 111 level and this is the 
starting point for determination of Objective 2 eligibility, the building blocks for statistics 
should be at NUTS 111 level, but it would not seem to make sense to develop plans at these 
levels alone. (Negotiation of over 20 SPDs with the Commission, and undertaking annual 
report, and financial tables for such a number would add a considerable load. And the 
Commission would be likely to resist this.) Therefore, it appears that we have the choice of 
building draft Programmes at NUTS I1 level (as suggested by the Commission) or of moving 
to an all-Scotland level for each Objective. 

11. There is an option which would allow us to obtain the best parts of both systems, that 
is to plan from the local level up to the 2 all-Scotland levels, but after agreement of the SPD 
(between The Scottish Office and the Commission) to deliver at a ‘regional’ level. Thus, The 

AHA00001.118 3. 
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Scottish Office is suggesting that we should pursue separate Scottish Objective 1 and 2 
Programmes to encompass all areas under the new Objectives and all transitional areas, which 
would allow similar planning to be done for Objective 3 and for rural development and 
fisheries support measures. This would allow us to bring together all of the statistics from 
the NUTS I11 level, the experience from the existing Programme areas, and broad priorities 
identified for the challenges from the whole of Scotland. Once the decision on geographical 
areas were’ known, it should allow an easier description of the Programmes to be delivered, 
and in delivery to allow the sharing of experience between the comparable Programmes. 
Among the candidates for regional sub-programmes would be: 

11.2 
Rural StirlingLJpland Tayside; 
1 i .3 
1 1.4 

Eastern Scotland (ie Objective 2 Eastern Scotland, North & West Grampian, 

Western Scotland (ie Western Scotland Objective 2 area); and 
Southern Scotland (Borders and Dumfries & Galloway). 

Each sub-programme would include all areas eligible under each of the strands of the new 
Objective 2, including both ERDF and ESF, and programmed components of the draft rural 
development and fisheries regulations, as well as transitional areas. The new regulations may 
lead to a sub-division of Objective 2 into those areas which qualify as of right and those 
which are included by virtue of the safety net; both would be included in the sub- 
programmes. For Objective 1 , no need for a sub-programme is foreseen. 

12. It seems likely that there would also be a need for sub-programmes applying to 
Scotland as a whole or to that part of it excluding the Highlands & Islands, ie an Objective 3 
sub-programme, as well as separate programmes for the nationally-administered components 
of m a l  development and fishery support measures. 

Committee Structure 

13. The Scottish Office continues to be committed to the concept of partnership at all 
levels and intends to expand the partnership to include elected members and social and 
economic partners. Article 34 of the draft Regulations provides for the establishment of 
Monitoring Committees, their scope and responsibilities. But the new Regulations are not the 
only change in the Scottish situation. We will have a Scottish Parliament in session before 
1 January 2000. We have to take into account that the Parliament will be involved in the 
distribution of the resources of the Scottish block, and will, no doubt, wish to take an interest 
in the delivery of European Structural Funds as an important element in the development of 
the economy of Scotland. The role of Implementing Authority for the f h d s ,  to be known as 
Managing Authority in the new regulations, will also pass from the Secretary o f  State for 
Scotland to the Scottish Executive. While we cannot anticipate the role which the Parliament 
and the Executive will wish to play, it seems sensible to anticipate that they will wish to have 
a role. 

14. In order to accommodate that role, and to allow for the possibility that MSPs will 
wish to participate as the regional members required by the draft Regulations we suggest 
separate Scottish Monitoring Committees for Objective 1 and for Objective 2, chaired by a 
Government Minister and comprising representatives of Local Authorities (both elected 
members and officials), social and economic partners, the Enterprise Networks, Higher and 
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Further Education, Voluntary Sector, and the competent Environmental Authorities. The 
Commission will be represented on the Monitoring Committees. These Committees would 
be strategic bodies which would concentrate on broad, pan-area issues while monitoring the 
progress of the Programmes as a whole. The Monitoring Committees would have no 
involvement in discussions at project level detail. 

15. %e Objective 1 Programme and each of the Objective 2 sub-programmes would have 
a Management Committee remitted to deal with the detailed management of the programme 
within their area together with specific area issues and project approval. They would be 
supported by advisory groups to appraise and recommend projects for approval. The 
membership of these Committees and groups is likely to reflect the current partnerships with 
representation at official level. Until the negotiations have progressed further, it is difficult to 
predict the structure of advisory groups required. One option would be to establish an 
advisory group for each Priority which would assess projects across the sub-programme 
whether the area qualified fully or in part for Objectives 1, 2 and 3, or transition. The 
administration of the sub-programmes would be for decision by the partnerships and the 
Managing Authority, but for the purposes of this paper it is assumed that Programme 
Executives would continue. 

Preparation for Programming 

Economic analvsis 

16. The timetable is tight. It is important, therefore, to prepare for future Programmes 
even if the eligibility status of each area is not yet known. Given that every area currently 
eligible will qualify for some form of funding (and there will be rural areas of Scotland which 
will have access to a wider range of rural development measures than at present) we can start 
the preparatory work now. Firstly, economic data at local, regional and Scotland wide level 
must be collated. To avoid duplication of effort, it makes sense to build on the work already 
done or underway by local partnerships. While The Scottish Office will have access to 
Scotland wide data, the local or regional picture can be built up from local analyses such as 
LEC business plans and LA structure plans. The new community planning to be undertaken 
by LAs should also be used. Many other partners will also have useful economic data; local 
community bodies, environmental bodies, Tourist Boards etc. Our first task is to identify 
what exists and how it can be fed into the programming process at an appropriate level. 

Involvement of partnershius 

17. Programme Executives and the local partnerships have a vital role in providing the 
essential economic background and analysis required for the preparation of new programmes 
from which Partnerships can identify local or thematic priorities and consider them against a 
range of potential outcomes of reform. For example, if an area retains eligibility, how should 
resources best be used? If, however, the area moves into transition, receiving a greatly 
reduced ERDF allocation for only 4 years, which priorities would be the most important? 
Partnerships will often be best placed to identify what types of projects have endured or been 
sustainable; how funding can be recycled; and how best to develop an effective exit strategy. 
Individual partners are already making preparations eg COSLA’s work on baseline indicators, 
SNH and SEPA on environmental indicators, and the sustainable development approach 
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1 being worked up by the Eastern Scotland European Partnership and by the Highlands & 
Islands European Partnership. 

Strategic Con text 

18. Plyning is not simply a question of building from the bottom up. The Commission 
places emphasis on the Programme actions taking place in a strategic context. Scottish 
partners have expressed the view that the lack of an existing Scottish strategy allowed the 
Commission to insist on its own priorities on the last programming roxid. Scottish 
Enterprise and HIE has already offered to facilitate a consultative process where a range of 
those involved in European Funding can discuss the drivers of economic change and how the 
issues should be addressed in the SPDs. This should enable discussion of the overall strategic 
priorities for Scotland to identify those areas to which European Union funds could most 
usefilly be addressed. Such a strategy would not be intended to direct the local determination 
of priorities, but to provide a framework. The work undertaken by officials within this 
process might provide a basis for wider discussion at a later date, but before the detailed 
strategies begin to be drafted. 

Process 

19. As the Implementing Authority with responsibility for the operation of Programmes, 
The Scottish Office will drive the programming process and conduct the negotiations with the 
European Commission. Although Programmes may vary, it is important to ensure general 
consistency across Scotland as well as with the rest of the UK. However, input from partners 
both in the preparatory stages and as we negotiate programmes will be invaluable. No final 
decision has been reached on the best way to develop programmes but it is likely that The 
Scottish Office will convene plan teams drawn from the existing partnerships. The 
Programme Executives and local partnerships will be best placed to identify local priorities 
and best practice as well as highlight the lessons learnt from existing Programmes. For 
example, a single Objective 2 Scottish Programme with 3 regional sub-programmes and 
semi-national programmes would require a plan team for each of the sub-programmes and a 
‘national’ team. 

Consultation 

20. The Scottish Office is committed to real consultation as an important part of  preparing 
for future Programmes. C a l m  MacDonald, Minister for Housing, Transport and European 
Affairs has met already with various European consortia and officials have met with various 
groups of partners to discuss the reform process. He is now convening a Forum of all 
interested parties to discuss the way forward. This consultation will continue and the plan 
teams will have a significant role to play in future consultations. 

Timetable 

2 1. We intend to start the process by the end of November with the intention of producing 
background material and perhaps identifying broad priorities by the end of January. By 
March 1999, when the Council of Ministers are expected to reach agreement of the 
regulations, we hope to have a solid foundation for the Scottish SPDs with a series of options 
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which respond to the outcome from the Council decision. As soon as the regulations are 
agreed, areas eligible for Objective 1 will be known. Work can, therefore, start immediately 
on developing the relevant Programme (either Objective 1 or Objective 1 transition). The 
Regulations will also confrm eligibility criteria for Objective 2. Intra-UK discussions about 
designating areas for Objective 2 will follow. Negotiations between the UK Government, the 
Scottish Executive and the European Commission will then take place. In advance of final 
agreement by the Commission, much of the development work for Objectives 2 and 3, RDP 
and transitional areas can be undertaken. 

November 1998 

The Scottish Development Department: European Structural Funds Division 

AHA00001.118 7 .  


