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1 Purpose of the Report 

The purpose of this report is to update Members of the European Working Group on 
progress of the Council’s activities in relation to the review of the Structural Funds. 

2 Background 

A report outlining the background to and issues surrounding the review of the 
Structural funds was submitted to the Working Group for consideration at its meeting 
on 2 April 1997 incorporating a policy position for the Council which was agreed and 
is attached at Annexe 1 for information. 

North Lanarkshire Council can currently access two of the Structural funds, the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), and the European Social Fund (ESF), 
through two of the European Union’s policy objectives - Objective 2 (for converting 
regions seriously affected by industrial decline), and Objective 3 (support for 
unemployed and excluded sectors of the population). 

The current Structural Fund programmes close on 31 December 1999 and a 
fundamental review is being undertaken prior to that date by the institutions of the 
European Union. 

The review is important to North Lanarkshire due to the considerable amount of 
European funding which has come into the area supporting economic regeneration ad 
employment creation. The Objective 2 programme is the main source of funding and 
over 1995 and 1996 alone brought &23m of grant into the area. The current Objective 
2 programme, running from 1997 to 1999 is worth approximately E260m. 

3 Progress to Date 

North Lanarkshire Council recognised at a very early stage in the review process that 
individual local authorities could not realistically be expected to carry great weight in 
the Europe wide review of the Structural Funds. 



The agreement of the Council’s policy position at the last meeting of the Working 
Group provides an essential mandate and briefing to allow the authority to maximise 
its influence by joining with more broadly based groupings at local, regional, national, 
and pan European levels. 

The Council is extremely well placed to achieve this and has been working hard with 
a wide variety of organisations in order to ensure that the views of North Lanarkshire 
are being input effectively into the European level debate. 

3.1 COSLA 

The Council has elected Member and officer representation on a special COSLA Task 
Group which has been set up to examine the implications of the review for local 
authorities. Through the mechanism of this group, a position paper was prepared and 
launched at a special event on 18 April 1997 at which the authority was represented 
by a delegation headed by the Leader of the Council. The event was also attended by 
Scottish Enterprise, the Local Enterprise Companies, the Scottish Office, Strathclyde 
European Partnership Ltd, and bodies such as the Scottish Council for Voluntary 
Organisations, Scottish National Heritage, and the Strathclyde Passenger Transport 
Executive. 

Councillor McGuigan also represents the authority on the newly formed COSLA 
European Members’ Network. This grouping brings together politicians nominated 
by each of the 32 local authorities to discuss matters of common interest in the field of 
European Affairs. The first meeting agreed a Campaign Strategy for the review of the 
Structural Funds capitalising on the work undertaken to date by the Structural Funds 
Task Group and this is attached at Annexe 2. 

This active participation by the Council has allowed the incorporation of the position 
of North Lanarkshire into a paper promoting the interests of the Scottish local 
authority sector which has already been sent to all Scottish Members of the European 
Parliament and Committee of the Regions members, Programme Management 
Executives, and various Scottish academics and local government associations in 
England and Wales. It has also been circulated and discussed with officers within the 
European Commission of the relevant Directorate Generals, as well as the appropriate 
European Commissioners and their Cabinets. 

A meeting has also been sought with the new Scottish Office Ministerial Team by 
COSLA’s European and International Affairs spokesperson, who have been forwarded 
a copy of the position paper as have the new Ministers at the Foreign, and Trade and 
Industry Offices. 



3.2 West of Scotland European Consortium 

The West of Scotland European Consortium, in which North Lanarkshire plays an 
active and influential role, with Councillor McGuigan as Chair and the secretariat 
based within the Council’s headquarters, has prepared a paper on the review of the 
Structural Funds which effectively incorporates the views of the authority. A copy of 
the paper is attached at Annexe 3. 

This has been circulated widely to the appropriate Directorate Generals within the 
European Commission and Government departments, as well as to COSLA and the 
secretariats of various pan European networks including Reti, and the Assembly of 
European Regions. It was also sent to the Alliance for Regional Aid to ensure the 
views contained within the paper were incorporated into the position fiom which UK 
wide government lobbying will be carried out. 

3.3 Scotland Europa 

Scotland Europa is the Brussels based European representation of Scottish Enterprise 
and has prepared a paper on the review of the Structural Funds with a cross sectoral 
Scottish perspective. 

North Lanarkshire Council participated actively in the development of this paper as 
did the West of Scotland European Consortium through a series of special meetings. 
In this way, the Council has been able to achieve consistent high quality 
representation of its views and the issues for North Lanarkshire for input to the 
appropriate debates at the appropriate time. 

The Scotland Europa paper was also launched on 18 April 1997 with the COSLA 
paper and was widely supported by the other speakers, including MEPs and 
academics, as well as the wider audience, drawn fiom a variety of sectors including 
local authorities. 

Since then, a campaign strategy has been launched by Scotland Europa based on a 
summarised two page version of the initial paper with the theme ‘Cohesion through 
Prosperity’ which is attached at Annexe 4. The intention for this stage of the 
campaign is to promote the key elements within the paper to the Commission as they 
prepare their proposal to the European Parliament, Council of Ministers, and other EU 
institutions. Opportunities will also be taken to promote the ideas contained within 
the paper to Scottish Members of the European Parliament, members of the 
Committee of the Regions, and the Scottish Office to ensure the UK Government fully 
understands the proposals, as well as Scottish MPs. Consideration will also be taken 
of the positions being taken by other countries and regions, and alliances built with 
those who share some or all of the campaign objectives. As the West of Scotland 
European Consortium is the member of Scotland Europa, rather than individual local 
authorities, support to this proposed campaign strategy will be a matter for 
consideration at the next meeting of the Consortium. Members of the European 
Working Group will be advised of the decision in a future report. 



3.4 Reti 

The Council is also using its networking links with the Reti organisation (European 
Regions of Industrial Technology) which has membership comprising 23 industrial 
regions throughout the European Union. Reti has a well-established working 
relationship with the European institutions and a proven track record in working 
collaboratively with them on a variety of issues. 

It is increasingly being regarded as the legitimate body to promote the interests and 
concerns of the industrial regions relating to the review of the Structural Funds at a 
European level. 

The Council therefore has a unique opportunity to influence the pan European debate 
and to allow the views of North Lanarkshire to be represented at the appropriate level, 
in particular as Councillor McGuigan is Vice President for the UK regions. 

Reti is also seeking European financial support for in-depth studies on the impact of 
Economic and Monetary Union, and EU enlargement, and the potential implications 
for Structural Fund support to areas such as North Lanarkshire within these contexts. 
The results of these studies will be promoted at a European level conference to which 
European Commission representatives will be invited. 

This will contribute even further to raising the profile of issues relevant to North 
Lanarkshire at the highest possible level thereby attempting to safeguard the position 
of North Lanarkshire in relation to Structural Fund support in the future. 

The West of Scotland European Consortium sits on the Reti Bureau, the decision 
making committee for Reti, and also on the Reti Steering Group on the Future of the 
Structural Funds, where all decisions regarding lobbying and the way forward with 
regard to the review are made. 

Reti are currently preparing a position statement on the review of the Structural Funds 
through the mechanism of the Steering Group. The Reti resolution tabled at the 
Cohesion Forum (see para 4.1) and is attached at Annexe 5. This paper summarises 
the main points that the position statement will contain and the key points Reti wishes 
to be considered in the debate. 

3.5 The Alliance for Regional Aid 

The Alliance for Regional Aid was set up to co-ordinate lobbying activity relating to 
the review of the Structural Funds at UK government level. It was formed by Steel 
Action, the Coalfield Communities Campaign, and UK Reti (chaired by Councillor 
McGuigan as Reti Vice President for the UK regions). 



The Alliance has already published its position statement relating to the review which 
had an official national press launch and this is attached at Annexe 6. A conference is 
also being organised in July which will help to promote the interests of North 
Lanarkshire as the Council will be able to input its views based on its own policy 
position statement through the West of Scotland European Consortium. 

3.6 CASTer 

The Council has membership of the CASTer network (the Conference and 
Association of Steel Territories) and is using this relationship to help promote the 
particular concerns of North Lanarkshire during the review which relate to the impact 
of the steel industry on the area. 

CASTer has prepared a strategic report on the long term future of the steel regions 
which comprised a study of six of its member regions, including North Lanarkshire. 
The section on North Lanarkshire and the wider West of Scotland area has already 
been considered by the European Working Group. 

The intention is to highlight achievements to date in these areas but also to emphasise 
the necessity for continued Structural Fund support in the long term if benefits 
accrued to date are to be successfully consolidated. 

This report will be launched at European Union level and is already under discussion 
with key representatives of the European Commission which will help to raise the 
particular issues of the steel regions as well as the profile of North Lanarkshire. 

CASTer has also prepared a position statement on the future of the Structural Funds 
which will go to the next meeting of the Steering Group on 19 June 1997 for approval, 
a draft of which is attached at Annexe 7. North Lanarkshire had an active input into 
the drafting of this paper and ensured successfully that the points contained within it 
are consistent with the Council’s own policy statement. This affords an additional 
opportunity for the views of North Lanarkshire Council to be heard at European level. 

The CASTer position statement and strategic report will be promoted through a 
European level press launch which members of the Steering Group will be invited to 
attend. A conference is also being planned for October 1997 in Duisburg - ‘Visions 
and Strategies for the Future: European Steel Territories on the Way into the 21st 
Century’ - which will incorporate keynote speeches from the European Commission 
and will result in a resolution at the end of the conference on how to successfully 
promote the interests of the steel regions in relation to the review of the Structural 
Funds. Members of the Steering Group will be invited to chair the workshops and 
prevent feedback on findings to the wider conference. This will be an extremely 
influential event. 



4 Recent Developments 

4.1 The Cohesion Forum 

The Cohesion Forum took place in Brussels between 28 and 30 April 1997 and was 
widely regarded as a good indication of the likely changes to the Structural Funds post 
1999. The Forum included approximately 1200 delegates from regional and local 
authorities as well as Member States and the European institutions. Scotland was 
represented by a large delegation drawn from COSLA, the East of Scotland European 
Consortium, the West of Scotland European Consortium, Scottish Enterprise, and the 
Programme Management Executives (eg Strathclyde European Partnership Ltd). 

The keynote speech was from Commissioner Wulf-Mathies, responsible for regional 
policy for which the Structural Funds are the main instrument. She spelt out her view 
of the future of the Structural Funds, the main changes proposed being a reduction of 
the current policy objectives, and a greater concentration of funding to the most 
disadvantaged areas. 

The European Commission wants to see better use of funds with funds transferred 
away from regions which do not use them efficiently to regions with a good track 
record of investing EU resources from Structural Fund programmes. 

Interestingly, Commissioner Wulf-Mathies wants to see greater decentralisation of 
decision making to Member States wit greater input from local and regional 
authorities, and acknowledged the need for transitional arrangements for regions 
losing eligibility for Structural Fund support. Her speech also focused on 
simplification of the funding processes. These were also key points within North 
Lanarkshire’s policy statement on the review of the Structural Funds. 

Papers from Scotland Europa, COSLA, Reti, and the West of Scotland European 
Consortium were tabled at the Cohesion Forum. North Lanarkshire contributed to the 
preparation of all of these papers within the mandate provided by the Council’s agreed 
position. 

4.2 The Budget 

A key element in the review of the Structural Funds will be the setting of the budget 
which is being known as the Santer 1 Package. 

The new financial package is due out in the second week in July and will go through a 
process of agreement with Member States from then until spring next year. 

The budget, once it is available, will further guide the work of organisations involved 
in lobbying during the Structural Fund review. Information from President Santer’s 
cabinet has indicated that the current Structural Fund allocation will be maintained, 
and that there will be 3 objectives rather than the current 6 which will potentially 
focus on regions lagging behind, regions with special development needs, and 
programmes to tackle unemployment. 



Community Initiatives would be reduced from the current 14 to a smaller number 
focusing on cross border co-operation between regions in different Member States, 
equality and training, and specific territorial initiatives for rural, fishing, and urban 
cities. Agreement in principle has also been reached between the relevant 
Commissioners within the European Commission that regions which lose eligibility 
will be able to take advantage of a transition period, ie funding would not stop 
overnight, which was a fundamental point made within North Lanarkshire Council’s 
position statement on the future of the Structural Funds. 

5 The Next Steps 

To date it can be seen that the Council has been successful in ensuring that the North 
Lanarkshire case in relation to the review of the Structural Funds is promoted at local, 
regional, national, and pan European levels through effective partnership working. 

As further information becomes available, the authority will be in a position to update 
its policy position and is well placed to be kept well informed of developments 
through its various networks. It will continue to represent the views of North 
Lanarkshire through its partners in an attempt to maximise benefit and minimise 
detriment to the area post 1999. 

6 Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Policy and Resources European Working Group: - 

(i) Notes the content of the report and progress to date of the Council’s activity in 
relation to the review of the Structural Funds 

(ii) Agrees that the Council should continue to work closely and attend meetings 
and conferences of its various networks such as CASTer and Reti as necessary 
in order to maintain its influence in the debate on the review of the Structural 
Funds 

go 

Local Government Access to Information Act 
For further information on this report, please contact Heather Koronka, European Co- 
ordination Officer, on 01698-302270. 



Annexe 1 

North Lanarkshire Council Policy Position on the Review of the 
Structural Funds 



' I  * Annexe 2 COSLA: EUROPEAN MEMBERS NETWORK 
FUTURE OF THE STRUCTURAL FUNDS CAMPAIGN STRATEGY 

The fbture direction of the Structural Funds has major implications for Scotland and the role Ioi:.: 
authorities have played in using Structural Fund monies to support regeneration strategies. 

It is essential that Scotland's local authorities co-ordinate their advocacy and collaborate h l l y  Lvith oti:?: 
sectors in Scotland. This will ensure a united front, the presentation of a common position and r:-.? 
effective use of the many European and UK contacts which the Scottish partners possess. It \vi11 a l c  
ensure a common agenda for influencing the UK government and EU institutions to maintain a cornmi'r. 
front. 

COSLA and the other sectors have developed a common position and are commencing a co-ordinat?? 
advocacy strategy at the European level through Scotland Europa. The COSLA interim position pac?: 
forms part of the overall Scottish case. Maintaining and developing the Scotland Europa partnership is 

- critical to securing success. 

COSLA proposes that member councils agree to work closely with the COSLA Secretariat in a joi::: 
campaign with partner organisations co-ordinated through Scotland Europa to maintain a common fron: 

COSLA and Scotland Europa have focused on developing an advocacy strategy around a number of ke:: 
themes 

a) Building on Scotland's reputation and the strength of Scottish partnerships. 

b) Demonstrating our effective use of Structural Fund support to date. 

c) Ensuring that the new Structural Funds help to create jobs and promote growth. 

d) Ensuring that the new hnds  will enable us to respond to the challenges of European enlargerner,:. 
EMU and C A P  reform. 

Secure a transition period for currently eligible areas to ensure that Structural Fund s u p p o ~  
continues while the EU enlarges. 

- 

e) 

f )  Ensuring that the new hnds  have a sirrplified process. 

g) Joint lobbying at a UK and EU level. 

COSLA is playing a lead role in the work of Scotland Europa on this issue and seeks the support o f  
member councils on the proposal for full co-ordination set out above. 

Councillor Hugh Henry 
COSLA European & International Affilirs Spokesperson 

NA7369rLLbDOC 
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Review of EU Structural Funding 
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WEST OF SCOTLAND EUROPEAN CONS ORTIUM 

Operation of EU Structural Funds After 1999 

1.0 Introductioq 

1.1 The Edinburgh Summit meeting of the European Council in December 1992 
agreed the overall size of the European Union budget for the period from 1994 
up until the end of 1999 and also its distribution between the major constituent 
items of expenditure. 

1.2 Title XIV of the “Maastricht” Treaty, signed in 1992, gives the EU the 
competence to promote “economic and social cohesion” within its area. The 
principal financial means by which this is undertaken is through the use of the 
so-called “Structural Funds”. 

1.3 There are currently four Structural Funds whose purposes are summarised 
below: 

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF): Economic & Business 
Development 

European Social Fund (ESF): Labour Market Activity 

European Agricultural Guidance Agricultural Development 
Guarantee Fund (Guidance Sector) (EAGGF): & Diversification 

Financial Instrument for Fisheries 
Guidance (FIFG): 

Fisheries Development 

1.4 90% of these funds are allocated in the context of specific Objectives as 
detailed below: 

Objective 1 - “lagging” areas 
Objective 2 - 
Objective 3 - 

Objective 4 - 
Objective 5(b)  - Rural development 
Objective 6- 

declining industrial areas 
(EU wide) support for unemployed and “excluded” 
sectors of the population 
(EU wide) retraining of existing workers 

(Finland & Sweden) sparsely populated areas 

1.5 9% of the Structural Fund budget is also available via a number of 
“Community Initiatives” designed to address the decline of specific industrial 
sectors or themes of significance at EU level such as cross-border co- 
operation. The remaining 1% of the budget is available for funding pilot and 
innovative projects. 

1.6 One of the consequences of the Edinburgh budgetary agreement is that all 
current Structural Fund programmes throughout the EU will close on 31st 
December, 1999. 



1.7 

2.0 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

WEST OF SCOTLAND EUROPEAN CONSORTIUM 

This will provide an opportunity to the institutions of the EU to undertake a 
fimdamental review of the Structural Funds over the next two years in relation 
to: 

i) their proportionate budgetary allocation in relation to other 
areas of EU activity; 

ii) the geographical areas of the EU for which Structural Funding 
will be available; 

iii) the types of project which will be eligible for structural find 
support; and 

iv) the management arrangements required to ensure effective 
delivery of assistance. 

Timetab le and Budpet 

It is expected that the European Commission will present its proposals for the 
overall EU budget before the end of 1997. Agreement by the European 
Council to this is not anticipated before December 1998. This is an extremely 
important process as the outcome will define the general financial parameters 
within which the Structural Funds will operate over the next planning period. 

Following adoption of the budget, proposals would be submitted for the 
operation of the Structural Funds after 1999, including the detailed regulations 
governing the use of the funds both collectively and individually. 

In terms of the overall EU budpet , there will almost certainly be strong 
resistance fiom Member States to any increase beyond the 1.27% of EU Gross 
National Product allowed for under the existing budgetary fiamework. Thus 
increases in the allocations to the Structural Funds will only be possible if EU 
spending in other areas is reduced. 

Within the budPa , allocation to Structural Funds and related expenditure have 
grown considerably over the past decade from about 18% of the total in 1988 
to a planned 35.7% by 1999. This shift has largely been accommodated by a 
reduction of resources given to agricultural support. These have fallen from 
59% of the total budget in 1988 to about 46% by 1999. 

The principle exterqal factors likely to influence decisions on the Structural 
Funds are the process of Economic and Monetary Union and, in particular, the 
expansion of the EU in the early years of the next century to include a number 
of Central and Eastern European Countries. 



WEST OF SCOTLAND EUROPEAN CONSORTIUM 

Operation of EU Structural Funds After 1999 

2.6 

3.0 

3.1 

3.2 

3.2 

3.3 

A substantial amount of initial research on these topics has been carried out 
and further work is being undertaken. It is, however, clear that the accession 
of new members will place substantial pressures on the EU budget. This is 
because these aspiring members of the EU have a much lower income per head 
and a much higher dependence on the agricultural sector than the existing EU 
countries. This will generate demands for both high levels of CAP (Common 
Agricultural Policy) expenditure and Structural Fund support. 

West of Scotland - Curren t Position 

The predecessor local authorities within the Consortium area gained extensive 
experience at using Structural Fund support to resource their economic 
development and training strategies. Further details of this are contained in 
Annex I. 

In respect of the West of Scotland European Consortium area, Argyll and the 
Clyde Islands form part of the wider Highlands & Islands Objective 1 area, 
Dumfiies & Galloway is eligible under Objective 5(b) and the remainder of 
the Consortium territory is covered by the Western Scotland Objective 2 
region. 

Structural Funds programmes provide a significant source of financial support 
for economic regeneration and employment creation activities in the West of 
Scotland. This is illustrated in the following table: 

Programme Approximate 
Allocation 
(fm) 

West of Scotland Objective 2 
1994-94 230 
1997-99 243 

Dumfiies & Galloway Objective 5(b) 
1994-99 38 

Highlands & Islands Objective 1 
1994-99 250 

In addition the West of Scotland has benefited considerably fiom the GB wide 
Objective 3 programme. It should be noted that up to the present time, the UK 
Government has chosen to take up its combined Objective 3 and 4 allocation 
solely through Objective 3. 
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3.4 Furthermore, the West of Scotland has been eligible for assistance under a 
number of the Community Initiatives. The most significant of these have 
been, in financial terms, the Lanarkshire RESIDER programme (steel closure 
areas) and the West of Scotland RECHAR programme (coal closure areas). 

3.5 The future operation of these funds is therefore a matter of the utmost 
importance to WoSEC authorities and it is therefore important that its initial 
position on those matters be defined. 

4.0 .- 

4.1 No major changes are expected in Title XIV of the “Maastricht” Treaty as part 
of the review currently being undertaken by the Inter-Governmental 
Conference (IGC). 

4.2 Accordingly, it is recommended that the Consortium remind the 
institutions of the EU of their legal responsibility to make provision for 
the economic development of regions whose development is lagging and 
those which have experienced industrial decline. 

4.3 In terms of the overall EU budget, this is likely to cover the period 
immediately prior to the first phase of EU expansion to include certain Central 
and Eastern European countries In this transition phase, there will be a need 
for support funding for the countries in excess of that available under the 
current budgetary arrangements. 

4.4 There is growing pressure from other countries as part of world trade 
negotiations on the EU to open further its domestic market to competition 
from non-EU suppliers of agricultural produce. This in turn will have 
implications for the CAP, as the EU will be unable to subsidise domestic 
production he same extent as previously. In addition, the existence of a large 
agricultural sector in the likely new member states will also increase the 
imperative to reduce CAP intervention. Within the existing European Union, 
any reductions in CAP expenditure will have a particularly severe impact on 
the more fragile rural regions, where, for example the scope for diversification 
from argricultural activity is limited. This factor will lead to demands for 
compensatory resources to be made available from the structural fund budget 
to assist the economic development of such regions. 

4.5 Accordingly it is recommended that the support funding requirements to 
the aspiring new members of the EU be found from savings in the CAP 
budget and that the proportion of the EU budget allocated to Structural 
Fund and associated activities within the current EU of 15 Members 
States remain at least the same (35%) as that projected for 1999. 



WEST OF SCOTLAND EURO PEAN CON SORT IUM 

,Operation of EU Structu ral Funds Afte r 1999 

5.0 

5.1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

Concentration of Resources /Basis of Elipibility 

At present, just over half the EU’s population live in areas eligible under 
Objective 1,2,  5 @ )  and 6. This is made up as follows: 

Objective 1 26.6% 
Objective 2 16.4% 
Objective 5(b) 8.1% 
Objective 6 0.4% 
TOTAL 50.6% 

In its recently published “Cohesion Report” the European Commission pointed 
out that wide dispersal of resources could limit impact and that some areas 
currently qualifying for EU assistance did not fully meet the eligibility criteria. 
There is, therefore, pressure to reduce the proportion of the population covered 
by the various Objectives. The EU Commissioner for Regional Policy, 
Monika Wulf-Mathies, has indicated that better concentration is required, 
irrespective of the EU enlargement issue. 

The principle of concentrating resources to those areas in greatest need has 
already been applied in the West of Scotland Objective 2 area with the creation 
of the “Economic and Social Cohesion” priority within the 1994-96 
Programme. It is important to recognise however that most of these localities 
form parts of broader travel to work areas. Accordingly opportunities to solve 
the problems of these “Community Economic Development” areas often lie 
outwith their boundaries and the important task is to build processes and 
mechanisms which link “need” with “opportunity”. 

The geographical coverage of this priority was reviewed as part of the 
preparations for the 1997-99 programme, as a result of which a small number 
of new areas have been identified as requiring assistance from the newly 
entitled “Community Economic Development” priority. This has been possible 
without having to go through a formal process at European Commission level 
and demonstrates the flexibility that regional programmes can deliver with 
regard to spatial targeting. 

It is recommended therefore that areas eligible for structural fund 
support be defined at  regional level, corresponding to established travel to 
work patterns and that the principle of concentration be applied, where 
appropriate, either spatially or  between priorities and measures, _within 
such regional programmes. This would be achieved through the agreed, 
locally determined, regional strategy rather by limiting “core” 
geographical eligibility to these areas of greatest need. 
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REGION 

GREAT BRITAIN 
SCOTLAND 
STRATHCLYDE 

SCOTLAND 
REST OF 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

5.9 

TOTAL FULL TIME PART TIME 
EMPLOYMENT EMPLOYMENT EMPLOYMENT 
CHANGE CHANGE - CHANGE 

+1.8% -6.6% +33.5% 
+1.7% -7.9% +40.4% 
-6.0% -1 4.7% +31.6% 
+8.0% -2.2% +47.2% 

Currently a variety of indicators are used in the process of designating areas 
eligible under the various Objectives. The sole formal indicator for Objective 
One status is the requirement for the region concerned to have an income 
(GDP) per head of less than 75% of the EU average. In addition such areas are 
defined at broad “NUTS 2” level. 

The criteria for designation under Objective 2 relate to the area having above 
EU levels of unemployment; having had an above average dependence on 
manufacturing employment and having experienced decline in manufacturing 
employment. The areas can be identified at a fairly small level. 

Objective 5(b)  areas are designated by reference to the region’s high 
dependence on agricultural employment, low levels of agricultural income and 
low population density andor a depopulation trend. Objective 6 was created as 
a consequence of the enlargement of the EU in 1995 to include Finland and 
Sweden. Eligibility is defined at NUTS 2 level with the criterion being a 
population density of less than 8 inhabitants per square kilometre. 

While these criteria remain generally valid, undue emphasis should not be 
placed on “snapshot” application of these variables. This can be misleading 
since the economies of the member states of the EU do not perform according 
to exactly the same trade cycle Short term trends in unemployment levels in 
particular are prone to rapid fluctuation and can either exaggerate or 
underestimate the real position of the economy at regional or local level. This 
point is especially relevant in the context of Objective two where long-term 
trends in employment patterns would provide a more reliable measure of the 
economic health of the region. The following table illustrates the underlying 
weakness of the West of Scotland economy on this crucial indicator. 

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 1981-1995 

Source:- Censuses of Employment 
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5.10 

5.10 

6.0 

6.1 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 

6.5 

6.6 

As part of the enlargement process, the economic centre of gravity of the 
European Union is likely to shift to the east, thus accentuating the existing 
peripherality of the West of Scotland. The present Objective 2 areas in 
Western Scotland is among the most peripheral in the present regional policy 
“map”. Despite the development of information technology, physical 
peripherality can still act as a drag on economic development. The problem is 
made more acute when peripherality is combined with insularity - and there 
are 34 inhabited islands within the Consortium area. 

It is therefore recommended that in determining the areas to be 
designated for structural fund assistance reference is made to long term 
rather than short term socio-economic trends with reinforced emphasis 
being given to employment trends together with explicit recognition of the 
economic problems faced by peripheral and island areas. 

ProFram minv 

Under the current Structural fund framework, Objective 1 and 5(b) 
programmes cover the full six year period of the 1994-99 EU budget 
perspective. Objective 2 programmes, on the other hand, have been split into 
two three year periods. 

The view behind this different approach is that industrial restructuring is 
essentially a short term process and that the decline of key industrial sectors 
cannot be predicted with any certainty. Three year programmes were therefore 
more appropriate to deal with unforeseen shocks. 

However, as argued in the previous section, the process of industrial 
restructuring is a long term phenomenon. In the U.K no changes were made to 
the list of Objective 2 areas for the 1997-99 period and changes in other 
member states were minimal. 

However the requirement to close the 1994-96 programme and negotiate a 
further programme for 1997-99 has placed considerable additional burdens on 
the regional partnerships. In addition the late approval of these new 
programmes has disrupted the implementation of structural fund assistance in 
the regions. 

It is however accepted that a “strategic” reserve of structural fund resources 
should be available to deal with sudden economic shocks which have an 
adverse impact on regions. This should be one of the functions of Community 
Initiatives (see section 8). 

Accordingly it is recommended that all “mainstreamyy structural fund 
programmes cover the full period allowed for in the next budgetary 
framework. 
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ODeration of EU Structural Funds After 1999 

7.0 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

7.4 

7.5 

Partnership 

One of the concepts introduced in the 1988 reform of the structural funds was 
the role of regional partnerships in managing, implementing and evaluating 
structural fbnd programmes. The West of Scotland has been prominent in this 
development, for example by the establishment of self standing programme 
executives. 

While the introduction of the regional partnership approach has been a positive 
feature of structural fund delivery, there are a number of ways that this could 
be strengthened to enhance the economic impact of the programmes. It is the 
local partners who have the clearest appreciation of the development needs of 
their region and the appropriate mix of measures needed to improve economic 
performance. 

The launch in 1996 of the “territorial employment pacts” initiative by the 
European Commission illustrates the concern that the very substantial 
resources allocated by the EU towards training and employment creation may 
not be adequately addressing local and regional labour market needs. 

It is of course recognised that regional development programmes should take 
cognisance of national and EU policies and learn from good practice gained 
elsewhere but experience has suggested that the approach in forming these 
programmes is not sufficiently “bottom up” but rather still “top down”. 

I t  is therefore recommended that, in order to improve the impact of 
structural fund programmes through partnership, that: 

(a) Within the overall financial allocation, regional 
partnerships should be allowed to determine the 
proportionate allocations to the various measures; 

(b) Funds allocated under the cchorizontal” Objectives 3 and 4 
should be brought within the management framework of 
regional partnerships (as happens to some extent within 
Objective 1 regions). Regional partnerships should be 
empowered to determine the balance between support for 
retraining existing workers (Objective 4) and assistance for 
the unemployed and ccexcluded” (Objective 3). 

(c) The detailed content of the activities eligible for support 
should be left for the regional partnerships to determine. 
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Operation of EU St ructural Funds After 1999 

8.0 Community Initiatives 

8.1 As previously indicated, Community Initiatives presently account for 9% of 
the overall Structural Fund budget. The purpose of these initiatives is to 
address issues which are considered to be of relevance across the EU (for 
example the EMPLOYMENT and ADAPT human resource initiatives and the 
INTERREG cross border co-operation initiative) or to help areas suffering 
from the decline of key industries (such as RECHAR and RESIDER). 

8.2 The majority of Community Initiative resources are allocated to Objective 1 
regions. In addition there is limited scope within some of these initiatives for 
areas outwith Objective 1,2,  5(b) or 6 to access structural f b d s .  An important 
use of Community Initiatives has been as a method of dealing with 
developments not envisaged when “mainstream” areas and programmes were 
agreed 

8.3 One of the problems with Community Initiatives in regions that are already 
covered by one of the “mainstream” Objectives is that there tends to be a high 
degree of duplication in terms of the types of project that can be supported. 
There is thus a strong case for using Community Initiatives to pilot new 
approaches to programme delivery and also to fund projects which would not 
be eligible under “mainstream” programmes. 

8.4 Community Initiatives which have a strong local management focus can 
promote enhanced collaborative working by partners., Where initiatives are 
nationally managed, clarity of purpose and genuine added value is more 
difficult to prove. 

8.4 It  is therefore recommended that: 

a) Community Initiatives should form a part  of the Structural 
Fund framework after 1999. In  particular they should have 
a role as a mechanism by which structural fund resources 
can be directed a t  regions or  themes which are  subject to 
economic shocks not forseen when cCmainstream’’ areas are  
defined and resources allocated; 

b) Community Initiatives in “mainstream” Objective regions 
should be used as a means of innovation in both 
programme management and projects funded and be better 
integrated into these broader regional development 
programmes. 

c) Community Initiatives, especially those relating to 
industrial change, should not be considered as an EU-wide 
substitute for Objective 2 programmes; 



WEST OF SCOTLAND EUROPEAN CONSORTIUM 

d) One of the roles of Community Initiatives during the post 
1999 period should be to form part  of the transitional 
arrangement for regions which lose “mainstream” 
Objectives 1,2 or 5(b) status; 

e) Community Initiatives should, as far as possible be 
managed through regional partnerships; and 

9.0 Innovatory Measures Pilot Projects a nd Networks 

9.1 1% of the overall Structural Fund budget is allocated to promote innovative 
measures across the EU as well as to promote Inter-regional co-operation. The 
ECOS-Ouverture programme is an example of one of the networks whose core 
fimding is supported fiom this source. These activities can be very valuable in 
developing new approaches to regional economic development as well as 
having an indirect impact, in relation to networks, in terms of trade 
development. 

9.2 I t  is therefore recommended that the structural funds continue to support 
innovatory measures, pilot projects and networks. 

ML 
March 1997 
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Annexe 4 

“Cohesion through Prosperity” 

Scottisl; Proposals for  the Reform of the EU’s Structural Policies 

This paper sets out Scottish proposals for the reform of the EU’s structural policies for the 
period 2000-05. It has been prepared in consultation with Scotland Europa’s members from 
industry, education, trades unions, local authorities, public agencies and voluntary 
organisations. It draws on the substantial experience built up in Scotland through the 
successful operation of structural programmes. 

Structural policies have already had a very positive impact in promoting economic and social 
development across the EU and there is ;I strong economic, social and political rationale for 
their continued application over the period 2000-05 at a level comparable to current policies. 
However, it is important to appreciate that European countries and regions do not aspire to be 
assisted by EU structural policies ,as an end in itself. They aspire to be able to offer a 
reasonable standard of living to all of their citizens and to be able to make a positive 
contribution to the economic and social cohesion of the EU. Structural funds investment has a 
vital role to play in achieving this aspiration. 

Structural Policy Objectives 

Objectives for 2000-05 should allow for a reasonable degree of continuity in what are long- 
term development programmes. It is proposed that they should cover: 

0 Underdeveloped regions in existing and new Member States 
0 Regions undergoing major industrial restructuring 
0 Human resource development across the EU 

Development in rural areas 
0 Development in peripheral regions with sparse populations 

Sustainable development and equality of opportunity should be priorities within all 
objectives, where appropriate. 

A “Transition to Prosperity Initiative” should be launched in the next policy period to assist 
regions that cease to be eligible for mainsveam support to complete the transition to prosperity. 

In the light of revised world trade agreements and EU enlargement, consideration should be 
given to bringing together the key EU policies effecting rural areas within a rural and 
agricultural policy framework over the period 2000-05. 

A few 2iighly focused initiatives at EU level should reniain to promote innovation and trans- 
national progranuiies. and to respond to emergencies. 

Choosing Eligible Areas 

While GDP per head remains the best available overall measure of economic and social 
development in the EU. its use in defining eligible areas for structural policies should be 
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Annexe 5 

Managing Industrial Change 

An Initiative of RETI with other industrial regions and like-minded organisations 
on the next generation of EU Regional policy beyond the year 2000 

Resolution adopted in April 1997 to the 
EUROPEAN COHESION FORUM 2830 APRIL 1997 

RESOLUTION 

Industrial Change and Cohesion 

1. The association of European regions of industrial technology (RETI) intends to 
promote the interests of these regions within the debate on the reform of structural 
funds. 

2. Together with other regions and associations, it has set up an alliance for action to 
actively participate in this debate. 

3. It has therefore adopted the following resolution on 17.04.1 997: 

4. The increasing globalisation and the rapid technological change will have a significant 
impact on Europe as an industrial site and its social and economic cohesion. Only 
through a co-ordinated industrial and structural policy can the impact of these changes 
be managed. The regions in Europe, which are most affected by these changes, 
therefore have a special interest in the debate on the reform of structural policies. 

1 
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1. Statements of the Cohesion Report 

5. The cohesion report of the European Commission gave a comprehensive first 
overview of social and economic cohesion in Europe. 

6. The report highlights the development of cohesion in the last two decades and the 
fact that there has been remarkable progress in the economic and social cohesion at 
the level of the Member States. 

7. However similar developments can not be seen in the comparison of the development 
of regions in Europe, in fact many regions are diverging. 

8. The report states: 

- that the greatest problems of unemployment are to be found in declining 
industrial regions and in regions lagging behind, 

- the structural change in regions lagging behind and in declining industrial 
regions is still a major problem for the structural policies of the EU, 

- for Europe as an economic area the improvement of competitiveness is a 
problem of growing importance in those regions which are lagging behind and 
of the declining industrial regions. 

9. Furthermore, a RETI study in 1996 has shown that there was less cohesion between 
the less wealthy Obj. I and Obj. I1 industrial regions in comparison to the EU average. 

11. Philosophy of the cohesion policy 

10. The promotion of economic and social cohesion in the enlarging Europe is one main 
pillars of the European integration process. 

11. Only through the principle of solidarity can the lasting support for the integration 
process by the European citizen be guaranteed. 

12. For decades, the declining industrial regions of Europe have been the promoters 
and motors of the European integration process. They now face further industrial 
change and will continue to need the support of Europe to manage the severe structural 
change. 

13. Continued support for these regions is imperative if the enlargement process is to be 
successfully accomplished. 

14. It is the task at all European policy levels to contribute towards economic and social 
cohesion, while fully respecting the subsidiarity and the competencies outlined in the 
Maastricht Treaty. 

15. Therefore the signatories to this resolution believe that: 

2 
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- The cohesion principle should remain the centre-piece of European policies, 
while fully respecting the subsidiarity principle outlined in the Maastricht 
Treaty. 
The structural policy outlined in the Treaty should not be undermined by 
changing it into a purely fiscal transfer system. 
Member States should fulfil their responsibility for promoting sustainable 
economic and social cohesion by providing sufficient budgetary resources to 
regional partners to enable structural fund programmes to deliver effective 
additional economic development activity. 

- 
- 

111. Statements on the funding: 

16. Support for industrial change by the European structural funds is an important part 
of the regeneration of industrial regions and the development of new competitive 
advantage in the context of growing globalisation. 

17. It is therefore directly linked to maintaining Europe as an industrial site and to 
achieving equal participation of severely affected regions in Europe in the global 
com pet it ion. 

18. The investments so far and the existing infrastructure makes it possible to generate 
and support a strong impetus for the further development of innovative economic 
development in these regions. 

19. The main focus of the structural funds must lie in the generation of sustainable 
employment and economic development. This target can only be met if the support is 
given for a viable economic area in order to generate the necessary leverage effects for 
sustainable economic development. 

Even though the problem of unemployment is common to all traditional industrial 
regions, their economic structure and their basis infrastructure differ greatly. This should 
be taken into consideration at the programming level, with an adaptation of the 
interventions of the Structural Funds to the characteristics and specific needs of each 
region, within the framework of the partnerships. 

20. In many cases, the foundations of the economic regeneration has just been laid. 

21. An abrupt reduction in the level of support would endanger the investment already 
achieved. 

22. Current studies show that managing industrial change requires much longer than 
initially expected. 

23. Therefore the signatories to this resolution demand: 

3 
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- The current proportion of the overall EU budget allocated to structural and 
cohesion measures should at least be maintained at the level to be reached 
in 1999 under the current budgetary arrangements. 

- Appropriate concentration of the available assistance on the most needy 
regions and those regions facing the most severe problems of structural 
adjustment and orientation of the structural funds according to guidelines which 

regions. 
local 
and the 
carry out the 

should be jointly defined by the European Commission and the eligible 
This approach, to identify broadly-defined eligible areas within which 
partners can define priority areas on the basis of detailed knowledge 
local geography of need and opportunities, would allow the regions to 
concent rat ion themselves. 

- Development of precisely defined and adequate financial transition strategies 
for those regions which will fall out of the existing eligible areas after the 
reform of the structural funds. 

IV. Principles of structural assistance 

24. The initiatives of the regions and Member States are meaningfully complemented 
through the orientation of structural assistance towards: 

- creation of sustainable jobs, 
- infrastructure development, 
- support for businesses, 

- improving equal opportunities. 

- support for innovation and environment, 
development of the human resources and - 

25. Through the partnership in the programme planning and by the requirement for co- 
financing, many important initiatives in the regions have been started to support long 
term regional development strategies. These initiatives are focused on the specific 
needs of the eligible regions and at the same time they profit from the added value of the 
European dimension of the structural policy. 

26. However, the planning procedures, the approval of the programmes and the number 
of single programmes is too costly and too bureaucratic. 

27. Therefore the signatories to this resolution demand that: 

- the existing funding principles: concentration, partnership, programming and 
additionality should be maintained while at the same time improving the 
funding mechanisms. 

- the local and regional authorities be more strongly involved in the 
development and execution of the programmes. 

4 
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- adjustment of national and European funding policies be improved in the 
framework of regional funding by strengthening the regional partnerships. 

- the concepts for ,,private-public-partnerships" within the framework of the 
European structural funds be further developed 

- the local and regional authorities should exercise greater autonomy in the 
delivery of the programmes. 

V. Future changes of the European Union 

28. The European Union is facing the great challenge of enlargement. 

29. The structural funds have to be adjusted in their design and in their objectives 
towards the requirements of the growing Community without playing off the solidarity 
inside the Community against solidarity with the new Member States. 

30. Within the pre-accession-strategy there must be transitional phases in place in order 
to make the entry of new Member States into the European Union as smooth as 
possible and in order to keep potential shock waves among current EU regions as small 
as possible. 

31. The effects of enlargement need to be assessed to avoid future disruption in the 
industrial regions of the existing European Union. 

32. The EU's ability to act in the framework of the structural policy will be decisively 
firmly upon the question of whether it will be possible to combine the enlargement 
process and the continuing support for the existing eligible areas in a sensible and 
efficient manner. 

33. Therefore the signatories to this resolution demand conscious of the fundamental 
changes in regional, European and global economies: 

- Strengthening of the European structural policy through the development of a 
suitable pre-accession strategy, adjustment of the existing programmes 
towards the functioning of the structural funds and maintaining the current 
financial framework for the structural policy. 

- Concentration of the available resources by implementing the existing 
objectives for the European structural funds, as outlined in the Structural funds 

regulations and the development of eligibility criteria which properly reflect economic 
circumstances in the regions and which can be informed by the RETl study, 

34. All affected regions are still requested to join this initiative in order to develop a wide 
and overall proposal for the reform of structural policy. 

MIC initiative c/o RETl 

5 
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Annexe 6 



+ Britain’s hard-hit industrial areas presently receive 
nearly f l  billion a year in European regional aid. 

+ For these areas, EU aid is the biggest single source 
of regeneration funding. 

+ Despite progress, the economic difficulties in these 
places remain numerous and acute. 

+ But prompted by enlargement in particular, the future 
of EU regional policy is now in question. 

+ Aid to older industrial areas is widely thought to be 
the main candidate for cuts. 

+ Britain’s industrial areas look especially vulnerable 
because the official unemployment figures so 
seriously understate the problem. 

+ The Alliance for Regional Aid has been formed to 
meet the challenge - to give Britain’s traditional 
industrial areas a say in the future of EU aid. 



!. 

C 

STEEL 
ACTIO/ 



Who are the Alliance? 
The Alliance for Regional Aid has been formed by four local 
authority associations that represent Britain’s traditional 
industrial areas: 

Coalfield Communities Campaign, which brings 
together local authorities in present and former coal areas 
across England, Scotland and Wales. 

Local Action for Textiles and Clothing, which 
represents local authorities across the UK with links to the 
textiles and clothing industries. 

RETl(UK), which is the UK wing of the EU-wide RETl 
association of regions of industry and technology. 

Steel Action, which represents local authorities covering 
all the major steelmaking regions of the UK. 

In total, the four associations represent more than 130 
authorities, covering the vast majority of Britain’s EU-assisted 
industrial areas. 

The Alliance is committed to involving all the authorities in 
Britain’s industrial Objective 1 and Objective 2 areas, and in 
areas benefiting from the industrial Community Initiatives. 
The Alliance is also committed to a non-sectoral approach, 
encompassing all the relevant areas irrespective of their 
particular industrial background . 

The Alliance operates on a non-party political basis. 



The threats to EU aid 
EU regional aid to Britain is secure until the end of 1999 - the 
end of Europe’s present spending round. Thereafter, the 
whole framework of EU aid could change radically. 

The debate has already begun. Proposals for change will 
soon emerge, and decisions are likely during 1998. 

The most important challenge to the present framework 
comes from the enlargement of the European Union. 
Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic are in 
the first wave negotiating to become full members early in 
the next decade. The other former-communist states of 
Eastern Europe could follow. 

The important feature of all these potential new members is 
that they are poor, with levels of GDP per head often only a 
third of that in present member states. If existing EU 
regional policies are applied to them they will gain the 
top-priority ‘Objective 1 ’ status. Indeed, this was the 
experience of the former East Germany when it became part 
of EU in 1990. 

But who is going to finance the extra aid? Certainly, 
governments in the present member states have indicated 
their unwillingness to contribute any more to the EU budget. 
That means something else will have to give. 

The Objective 1 funding which goes to poor areas in 
southern Europe and East Germany looks secure. So does 
Objective 5b funding to rural areas because any cuts in the 



Common Agricultural Policy would require offsetting 
measures - though that doesn’t mean exactly the same 
areas will remain eligible. And Objectives 3 and 4 - the 
training budget - seem safe because there is a political 
consensus in favour of training to increase Europe’s 
employment and competitiveness. 

So if cuts have to be made to make way for Eastern Europe, 
Objective 2 funding - aid for older industrial areas like those 
in Britain - could be the prime target, along with Objective 1 
funding to places like Merseyside. 

No other large member state has an obvious interest in 
defending the existence of this aid. For France, the 
Common Agricultural Policy is more important. For 
Germany, Objective 1 aid to the former East Germany is the 
priority. For Spain and Italy, it’s Objective 1 that matters. 

It’s Britain’s industrial areas that are first in the firing line. 

OBJECTIVE 2 FUNDING 1994-99 (€m 1994 prices) 

United Kingdom 
France 
Spain 
Germany 
Italy 
Netherlands 
Belgium 
Finland 

3570 Sweden 120 
2940 Denmark 90 
1880 Austria 80 
1220 Luxembourg 10 
1140 Greece 0 
51 0 Ireland 0 
270 Portugal 0 
140 

Source : European Commission 



Britain 3 ‘own goal’ 
Even if EU aid to older industrial areas were to survive 
beyond 1999, Britain could lose out. This is because of the 
failure to measure unemployment properly. 

Everyone knows that the government’s monthly figures - the 
‘claimant count’ - no longer reflect the full extent of the 
unemployment problem. Successive changes to the benefits 
system, most recently the changeover to the Jobseekers 
Allowance, have tightened the eligibility to claim benefit. As 
a result, a great many unemployed are no longer counted. 

The European Commission doesn’t use the claimant count 
but instead relies on the Labour Force Survey - a quarterly 
survey of a sample of households. Unfortunately, in the UK 
context the Labour Force Survey too is fundamentally flawed. 

UNEMPLOYMENT IN TEN SELECTED TOWNS 

Claimant count (Yo) Real unemployment (Yo) 

Bradford 
Chesterfield 
Coven try 
Middlesbrough 
Motherwell 
Newport 
Rhondda 
Rotherham 
Salford 
St Helens 

9.9 
9.1 

10.9 
16.1 
12.3 
10.9 
13.4 
10.7 
11.9 
10.6 

16.9 
15.1 
16.6 
26.2 
27.4 
17.8 
32.8 
18.7 
20.8 
20.3 

Source : Sheffield Hallam University 
Based on Census of Population and NOMIS data for 1991 



The problem is thar -Lch unemployment has become 
hidden. In particul;,. ri areas where it is difficult to find work 
many people give 7;e struggle altogether. Some are 
forced into prernatLVc 3arly retirement. Some return to 
full-time housework. Llany others secure a move across 
onto more generoLs sickness’ benefits. 

The claimant C O U n i  5:-,esn’t include any of these people as 
unemployed. Nor 7x5 the Labour Force Survey if they’ve 
given up looking fc- dicrk. 

The distortion is nc: -2rginal. Frequently, real 
unemployment is t v  :ercentage points higher than the 
official figures suggs=;_ What’s more, the gap between real 
unemployment and :-e official figures is greatest in the areas 
where official unerrr1:;iment is already highest. 

Back in the early 1tGS:s when the EU’s assisted areas were 
last defined, parts c,; Srltain still appeared badly hit by 
unemploymer,:. Sir 5: :hen there has been a pick-up in the 
UK economy. Ivherr2=_ recession has lingered in other 
member states. As 2 -3SUlt, Britain’s older industrial areas 
no longer look so t 2 :  

But the official mx-:s(Iyment figures are misleading. They 
do not reflect t ie  rEz - j  of the labour market in Britain’s 
hardest-hit a r m .  t,=- do they reflect the disparities in other 
indicators - sum as S3p per head - which show that many 
parts Of Britair. femz - 3adly adrift. 



€U REGIONAL AID TO BRITISH INDUSTRIAL AREAS 
7 994-99 

f million, 1995 prices 
Objective 1 

Merseyside 663 

Objective 2 

North East England 
West Cumbria 
Yorkshire and Humberside 
East Midlands 
West Midlands 
Manchester/Lancs/Cheshire 
East London 
Thanet 
Plymouth 
South Wales 
Eastern Scotland 
Western Scotland 

Industrial Community Initiatives 

RECHAR (coal areas) 
RESIDER (steel areas) 
RETEX (textile areas) 
KONVER (defence areas) 

532 
45 

544 
143 
651 
584 
139 
25 
52 

322 
205 
473 

165 
42 
36 

110 

Total 4731 

Source : Department of Trade and Industry 



How much is at risk? 
The amounts at stake are huge. In the present 1994-99 
spending round, Britain’s industrial areas are receiving nearly 
€5 billion in EU regional aid. 

This enormous funding makes the EU the biggest single 
player in British regional development. Its contribution is 
greater than the DTl’s Regional Selective Assistance, greater 
than the SRB Challenge Fund, greater than the Urban 
Development Corporations, and greater than the combined 
budgets of English Partnerships, Scottish Enterprise and the 
Welsh Development Agency. 

Over the years, EU aid has evolved into a sophisticated tool 
for supporting local and regional economic development: 

aid for small and medium-sized enterprises 

:I: venture capital funds 

*: land and buildings for industry 

:i: roads and transport infrastructure 

:I: tourist projects 

en v i ro n menta I rec I a m at i o n 

training 

co m mu nit y ec o n om i c d ev e I o p m en t 

The EU’s own figures indicate that 240,000 jobs were 
created or preserved between 1989 and 1993 as a result of 
Objective 2 intervention in the UK. 





Who would lose out? 
Objective 2 status presently covers 18 million people across 
the UK, including most of the country’s great industrial cities 
such as Glasgow, Newcastle, Sheffield, Manchester, 
Nottingham, Birmingham and Cardiff. 

The pit closure areas of the North, Midlands, Scotland and 
Wales nearly all have Objective 2 status. So do most 
steelmaking towns and many textile areas. 

Merseyside has Objective1 status as a result of the severity 
of its economic decline. 

In addition, a number of other small areas fall outside 
Objective 1 and 2 but still benefit from the industrial 
‘Community Initiatives’ . 

All these areas are at risk from a cut-back in EU aid to older 
industrial areas. Even Merseyside could lose out if the 
criteria for Objective 1 status are tightened up and the 
fall-back of Objective 2 status is abolished. 

What’s more, if EU aid to older industrial areas is slashed, 
the money is most unlikely to come back to Britain. It would 
go elsewhere in the EU budget - especially to meeting the 
needs of new member states from Central and Eastern 
Europe. 

So if EU regional aid were cut or redirected, it’s not just 
Britain’s older industrial areas that would suffer. Britain as a 
whole would lose out. 



What do we want? 
Let’s be clear on one point. Although much of the pressure 
to cut regional aid to Britain comes from the likely expansion 
of the EU into Eastern Europe, the Alliance for Regional Aid 
is not saying that these countries should be kept out. Nor is 
the Alliance saying that their problems do not merit EU 
support. 

The Alliance’s message is that support for new member 
states should not be at the expense of hard-hit industrial 
areas like those in Britain. 

The Alliance wants recognition that the problems 
facing Britain’s older industrial areas remain 
numerous and severe. There has been significant 
progress, much of it with EU help. But the difficulties 
arising from the decline of industries like coal, steel, 
textiles and heavy engineering are not solved quickly 
and require support on a long-term basis. 

:I: The Alliance wants EU regional aid to Britain to be 
sustained at least at the present level. That does 
not preclude changes in the delivery mechanisms or 
the emphasis between competing priorities. But 
overall spending levels should be maintained. 

4: The Alliance supports the Commission’s concern to 
concentrate resources in the areas of greatest need. 
However, the Alliance believes that this can be best 
achieved by maintaining wide eligibility to benefit 



from EU aid and by allowing local partners to target 
funding on priority areas within the broad eligible 
areas. 

:j: The Alliance wants a fresh appraisal of the real level 
of unemployment in Britain’s regions. The claimant 
count is flawed. So too in the UK context is the 
Labour Force Survey. The problem of joblessness in 
Britain’s industrial areas is far worse than these official 
statistics suggest and the figures provide no basis for 
a fair comparison with other parts of Europe. 

Manufacturing industry has shed jobs over many years but 
its competitiveness in global markets remains a cornerstone 
of Europe’s prosperity. Manufacturing needs support in 
terms of infrastructure, technology and a trained workforce if 
it is to perform this role successfully beyond the millenium. 

Britain’s traditional industrial areas still have much to 
contribute. Old skills and know-how have often been made 
redundant by economic change but much expertise remains 
as a base upon which to build for the future. The challenge 
for EU regional policy is to nurture that potential, rather than 
walk away leaving a job half-done because budgets are 
getting tighter. 

The Alliance for Regional Aid believes that the European 
Union can neither be competitive nor cohesive if the 
needs and potential of its older industrial areas are 
neglected. 



The campaign ahead 
The Alliance for Regional Aid has agreed a wide-ranging 
programme of work designed to inform and influence 
policy-makers in both Brussels and Westminster. 

Final decisions on the form of 
EU regional policy after 1999 
are likely to be taken towards 
the end of 1998 or 
thereabouts. But the ideas 
that will frame these decisions 
are likely to take shape much 
earlier. 

In Brussels, the Alliance is seeking to influence MEPs and 
Commission officials, along with other EU institutions such as 
the Committee of the Regions. 

The Alliance is seeking to work in harmony with RETI, the 
EU-wide association of traditional industrial regions. The 
Alliance recognises that RETI is the appropriate body to deal 
with issues of general policy affecting regional policy across 
the EU as a whole. The Alliance is therefore focusing on 
those aspects which impact on the UK and is working to 
ensure that British concerns are fully reflected in the views 
put forward by RETI. 

The EU-wide associations of coal and steel areas - 
EUR-ACOM and CASTER - are also being involved in the 
campaign. 



Decisions about the future of 
EU regional aid will be 
determined as much by 
member state governments, 
through the Council of 
Ministers, as by the European 
Commission. 

Against this background, a vital aim of the Alliance is to 
influence thinking within Westminster, in particular to ensure 
that the UK government adopts a stance that promotes the 
interests of Britain’s older industrial areas. 

At Westminster, the Alliance is committed to working on an 
all-party basis with all MPs who support its aims and 
objectives. 

The Alliance is also committed to a programme of research, 
to highlight the continuing needs of its authorities and in 
particular to provide an alternative view of the real level of 
unemployment . 

Last but by no means least, the Alliance is committed to 
working with the media. Considering the scale and 
importance of EU regional aid to Britain it has hitherto 
enjoyed only a modest public profile. With this vital source of 
support now under threat, the Alliance intends to raise 
awareness of the role of EU regional aid and the challenges 
of the post-1999 era. 



Want to help? 
The successful defence of European regional aid to Britain’s 
industrial regions requires energetic and wide-ranging 
support. If you would like to help, contact any of these: 

Alliance Secretariat 
9 Regent Street 
Barnsley 
S Yorks S70 2EG 

tel: 01226 200768 
fax: 01226 296532 

contact: Barbara Edwards or Maire McCormack 

Coalfield Communities Campaign 
(address as above) 

Local Action for Textiles and Clothing, 52 Byram Arcade, Westgate, 
Huddersfield, W Yorks HD1 1 ND tel: 01484 450146 fax: 01484 450146 
contact: Beryl Dick 

RETI(UK), The West of Scotland European Consortium, North 
Lanarkshire Council, Civic Centre, Motherwell ML1 1 TW 
tel: 01 698 302590 fax: 01 698 302537 
contact: Malcolm Leitch 

Steel Action, 2nd Floor, All Saints Building, Corporation Street, 
Rotherham S60 1 NX tel: 01709 822414 fax: 01709 720145 
contact: Chris Mallender 

Alliance Chairman : Cllr Bill Flanagan 

Alliance Coordinator : Stephen Fothergill 



Annexe 7 
c' 

ProDosal for the CASTer Steerina Grout), 19 June 1997 

Future of the Structural Funds - CASTer's Dosition 

In order to prepare a paper on CASTets position, it is sensible to first present a summary of 
the different points of view: 

RETI - a political network of industrial reaions: 
- Wants to maintain Structural Fund assistance for industrial regions beyond 1999; 

Where would regions be without such assistance? 
Community Initiatives should be reduced and their orientation changed to major 

More concentration and existing selection criteria kept and strictly applied; 
Support for industrial change should be maintained, taking into account its long term 

A transition period for those regions that lose eligibility, avoiding an abrupt end to 

- 
- 

European topics; 
- 
- 

nature; 

funding. 
- 

UK "Alliance for Reaional Aid" - a multi-reaional and multi-sectoral voice for British 
industrial reaions: 

Wants to maintain European regional aid for UK regions, at least at the present 
level; 
Defend European regional aid (Objective 1 and 2 and Community Initiatives); 

- 
- 
- Support for new Member States shouiinot be at the expense of industrial areas like 

Objective 2 funding is the prim'; target. Objectives 1 and 5b look safe. Objectives 3 
those in Britain; 

and 4 also seem safe, as ther& is a political consensus on the need for training, to 
- 

' *  
*:, ,,,* ....e* - increase Europe's competitiveness; ' 

A general assembly will be held in June"is7; 
The Alliance will work in harmony with RETI, CASTer and EURACOM. 

... - I .  - 
- 
The debate in Germany 
- The LInder had to agree on a common position on the reform, as regional policy is 

the only responsibility of the Lander; 

In general, there is a prevailing view to concentrate the structural funds within the 
EU 15, in order to shift a certain amount to Central and Eastern Europe; 

The German position as the largest net contributor to the EU budget gives rise to 
arguments for a restriction or even reduction of the Structural Funds; 

The six new Lander are only interested in the continuation of Objective 1 and are 
expressly against the Community Initiatives; 

Bavaria and Baden-Wutttemberg prefer a financial compensation scheme with less 
control by the EU, in order to be able to subsidise their industries with their own 
money; 

- 
- 

- 
- 
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The other Lander want to continue the programming approach and would accept a 
more or less strong reduction of the geographical area. They support a reduction of 
the number of Community Initiatives. A compromise could be the integration of the 
policy concerning rural and industrial regions (Objectives 5b and 2); 

North Rhine Westfalia argues against a quantitative target and for a problem 
orientated approach (let the size of the eligible regions depend on the amount of the 
structural problems), although the need for concentration is accepted. NRW does 
not see possibilities for reducing the eligible area, because of heavy restnrcturing- 
problems in both steel and coal industrial areas. They therefore support RESIDER, 
RECHAR, Objective 2 and the Community Initiatives INTERREG and M a n .  

Lorraine's view (France1 - The probable enlargement of the EU is incompatible with maintaining the current 
support criteria for the Structural Funds. This would require a considerable increase 
in the Community budget. An overhaul of the Structural Funds is therefore 
inevitable, to accompany this movement to the East. However, it must not lead to an 
abrupt and definitive stop in assistance for industrial regions (Obj. 2, RESIDER, 
RECHAR); 
There must be some accompanying financial assistance, with a concentration of the 
Funds and an overhaul of the eligibility criteria, in order to gradually prepare them for 
the end of the Structural Funds: 

sectoral interventions proposed by the European Commission.???? 

- 

- Lorraine is currently working to mobilise the European funding available under the 

The debate in the Netherlands 
- The 12 provinces tried to avoid the debate on "yes or no" for Objective 1 or 2 but 

The EU's main objectives will get support from the Dutch (solidarity with the poorest 
focused on the policy needed, before speaking about funding; 

regions, subsidiarity and additionality, concentration of funds and a focus on 
employment); 

- 

c 
However, they want to stress the need for a strategic policy, based on "permanent 
restructuring of regional econhies", withi? the growing internal EU-market, the 
enlargement to CenttaEastem Europe ,qn$fhe,liberalisation of world trade; 
They suggest a division into three g&is of regions: the strongest, the middle- 
group, and the weakest 

The regional economic dynamics cause changes in positions of regions from one 
group to another. Therefore the Dutch want to add a clear pro-active component to 
the present reactive Structural Funds policy. 
- the weakest regions need support (solidarity) 

the strongest need to be linked with EU-policy, in order to stimulate pro- 

the middle-group has to get support, in order to react to economic changes 

- 
active policy, transfer of knowledge and dissemination 

on the one hand, and to develop a pro-active strategy and stimulate 
innovation on the other. 

an extra emergency aid for calamities. 

- 

- 
- In addition, the Dutch also want a more integrated instead of sectoral approach 

(linking R&D policy with industrial, regional and social policy) 
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- Regionalisation of the "horizontal" Objectives 3 and 4. 

Commissioner Wulf-Mathies' speech at the Cohesion Forum (April 1997) 
- Even the more prosperous regions cannot control the social effects of restructuring 

Help the regions to innovate more rapidly and strengthen R&D development and 

Regional development strategies will be needed, with more attention paid to long- 

- The Commission wants to clarify whether geographical concentration can be 

processes that are no longer limited to traditional industrial regions; 

information and communication technologies; 

term development of skills (life-long learning): 

replaced by concentrating on a few topics and by concentrating funding on a few 
programmes: 
Transitional arrangements for those regions that lose their eligibility; 
Tly to find a synergy between agricultural and regional policy: 
Warnings against a sectoral approach (rural areas versus urban policy); 
Reduce the 7 Objectives to 3 and cut down the 14 Community Initiatives radically. 

- 

- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Apart from cross-border co-operation, all the others could be transferred into 
mainstream programmes: 

efficiently towards regions that are, more successful at doing so. 
- More efficiency: transfer funds away from regions that are not able to use them 

Conclusions for CASTer 
We can only add a specific opinion, if we are able to show the practical situation in our 
(former) steel regions. Therefore we have to show the analysis of the CERRM report and 
translate the information into a political point &view. 

However, the Steering Group will hav&o take into account the following points: 

1. 

.a4 

I : $  
4 .  ' 

\" .'.--' - CASTer should lobby for continued suppK* but it may not be realistic to lobby for a 
specific Community Initiative, like RESIDER. As far as we know now, there will not 
be a different initiative for each sectoral problem after 1999. 

A more general point of view is needed about continued Structural Fund support. 
Otherwise, if regions do not get any more money, the projects currently underway 
will stop and regions will not be able to continue the links they have been building up 
between industrial and regional development. 
CASTer should try to influence the debate, bearing in mind steel regions and their 
needs. 

2. 

3. 

After 2 meetings of the CASTer Management Group (April and May '97') we have drawn up 
the following paper as CASTets position. 
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CASTer's Dosition Paper on the future of the Structural Funds. 

June 1997 

The deveionment nrocess of steel reclions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Steel regions in Europe, joined in the CASTer network, are of the opinion that 
"restructuring in regions" has become a permanent concern. 
Globalisation and international competitiveness have increasingly changed regional 
economies. A regional approach is needed to react to future changes. 
This will be the same for all regions in Europe that depend on industries. 

However, where a regional approach is needed 
restnrcturing processes, there are several main issues 
steel regions. 

It is of interest to Europe as a whole to maintain a 
Western Europe. 

for all types of industrial 
that are important for specific 

competitive steel industry in 

A specific policy approach is therefore needed which helps steel regions to 
provide the necessary infrastructures and skills to accomplish this goal 

The CASTer regions therefore wdn6 to get a .  better view of steel industry 
development. 

Co-operation must be built yp between the steel industry, trade unions 
governments in order to hav&a better understanding of the situation. 

1 :  , '. . . , .... e, - 
2 A' , . ..:!J,;: .- 

A multi-faceted strategy is needed, focusing on regional, competition 
industrial policy. 
regional level. 

This must be implemented at a European, national 

and 

and 
and 

It is the task of the regions to pursue a regional policy with a horizontal, cross- 
sectoral view. 

The enlargement to Central and Eastern Europe will have an impact on all steel 
regions, whether they are more or less prosperous. 

The European Commission has already decided that the ECSC is no longer a 
special case and is phasing it in to the EU Treaty. 

The interest for CASTer steel regions lies in the social measures of the Treaty, 
especially the readaptation measures. Another round of restructuring will soon 
cause new job losses. 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

The CASTer network is convinced that steel regions have to develop a common 
strategy between the steel industry, the social partners and the regional 
authorities as soon as possible (a stakeholders' economy around the main 
industry in the region). 

Firms and industrial plants are now shifting and relocating among regions world-wide 
and European steel plants no longer remain in the one region. 
Steel regions therefore need to build up close links between the regions, trade 
unions and industrial representatives, in order to support industrial 
restructuring on a European and regional level, but in a socially acceptable way 
for regions and trade unions. 

Steel consumption in the EU is significantly below that of its main global competitors 
(Japan, Asia, Pacific and the USA). 

Measures are required to stimulate consumption and to help encourage 
industrial renewal and economic growth. 

The steel regions will therefore need to support steel industrial co-operation on 
an EU level for the transfer of know-how and advanced technologies 
product development. 

Steel regions need to "follow" the foreign investments of our steel industries to 
regions in Western or Eastern Europe, in order to develop an "inter-regional 
social partnership" with these new regions. 

Conclusions: 

v ,- * -  

and 

new 
and 

12.1 

12.2 

12.3 - 
1. 

i. 

4.'. 

steel regions have to dhelop a comrpon strategy between the steel industry, 
the sociat partners and the regioflaba'W0rities as soon as possible, in order 
to encourage a so called, 'lstake;.trdlders' economy" around the steel industry 
in the region. At the same time, steel regions have to diversify their 
economies and define new future strengths. 

steel regions have to support industrial restructuring on a European and 
regional level, but in a way that is socially acceptable for regions and trade 
unions, in order to create a right balance between competition and cohesion. 

steel regions need on-going financial support for the redevelopment of 
former steel areas and to build up a new business infrastructure. This 
funding should not be stopped abruptly and there should be some kind of 
transition funding arrangement for regions who lose eligibility, as proposed by 
Commissioner Wulf-Mathies during the Cohesion Fomm. 
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12.4 steel regions need long term support from Europe because restructuring has 
become a permanent process. 

12.5 Amongst steel regions, there will be a diversity of "strong" regions with low 
unemployment figures and successful partnerships; and Weak" regions with 
high unemployment and a need for new investments and restructuring within 
the steel industries. 
Nevertheless, it is absolutely necessary to keep both (strong and weak) in 
the same European networks in order to follow and support the steel industry 
in its international steps, but also "to prevent too serious social damages". 

12.6 These steel regions therefore need European financial support on a 
regional level, with a difference in budgets, related to their employment- 
figures etc. 

This European support has to focus on: 
- regional development strategies for permanent restructuring (e.g. 

promotion of business start-ups and reclamation of derelict steel 
sites and infrastructure) 

- increased innovation on a regional level 

long-term development of skills (life-long learning) 

partnerships in regions with business partners 

- 
- 

12.7 In addition, steel regions also need EU funded networks for international 
co-operation between steel regions. 

These networks need to focuson: 
,- 

- a joint Europe-wide strategy for steel industrial and regional 
development 2 

- a joint strategy for tiade deyelepment with Eastern Europe qy , - a joint approach for suppohhg regional structures within a global 
market 

internationalisation of SMEs through regional networking on an 
EU level. 

- 

13. CASTer and the steel regions in the CASTer network support the activities of RETI, 
the Association of European Regions of Industrial Technology, to maintain an 
appropriate level of EU assistance for regions facing severe problems of industrial 
adjustment. CASTer also wants to encourage steel regions to develop a more pro- 
active strategy for the future. 
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