
 

Partnership Agreement: Delivery of Structural Funds, Rural 
Development Funds and Maritime and Fisheries Funds in England: 
Informal Consultation Document. Response Form 

You may respond online or by using this response form.  The online version is linked to the 
consultation website https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/bis-delivery-structural-funds-12-642rf.    

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government 
Information, make available, on public request, individual responses. 

The closing date for this consultation is 27/04/2012 

Name: Rachel Quinn 
Organisation (if applicable): One East Midlands 
Address: 7 Mansfield Road, Nottingham, NG1 3FB 
 
Please return completed forms to: 
Steve Cross 
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills  
1 Victoria Street 
4th Floor Spur 
London SW1H 0ET 
Tel: 020 7 215 2606 
Fax: 020 7 215 5579 
Email structuralfundsnegotiations@bis.gsi.gov.uk 
 
Please tick a box from a list of options that best describes you.  

  Business representative organisation/trade body 

 Central government 

x Charity or social enterprise 

 Individual 

 Large business (over 250 staff) 

 Legal representative 

 Local Government 

 Medium business (50 to 250 staff) 

 Micro business (up to 9 staff) 

 Small business (10 to 49 staff) 

 Trade union or staff association 

 Other (please describe) 



 

Question 1:  Which of the Commission’s objectives for the Common Strategic 
Framework Funds most align with your objectives and plans? (Page 9) 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

Question 2:   

A. Are there certain Common Strategic Framework objectives which might be 
more suited to thematic, ‘issue-based’ programmes? (Page 11) 

A   Yes   No    Not sure 

B. If so, why? 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

C.  And what mechanisms would be required to ensure sufficient local flexibility 
and involvement in decision-making and strategic guidance?  

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

Question 3:   

A. Where does your organisation see opportunities for more localised place-
based programmes or projects within programmes and for which Funds or 
combination of Funds?  (Page 11) 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

 

 

 



 

B. How would this improve outcomes? 

Comment:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

Question 4:   What key things need to change in the way the Funds are currently 
used in order to reduce the administrative burden involved, whilst conforming to 
EU management control requirements? (Page 11) 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

Question 5:   

A. Are there specific combinations of Funds, or elements of Funds, which lend 
themselves to operating in joined-up programme arrangements? (Page 12) 

A   Yes   No    Not sure 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

B. If so, what kind of complementary measures and outcomes would you want to 
see?   

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Question 6:   Where does your organisation see opportunities for using some of 
the options proposed by the Commission to promote more localised and co-
ordinated programming, such as Joint Action Plans, Integrated territorial 
Investments and Community-Led Local Development?  (Page 11) 

Comments:  

Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

Question 7:   Are there any other specific points you wish to be considered which 
are not covered by the other questions (Page 12)? 

Comments:  

 
Please see additional emailed document for answers and comments relating to the 
questions provided 

 
 

Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments 
on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed. 

 

The consultation was very prescriptive and in our opinion did not allow sufficient 
flexibility to say what we wanted to say about our learning from the current programmes 
and aspirations for 2014-20.  I have therefore attached our comments as a separate 
document. 

This document represents the views of One East Midlands and a sample (20) of our 
membership who are significantly engaged in EU programme delivery. 

This document also represents the broader views of Regional Voices, the national 
association of regional voluntary sector networks (see www.regionalvoices.net ) 

 

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge 
receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below.  

Please acknowledge this reply  

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are 
valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for 
research or to send through consultation documents?  

 Yes       No 
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One East Midlands and Regional Voices response: 

BIS Informal Consultation – Partnership Agreement 

27th April 2012 

One East Midlands would like to offer the following information in response to the 

consultation by BIS on the Partnership Agreement for the 2014-20 EU structural funds 

programme.   

Unfortunately the questions did not provide the framework through the narrative we 

wished to offer could be presented. We have therefore provided our views on the forward 

programme and indicated with which questions they link where appropriate. 

Comment Q’s 

There are some objectives in the national framework which cut across programmes 

and have such significant national implications that they would benefit from a 

national strategy.   

Objectives relating to innovation, the development of a UK ICT and broadband 

infrastructure and the development of low carbon and environmental strategies 

would all benefit from a national framework which was shaped by the appropriate 
central departments (probably BIS and DEFRA in these cases). Such objectives do 

not adhere to political or geographical boundaries and therefore a national strategy 

would enable improved national understanding of the issues and opportunities, 

would help to coordinate localised approaches and share information from trials and 
central leadership could help ensure we learn from successful approaches that have 

already been tried without duplicating less successful attempts.   

However, benefiting from a national strategy is not the same thing as national 
delivery.  High value economic potential varies widely across the regions both in 

productivity, industry sector and routes to market. It is important that delivery is 

based more locally in order to maximise the economic potential that exists across 

the UK. 
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Since the closure of the RDAs there has been a significant loss in localised 

intelligence functions and analysis capacity. The lack of capacity to generate or 
analyse relevant data at local or regional level makes national leadership more 

likely on issues of a crosscutting nature. However this fact must not lead to the 

assumption that national delivery and coordination would be better than localised 
delivery on the basis of reduced local intelligence. At the very least the delivery of 

innovation objectives should be done in conjunction with the LEPs as they develop.  
LEPs should be sufficiently resourced in order to perform the local intelligence 
function. 
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The ICT objective is one which is highly contested locally with significant issues 
arising from State Aid implications arising from the enhancement of Broadband 

provision through ERDF. Specific problems arise locally in demonstrating that SMEs 

and not individuals will benefit from infrastructure enhancement and that the 
benefits will be focussed in areas of disadvantage and not elsewhere. Working with 

local authorities through the LGA there is a clearly identified need across the 

country to improve England’s competitiveness through greater connectivity. A 

national stance should be taken on this issue and negotiated with the EU as part of 
the Partnership Agreement. 

2 

As previously stated, the rate of local economic growth and wide variation in 

dominant market sectors result in a concomitant variation in associated skills needs 
across the country. The lack of ability to co-fund skills development alongside 

economic stimulation in ERDF has been a frustrating and limiting factor in the 

current programme. It also makes it very difficult to reduce economic disadvantage 

if the means to provide the correct skills in our local communities to meet growing 
business needs is not available.   

The separation of the skills agenda from the economic growth agenda has been a 

particularly concerning issue for third sector organisations, many of whom exist to 
support those disadvantaged communities. It is vital that ERDF and ESF elements 

linking to local economic growth and skills for employment are drawn together if we 

are to improve outcomes for those in poverty or disadvantage. 

Our experience shows that this issue is most applicable to ERDF and ESF however 

ESF and the skills agenda should be linked across and embedded in all 3 of the 
other structural programmes to ensure our entire national economic and skills 

requirements have synergy and the programmes deliver real impact. 
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1,2,5 

In considering the objectives for labour mobility, combating poverty and increasing 

skills these are all crucial for building a balanced and sustainable local economy and 
closing some of the rapidly growing equality gaps that exist in our society. These 
objectives are strongly influenced by local circumstances and should be framed and 

delivered as locally as possible. 

However it must be noted that despite the clear need for local design and delivery, 

each objective requires very different approaches in order to achieve successful 
outcomes. We would therefore strongly advise the Government that these 

objectives are not automatically lumped together in a single delivery pathway but 

are left to local determination. 

1,2,4, 
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The embedding of the Leader approach within RDPE has led to some very 

innovative locally led programmes in this region. We would welcome the 

opportunity to embed local leadership across all of the programmes and have 

evidence to show, primarily through the ESF Catalyst programme, that locally 
based approaches have greater impact and longer lasting outcomes than top down 

intervention. This is especially true in engaging the most disadvantaged of our 

communities.   

2,3,6 



 

 

Geographical boundaries no longer play the same role and relevance as in previous 
years. LEPs, City Regions, Counties and Regions all have widely varying scales of 

delivery resulting in a fluidity of boundaries. Although this offers opportunities to 

target delivery at local level, it also raises challenges administratively. 

Our view is that as much expertise as possible, that currently or previously existed to 

manage local nuances at the regional and local levels, should be retained. Existing 

regional teams that existed for RDPE, ERDF and previously for ESF have a huge 

experience of EU delivery and of partnership working at local level. Trying to recreate 
this at local or national level will be expensive and time consuming; negatively 

impacting on the outcomes of the programmes. We would also like to daw attention 

to the fact that VCS strategic support continues to exist at regional level across 
England through organisations like ourselves, with colleagues drawn together under 

the banner of Regional Voices. Regional Voices are collectively eager to see effective 

localisation and integration of future programmes and strong engagement and 
delivery through the VCS and wider third sector for sustainable and embedded 

community outcomes. 

Interestingly, this view is upheld in the interim evaluation of the current ERDF 

programme with a clear recommendation to retain the current spatial arrangements. 

However, we would like Government to think differently about the degree of 
separation at local levels between each of these programmes.  Each require the 

delivery of local strategy and have overlapping objectives and priorities.  It would 
therefore make sense for them to be aligned through a common accountable 

structure which reflects both practical delivery support and the drawing together of 

cross-sector representation; vital for successful delivery. This push for greater 
integration across EU programmes raises fascinating possibilities for a new type of 

cross sector leadership at local or regional level. 
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2,4 

There is an opportunity in the 2014-20 strategy to dedicate at least 20% of ESF 
resources to the promotion of social inclusion and combating poverty. In 2010 One 

East Midlands hosted regional work focussing on the European Year for Combating 
Social Exclusion and Poverty which highlighted a huge range of locally driven and 
effective work currently taking place. This work, with sufficient investment, could 

make a huge difference to the EM performance on addressing poverty and exclusion 
and welcoming the 20% objective would enable this to happen. 

Funding made available through this route should support the development of 
community led activity and the integration of local services which support 

employability, skills development, social participation and growth of local micro 

enterprise. Delivery should be focussed on vulnerable and marginalised individuals 
and communities whose needs are best supported by third sector organisations. 
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It is worth noting that in EM ERDF the achievements of equality objectives are easy 
to measure and therefore there is strong evidence of progress. However, there are 

very few indicators that the diversity objectives are also being achieved.  

Consideration should be given to ensuring that evidence of diversity of programme 
impacts should be embedded across all four programmes from 2014. 

1 

The final and probably most important comment that we wish to make is that there 
needs to be a change in the very way in which the UK Government approaches the 

issues of European funding. This consultation exercise is focussed heavily on our 
administrative approach to managing the funds. It seeks to determine the delivery 
arrangements of a programme, or series of programmes for which we have yet to 

decide priorities and needs. Our concern over this approach is further reinforced by 
the DCLG Select Committee enquiry into the future of ERDF.   

At local level we see the negative impact of setting an administrative framework 
before we decide what the needs are, resulting in wasted investment and the failure 

to meet the needs that exist. Current Prime Contracting arrangements used in both 
ESF and the DWP Work Programme are a specific examples of where this has failed.  
In the East Midlands we see that the current contracting arrangements in ESF 

significantly removed or restricted the ability to amend, shape or influence the core 
strategy over time. Specifically the lead contractor refused to acknowledge the need 

for locally delivered empowerment activity as a means of building local social capital 

and addressing exclusion as this would be ‘hard to procure’. The focus of ESF 
delivery has been on achieving the outputs that were contracted and not on 

achieving impact. In this case it was worrying to see that the methods of 
procurement and sub contracting were further restricted and defined by the 

administrative processes of the prime contractors rather than being a tool to work in 
the best interests of the programme.   

Furthermore, the use of prime contracting models and sub-contracting arrangements 

has significantly affected the experience of Civil Society organisations (CSOs) in the 
delivery of current ESF objectives. Prime contracting has only been the domain of 

large, mainly private sector and profit driven bodies who have sought to sub contract 
CSOs only for specialist and difficult work requiring high levels of local connectivity.  

In many cases this is done on unrealistic financial terms resulting in many CSOs 

walking away from contracts. The result is a wholesale exclusion of a sector from the 
delivery chain and the subsequent inability to meet inclusion and disadvantage 

targets which are vital to the overall success of the programme. 

It is vital that we stop talking about the ‘how’ and begin to develop a coherent and 
understood position on what is needed in England, what actions would need to take 

place to achieve this, what level / scale would it be best achieved and then finally 

how then would this best be delivered. This is the only approach that makes sense. 

4,5,7 

 

 

Rachel Quinn 
Chief Executive 
One East Midlands 


