Annex 1. Full transcript of the focus group in English language

1:	Do you want me to do an outline of my role?

AL:	Yes please, your name and your role as you see it [00.20]

1:	My name is 1, I’m XXX of [?] council voluntary servi1s, so [?] assistance and training to voluntary sector organisations, principally in [?] but also across the [?]. And what’s my involvement and why am I here. We’ve had some involvement with VSF and the government’s chosen the VSF programme, so we attended some consultation meetings and as a result of that [01.01] funding will be done historically. We were appointed PDF organisation for Building Better Opportunities programme, and so we led the, in partnership with two other providers, we led the engagement and participation and shaping of that programme, and also led the [01.25] bids, that’s one part of the role. The other part of the role is I’m the XXX on the ESIF sub-committee, so sit and work on that. In terms of cohesion, three words, I had a look at it beforehand, so that was quite interesting. I think the first thing is about the language that we use at these meetings and actually what does cohesion mean, and actually it doesn’t necessarily mean what it says on the tin, so [02.09] programmes, so I think there’s something to say about the language, and the fact that the language itself isn’t transparent and it doesn’t therefore, I think encourage engagement really, so that’s more than three words. That’s about my feeling I suppose rather than what it is.

AL:	Transparent.

1:	Not transparent, language is transparent.

2:	2, XXX for [02.41] Chamber of Commerce, we are the accredited chamber for the county of Kent and Medway, which is part of the South East LEP. My role is to assimilate information in relation to government funding and opportunities to the business community, provide feedback through those channels. Also we bid and deliver on European projects as well, so we have directors involved in the intricacies and complexities of European funding. I also sit as the business representative on the ESIF sub-committee and had an opportunity this time to try and share how we are directly involved with the implementation of communication of some of these funding streams through our role as the broker provider for Kent and Medway as well. Cohesion: opportunity, collaboration, bureaucracy.

3:	My name’s 3 and I’m an engineer. I’ve been managing big corporate companies for 30 years in the Eurospace and defence field, as managing director of [04.05] and Crawley. More recently I am a founder director of and owner of a high tech SME, so I come to this meeting with some sort of large corporate state of business, but also from a start-up through to SME perspective. My SME is in XXX so there’s a gap isn’t there, the reason I’m down here was the Crawley connection, it was part of being very interested in business and I became a director of the Sussex Chamber of Commerce four years ago, and became their chairman two years ago, and like 2 with Kent, we are the accredited chamber of commerce for Sussex. So we have 1,000 or so members, business member, small through to large companies, whose interests we represent both locally and at governmental level as well, as the British Chamber of Commerce has a very strong link into government business policy making. Part of the Sussex Chamber of Commerce recently has been its change of name, it used to be a thing called the Sussex Enterprise, which was associated with the Learning Skills. Council and Business Link, do you remember all that stuff, and it was the delivery agent for those organisations throughout Sussex. And as part of that we lost I think focus on membership, particularly in East Sussex, and what myself as chairman and my chief exec have been doing over the last couple of years is trying to re-establish our strength in East Sussex as a vibrant and highly positive region of the country that has great prospects. And so I’m on a personal sort of mission to help East Sussex, and part of that has been to align myself personally with the LEP of East Sussex CC in particular, and part of that was to get ownership of the ESIF steering committee as its business representative, and I have had my eyes opened at the workings of such organisations over the last couple of years, and do like to represent the real business voice in these particular forums. As far as cohesion is concerned, I could never put it down into three words, but I will and communications, I think cohesion is about communicating messages, the messages I put down were understanding ideas and positions so people can understand exactly what people about their position and what they want. And cohesion from an engineering perspective, somehow it’s about smooth working, a cohesive environment is one that moves nicely and smoothly, no rock and roll . And the third one is, I call it soup, cohesion’s about somehow filtering things down to a common denominator and losing what’s good for some people and perhaps different for others and therefore, I’m wary a little bit about cohesion being used as a term as trying to dilute it into something that’s good for everybody, losing differentiation between particular groups or regions or skills. So yeah, communication, smoothness, soup.

4:	I’m 4, I’m the XXX for the South East LEP; I’ve worked from a LEP in this role since the ESIF programmes were pulled together, our ESIF strategies. I’m particularly interested in programming. Before I worked for the LEP and Essex CC, I worked in XXX for 10 years as a Programme Director for an [08.28] Programme, and while I was there I pulled together the North Sea programme, operational programme for that fund, and also an Interact programme. Well my particular interest has been to try to put the messages out to the South East LEP area and to get engagement because I wouldn’t say it was a particularly EU funding friendly area. And so for cohesion I would say I think of aspiration and opportunity, but I also think of miscommunication and opportunities missed.

AL:	So it’s not black and white.

4:	No.

5:	I’m 5, I work for DC4 and I’m their SELEP Relationship Manager, so I work closely with 4 and member of the SELEP sub-committee and I go to the sub-committee and present the updates from the DC4 side on project developments. And I’m responsible for making sure the programme of projects happens as far as DC4 has control of that in terms of overseeing appraisals of the applications that come in and then ensuring contracts between managers are managed effectively. The ERDF we have a notional allocation of 75 million in the SELEP area. I’ve been doing this for 10 months so I don’t have any experience on 7 – 13 programme, but it’s been an interesting insight so far. I used to work in international development before for various different organisations and we received some EU funding so I used to work from a different side as well. Cohesion; for me it represents cooperation, equality in terms of its aspirations, I also agree when 2 said bureaucratic, it’s highly bureaucratic.

6:	I’m 6, I joined the Greater South East [10.52] delivery team. getting on for two years ago, I didn’t really have any experience with the [?] before that so if it’s new to 5 I’m not sure how much I can contribute to the 7 – 13 programme, it’s been a bit of baptism of fire since I joined, so I’ve some experience with the [as above]. And I recently moved to lead half of the teams based in Cambridge, so I have an overall responsibility for South East LEP area, and the other three LEP areas that make up the east of England. Two words, one this agreement because I guess that’s where you’re aiming for to get some agreement about what cohesion means, and also about how to get there; and then complexity because I think that word always comes when you talk about EU funding. And the third one I would [11.49] but misunderstanding about that bureaucracy as well. Because I think there is a need for some of it, but it’s how much it actually add to it.

7:	Hi I’m 7, I’m XXX of the Greater South East LEP Delivery Team, and I’m also head of the closure in the 7 – 13 programme for DC4. So I guess from a 7 – 13 perspective closure programme is what  I know the most, but I did work briefly for a couple of years on 7 – 13 about five or six years ago on programme focused on financial engineering during that period. So I’ve some 7 – 13 delivery knowledge and I guess what’s fresh in my mind is the closure stuff that I’m working on now. In terms of cohesion I think it’s got to be in the sense of how I feel about it, I was going to say well-meant but I think inspirational is probably a better word for it, and cooperation is a good word, and I think complex, bureaucratic as well, but I definitely dispute that it always necessarily comes with negative sides to it.

[bookmark: _GoBack]8:	I’m 8, I work at the Greater South East [13.21] Delivery Team and I manage the team; part of the team is based in London, so we deal with six [?] across the South East of England. I was the XXX for the 7 – 13 South East of England programme, and before that I worked in the 2000 – 2006 programme in the West Midlands, and came down on the 97 / 99 closure. So I’ve been around for a while. And in terms of cohesion I don’t think I’ve got any new words to add to those that have already been said. But it’s funny that from I guess our perspective [14.01]authority we don’t really think about cohesion policy, we focus on delivering a new [?] programme, so cohesion I’m not quite sure what that means, so like what 1 was saying that was is cohesion policy, so I’d say focus on its delivering [14.18] and good communications because when you actually see the impact the project’s had on real people and real businesses, then you think yeah that’s what we want to achieve and you kind of forget that when the inclination in the way and the audits.

AL:	[Explains aims and rules  and questions of the focus group]. The first section you’re asked to consider is the programming stage, and how priorities were decided, how they were put in place, what kind of intervention was there, your involvement with stakeholders. After the break it will be about communication, again this in different angles, communication that may have come down to you, and also how you may have distributed that communication, whatever you think works best. And finally we want to end by looking at the future, the 2014 and the 2020 programme, what do you envisage happening. Has anyone got any questions at this stage?

3:	So you’re being funded [17.25] 2020 for this particular project you’re undertaking, of which this is volume work package which you’re looking to get a tick in, in order to get your money and progress the project to a successful conclusion. Can you give us some idea about what success therefore looks like from your perspective. Have you just got to hold this and have consulted with us, or has something positive, have you got to feed back to us and we say yeah that’s really good, or how’s that measured.

GT:	[explains aims and outcomes of project]

AL:	So are there any more questions for us? To start off, the programming phase; identify priorities [22q20] national strategic reference framework, through to the operational programmes put in place, on identifying the key strengths or weaknesses in a programme in the cohesion policies.

5:	Is this question specifically about 7 – 13?

AL:	ideally yes, but it you’ve got other influences about it, if you’ve got other things that are relevant please. It’s likely that some of the features of it will be repeated, so if you’ve got something to add.

8:	Well it’s the fact that the East Of England programme, quite a low carbon focused programme, so of course there’s some issues to do with that that made to actually focus to address environmental low carbon issues.

4:	I can say that it was the low carbon economic growth focus on the programme, 7 – 13, and was it was incredibly difficult, we’re talking about ERDF now not ESF or imprint, and it was incredibly difficult to get the projects to come forward, and I was working for Essex CC at that time, so Greater Essex. But a very positive thing that came out of that was that we’ve been very relatively good at getting priority access for projects to come forward and the ERDF in the current programme period. So in a way it was very positive in so far as it shaped thinking among universities and practitioners in the old East of England area.

AL:	More generally, where’s the low carbon economy, where did that idea come from? Did somebody contribute towards identifying, were you perhaps told that this was the.

4:	We were give that and I understand it was the European Commission’s  it was [24.43] that was asking for the East of England as a successful economic area, not to focus on other less necessary priorities you could say. So you have to look at all this in the context of what was going on in the bigger political scene because it’s before the banks crashed, it was when growth seemed to be unstoppable, and so therefore, it wasn’t just more growth it was growth which was tempered by low carbon, so in its context it was very good. But I think if you reflect then on what happened, we didn’t have anything to do with [25.26] funding, there was no growth in the common agricultural policy, growth funding as there is in this programme, and nor was there very much involvement in the European Social Fund that I can recall in that period at all. I did get involved a bit in Transnational European Social Fund Project, which was a very good aspect, and we did the first Essex apprentice project at that time and we worked with Germany to try to learn from some of their example, and I think that work was very good cos that fed into later, I wouldn’t claim it was influenced UK policy, but it did have some very good things to point in the future direction.

2:	From a business perspective we had no idea where the [26.19] the business will do what it needs to do and will navigate its way through the market, but it’s always been our view that the policy decisions around where funding goes to [?] is that much an economic strategic question, it’s about where Europe feels the economy as a whole needs to be tweaked or pushed or influenced or whatever. I think there are very few significant decisions that I’ve witnessed that were based purely round what businesses needed, or asked them for, and I think that’s not a bad thing because sometimes what business wants is not necessarily conducive to what the economy needs, and that’s where you would have that sort of contradiction with the economic development and business ambitions and objectives, so trying to merge the two. But I’ve never really felt that there was the overall programmes from the European perspective that were ever really focused on what the businesses want, it’s more about where do we need the economy to go and then that sets the agenda, and it’s very much around what’s physically hot at the time of the decision-making process. And as a [27.40] of funding opportunities for businesses, I tend to look at it as a bit of forecasting and spread betting on the basis that currently the hot topic is around innovation, new technology, new products, new materials, because it’s however people have factored in elsewhere, so it’s quite likely there’ll be more shoved towards innovation, new tech, high tech, life-science stuff therefore, you’d expect to see more. So we’ll be [28.06] where the support is going to come from, and anything else you need to work on global plans. So in terms of the overall cohesion of the policy, I think their decision-making is way, way, way up in the stratosphere, not something that businesses would see a need to have a connectional relationship to.

8:	I was just going to say cos I remember when we started West Midlands that social economic analysis was one of the first key tasks, so having consultants there to do all this research, and that formed which processes would end up in the professional programme, and all the other programmes apart from East of England ,business support is one of the things, key activities that the programme should deliver I guess, and the West Midlands kind of changing economy from a heavy manufacturing one to more research and so on. So it’s interesting to hear your comments that there was more business wanted but it’s other decisions that we want business to do this, to achieve overall economic gain, so that’s quite interesting.

3:	I’m not surprised that we found it difficult to find people who want to sign up to projects with low carbon, it’s not my own business priorities, unless you see there’s a business opportunity and this is a way of helping you, that can always be the case. I recall the time where we all had to go green and go green quickly, but that wasn’t driven by business, it was an encumbrance. I remember the first days of carbon exchange and [29.53] and all that stuff, and it was just putting more bureaucracy and more overhead on businesses doing what they want to do, which is to grow and make profits and employ more people, and be more productive in the economy. And so the other axis are far more important, that’s where the focus for us is, support SMEs, the technology side, investment in that, that falls at the bottom of our priorities and I think that’s reflected in terms of the number of, the amount of interest we get in terms of looking at that particular area. Is that a fair reflection?

4:	Well that was the old; that was 7 – 13, and it did influence how people thought, and I think once people got into the mindset it was quite a successful programme, the money was spent, but it wasn’t something that in the East of England we particularly went willing for, we were told that’s a fait au complet, that’s what we had to have. In this current programme we’ve been able to build on that success because we’d already been through that process, which I don’t think is reflected in the rest of the country, as I understand it from the spend so far, or the commitment.

2:	The thing I’d add to that is on this current programme the structure of the funding, the outputs and the targets, makes it more translatable for a business, more understandable from a business perspective, that it seems to be ever so slightly broader [31.45] later on, which is regardless of the principles or priorities, there’s a lot of commonality in the type of the targets and the outputs in terms of future products and enterprises and stuff like that. But what we found is that although there’s still perhaps some misunderstanding around the low carbon aspect, people automatically assume it’s going to be about energy saving stuff, actually when you look at the opportunities and type of support that could be derived from that funding stream, I think that’s been a lot more flexible and a lot more easily implemented into the businesses that we work with.

AL:	Then did you perceive it as a more political or technical decision to go for the low carbon?

2:	Political.

3:	Political.

4:	Yeah.

5:	I know I wasn’t there but just based on my knowledge of international strands of development, although there’s some [32.50]

3:	So I need to think how much money was spent by all the companies in the UK having to try and comply with the physical directions we were given. I remember [33.14] safe carbon exchange, he must have put tens of people on that for years just trying work their way around how this was all going to work, and I know that’s not strictly related to what we’re doing now, but it just set an environment whereby oh my God there’s more of this, wasted opportunity, wasted money. Although big companies are good at absorbing that in their overheads, for a small company, an SME [33.44].about the impact  and diverting them from what; I would say about SMEs that they’re idea rich but absolutely time resource poor, so as soon as you start giving them something to do which isn’t absolutely what they need to do, you’re diverting them from the most effective growth path and that’s what we have to, my clarion call is to avoid, let SMEs particularly make the decisions and make what they, cos they know best. And therefore, when a political decision comes along it does not fit into that category of what’s best for the business, it’s a diversion from it, and that’s not effective.

7:	No I think that’s right. I think we need to be, what we mean by political as well so there’s a mix-up in European politics and national politics, and presumably regional politics as well because the regional programmes that the local management committee have to sign up for these, so I presume that there is probably some kind of kudos associated, we were in a different time, pre-recession and pre banks going under where everything was [34.54] and environmental things were much more in vogue than they are now [?] and there may have been kudos attached with association with something that is [?] East Midlands was going to be at the forefront of that, then I think I’m not sure what you mean by political, if we’re talking at one level and so I suspect it was a mix of continental, national and regional, political that can be useful.

2:	I think just slightly deviating from what 3 was saying, I know we’re at post-truth on the climate, but I sort of work on the basis that the great and the good get together, there is a problem with the climate, we need to therefore you know, businesses will go the path of least resistance and try and generate the opportunities they can. So sometimes that legislation, or that incentive needs to be strong enough to try and just change tack, sometimes that’s painful, sometimes that’s really quite supportive and encouraging. So I think when the decision-making I like to think, it’s not always proved to be the case, but I do think actually there are good solid reasons as to why bad directions are being taken, and therefore, it’s really just about the method of implementation and incentive or whatever [36.31] is to how that then gets put into grant.

3:	I just worry, you look a few years ago and say look there’s this emerging economy called the low carbon economy, wind farms off the South coast, solar farms and all that, and there was this great sort if impetus driven by some, what I would call spurious data about climate change that the politicians dreamt up, just despair really about the data that’s being used to drive our decision-making on low carbon economy. So there’s the possibility of this new economy opening up and we’re really well positioned to take advantage of that, so I kind of like the idea that there was money available in order to help our region become world class in the paths of the wind farms or technology associated with it, fantastic. The problem is the business distorts the economy, because businesses who make that decision themselves and suddenly we’re actually applying a distortion in terms of funding, which is based on a political will, which might not be sustainable. Now in my business I have to look for and live by my own decisions and whether there’s a market out there that I can invest in and reap the rewards of and so on. Now it’s all a bit dependent isn’t it on grant funding, which is good, it helps me through that decision-making process, but I’ve got to have the absolutely this is [38.12] long-term business, and I might actually go into this even if I don’t believe that, and I might not believe it because there’s a lot of uncertainty around about the tariffs go off electricity for wind farms, is it sustainable, we might just see them all shut down because actually it’s costing us more than they’re delivering, it might stay that way, technology might not catch up, we’ve seen subsidies on solar panels drop off, what’s happened now, people aren’t putting solar farms in or stick them on houses anymore. And as business people we can’t worry that when we look long-term at a business, the sustainability of it, if these things are turned on they can just as easily be turned off, and we’re sort of stuck there then, perhaps without a business to run. So I’m not giving you an answer here, I’m just saying there is a distortion that takes place that one has to be very wary of; the really important thing for these resource poor, time poor, opportunity rich SMEs to really move the economy region through, through their SMEs, they might actually be putting their efforts into the wrong [39.25]

7:	I think, so yeah perhaps one of the points with that is to do that, is to distort the market in the way that it thinks is the right thing to do, which is what 2 said, but I think probably [39.41] from slightly different angles, is that the point at which the 7 – 13 programme was conceived [?] to that and then perhaps political direction that [?]

AL:	There’s something about the business being involved whether they were asked or not; anybody got any examples of citizen involvement?

8:	I doubt very much whether citizens were involved  thinking back to the West Midlands of various groups looking, specialist groups looking at particular qualities within the programme, they were very much the usual players, the universities, business representatives, all the sector representatives that normally chomp at these sorts of things, given outsiders were not involved.

5:	In 7 – 13 was there were anything like CLDs?

4:	Well there was leader but not CLD.

5:	On quite a localised level, not in terms of the high level policy.

2:	I would say [41.08] was unique in its structure because you form the local action group, which was recruited from with the local community, and even now today with the current programme, I think it’s a good diverse selection of people that sit of executive, but I would say that was very unique, because perhaps because of the complexities of bureaucracy was involved in administering any IBF or ISF project, well you attract a certain type of organisation, so engagement with the citizens, it’s very difficult to do, I’m not sure why unless it is in that context, whatever, the leader group where you have a facilitator and you have administrative resource, and I think, certainly from [42.05] perspective, the leader group and the overheads for administration’s quite high, but it does have that citizen involvement and there is a direct influence as to the type of development and funding that is awarded based on what’s going on in the local community. CLD also gives rise to that, but they are few and far between.

4:	But also this word citizen I think just doesn’t sit right does it, I don’t think you can find another word easily but they used to say the man or woman on the Clapham omnibus and you’d know what they were talking about. But if I went out of the street and asked somebody as a citizen to talk to me about your EU funding, they’d think that I’d come from another planet. In former roles I’ve tried to work quite hard on massaging and how you communicate these things, say to your parents or to your personal Clapham omnibus, and it is really difficult to unpack these massages, to actually make sense as well to dilute them enough to be of interest. So I can’t actually remember any communication in 7 – 13 programme about what we were trying to do, it’s difficult enough to communicate the messages to the people who one would think would be interested to apply for it to be honest.

3:	I think in a democracy people don’t want to know, they’re not interested in the detail, what they’re interested in is the macro view that they’re electing people to represent them. So they’re asking for a better standard of living, higher growth, jobs, a nice environment to live in, and they elect a group of people who are county councillors, and the council have a very strong position on decision-making, I’m presuming that they’re representing the views, of course they are, I’m not just assuming it, they’re there to be administering that element of democracy and therefore, you’re absolutely right, ask any individual, but you never do that, there’s obviously no point in doing that. But I am assuming that that their views collectively are being represented through their elected leaders.

7:	I guess you’re right, and so is 6, in a way nationally government does ask, it publishes a white paper or consultation document, and effectively you’re asking, and more often than not it’s grouped to present their members’ opinions and things like that. But the opportunity is there for people to feed in their own individual views and maybe in consultation to people to do that, especially with something they feel strongly about. And I don’t think that was ever something that was open to, certainly I don’t think it was when the 14 – 20 was set up [45.17] So that could have been done I guess, it might be done in other countries I don’t know, but the most usual way is to go to stakeholder groups.

1:	I noted at the beginning the language and vocabulary about it [45.36], so I haven’t commented on the [?] programme that I’m involved in. In the current delivery programme I sit on 10 policy boards and I’m still getting my head around processes now in terms of thematic objectives and axis, and actually that whole language in itself is I think quite alienating and the last thing it does is encourage people to engage, or want to engage, which is a shame not least because actually the drivers around [46.25] is about equity, it is about equality, is it about employment, it is about jobs, it is about [?] it is fundamentally issues that actually people care about and I think therefore, it’s no accident that the areas where it was a significant investment of European funding are the areas where actually people have voted for Brexit, and conversely the areas where actually we see the least level of European funding investments in other hand voted for a [47.02] So I think there is something mystic point about that, I agree with the comments here in terms of, I mean clearly there are mechanisms by which people have engaged and they are through politicians and clearly the politicians are quite active around the table in terms of forming and shaping the direction of travel that we’re going, both at a national, but also at a regional level. So in terms of [47.32] programme there are a range of politicians who sit round there, who are accountable to the electorate and are reasonably well briefed to participate and inform those decisions. So think there is a difficult thing for the voluntary sector because there are now commensurate mechanisms to brief, to inform, to engage, and that equally is difficult, because you’ve got big business on the one hand, universities, local authorities, and actually they do have an infrastructure to advise, to research, to understand best practice, and to shape policies in the sector on the now PCS, so it hasn’t got those tools and mechanisms and therefore, the contribution they can make is therefore lesser, which is a shame given the fact that, for example, in our LEP area, the contribution to the local economy is worth 1.6 million, so there is a deficit there. 

2:	It’s interesting [48.40] they wouldn’t know there’s people like me employed within business landscape to get involved, to understand their language and how they bat, and to feed back and try and help shape things. Your average person in the street wouldn’t know whether they’d been a beneficiary of European funding or not because we’re put through something like [49.05] fund, or skills, or whatever, so they’ll have no idea whether or not they’re actually benefiting from European funding. Whereas if it’s a business fund or programme, invariably there’s a lot more prominence given to where the funding’s come from and some of the outputs and stuff, there’s a lot more to do with presence around that sort of thing. most of the time when a member of the public experiences something from European programmes it’s invariably on the negative side, I can’t do this anymore, I can’t do that anymore, why aren’t I allowed to do this. But actually is this were how does your local village pond get cleaned and brought back to life and all the rest of it, as a result of a European fund that was encouraged and led through a different route. So I think it’s probably something to do with the perception that the beneficiaries have, they don’t understand where that funding has come from, how it’s come about.

7:	[50.04] possibly part of the reason why the UK voted to leave the EU was lack of information about the benefits of being a member state, and then the commission has regulations about making clear the publicity stuff around where projects have been funded and invariably [50.36] and the successes associated with the programme were largely, the successes were playing largely on domestic politicians where [?] and all the negative things were put to Brussels. Some vary absolutely, but invariably the split was ordinary things, this is about the UK doing this, that and the other and all the negatives things this is the problem of Brussels, I don’t know if that’s a particular problem in the UK but it certainly feels much, well I guess we wouldn’t know what it was like in other countries, but we had big issues, perhaps partly driven by some of the personalities that were involved domestically within the department, so things like flying the flag at certain times, flying the European flag at certain times, there was a huge amount of BP politics involved in that. I just think that seeped  over the years where all the positive things, these people who benefited just weren’t aware of them and it feeds right up to where we are now with Brexit.

8:	I think most of the projects are business born projects, so unless there’s a big capital project with the billboard and European flag on it, you wouldn’t know what was going on. And I remember several years ago this lady, a citizen, phoned me up and said, she lived in London, I think she was either German or Austrian, and she said she wandered around London and can’t find any European projects, well what is this money being spent on, I said well, at that time 2006 [52.20] programme in London, it was only in particular areas, not London generally, and it would have to be a big capital project for you to notice it, see the billboard and flag, it was business support, actually you had to go into East London University, go up to the office to see the plaque on the door. So it’s not visible, projects are not visible to, well the centre of Birmingham is probably the exception to that because [52.47] funding, but unless you were looking for the plaque you wouldn’t know.

4:	But there is scepticism in many European countries, I mean the story they used to tell, was that the European Commission put a lot of money into the Greek airport and the commissioner found the blue flag in the gents toilets, not outside where it should have been, and they had funded deducted for that. But there’s stories all over the place with the Danish fishermen and the Dutch. People in the North and they were not interested. So it’s not just us that are sceptical.

7:	No of course not.

4:	But it’s the degree and extent of it that’s been the problem, and failure to communicate.

1:	[53.42] I think the other element of it is obviously the scale of the programming, so the scales of the programmes in [53.50] that in itself I think mitigates against citizen involvement, and although the numbers seem quite big, actually over a big geographical area they’re not huge are they. So maybe there’s things for us, the geography of the map is huge and the programmes to deliver therefore in those area tend to be big, and therefore, that means I think it’s quite difficult to engage on a local level for local people to say well actually this is how it’s run in this particular part of Basildon, for example, and in a sense any of the benefits and opportunities tend to indirect as a consequence of that and therefore, people aren’t necessarily seeing in a straightforward way actually how to directly benefit from this programme and therefore, they’re not necessarily engaging with those programmes, as citizens.

AL:	We’ve naturally moved into the communication part of it. Can I build on what you’re saying there and ask what do you think makes the most successful communication; is it the people, the story, or is it the numbers? What do you think is most effective in communication like that?

4:	Targeting.

6:	Targeting individuals’ they want to know how it’s impacted on them. When we’re talking about Brexit amongst family and friends I think people regularly say what’s Europe done for me, but if you give them examples of projects in their local area then they suddenly become more engaged [55.46] So I think it has to impact on the individual to have an effect.

AL:	Targeting.

6:	Yeah.

4:	I think it’s definitely targeting, cos if you want to impress say a university and try to persuade them to do the RDF project, then the figures are what they’re interested in. But actually with BSF you’re looking at training opportunities for young people, or unemployed people, and that’s marvellous now cos we’re actually getting stories out for the end of the flight plan where people are getting into work as a result of the projects that we’ve spent the last three years setting up. So those specific examples are very, very valuable. Then when you take the [56.41] programme, the rural programme, we’ve actually only got two successful projects so far, but even they you can demonstrate that they’re taking on more people and expanding, so it’s got to be tangible I think for the general public to be your citizens.

3:	There’s things about communications, communications are easily hijacked, and if it’s good communication there are so many levels where people say that’s down to me and therefore, poor old [57.31] right down at the bottom of the food chain as far as that’s concerned, so good news I feel, will get hijacked all the way along and therefore, the message that actually came from the EU in the first place has been lost because somebody’s grabbed it, these jockeys’ jobs, they’re all as a result of decisions being made in East Sussex CC, don’t quote me on that, I have experience of that. But you see what I mean, there’s good news story, let’s grab it quick for our benefit, .and somehow I think one’s got to get, a bit like the story of driving round the roads in Europe, 10 or 15 years ago you couldn’t go round Greece or Spain without seeing a great big blue sign with all the stars around it, and I never quite knew if I should feel good or bad about it. In retrospect I didn’t see them around the UK, and we don’t, and maybe that’s part of our natural national psyche, we don’t like that sort of thing, somebody’s impinging our space. So I think there is an area where the message is lost because if it’s a good message it gets hijacked along the way, if it’s a bad message then we know what happens, it’s up there in lights isn’t it from day one and nobody wants to touch it, and therefore, I don’t think that’s something that we’ve lost, we see the negatives but we don’t see the positives. 

8:	That’s absolutely true actually, I remember in the West Midlands programme 2000 / 2006 we’d issued press releases but when it was actually published the editor just deleted the reference to it. So you can try and get the message out there but it’s dependent on the newspaper actually including it.

2:	It seems to me that there’s people that voted on businesses, and most of the businesses they will know that it’s European funding somewhere because you’ll be forever telling them they have to fill in something that’s got a badge on it and the branding is obviously quite well guarded and regulated, but I think it terms of perception it goes back to that, they actually [59.51] beneficiaries [?] I think that’s where the communication’s lost, whether it’s a big sign on the side of the road, or whether it’s the final delivery partner saying this is European funding, or even a sticker to say funded by the EU, or something, right down to the grassroots level cos they’re the ones that will then go into the ballot box, whereas businesses try and influence the best they can, but then as BMW found out we did get upset about that didn’t we, so all you can do is try and focus it on the grassroots level.

1:	I don’t know, just in terms of the narrative outcomes I don’t know, but there might be a bit of work to be done around the narrative about Europe, because clearly in the end it became toxic so in the run up to Brexit it [01.00.52] so in terms of having positive stories about the EU, I think there’s a reticence in a range of institutions to actually flag up programmes and opportunities and impacts that those programmes have, and I say that for example, because we were heavily involved in the BBO programme, Building Better Opportunities programme, which is a 16 million pound programmes investing directly in our area, and actually the Lottery as an organisation made no statements whatsoever during the Brexit campaign, it was silence and the silence was fairly deafening, and actually similarly it was actually quite hard for the third sector to put across a prospective about actually are there opportunities, are there jobs, and part of that was there was a fear I suspect [01.02.08] actually we don’t want to put these stories out because actually it could negative implications afterwards, and during the period of the election as well. So actually we did produce  a statement on the behalf of the [01.02.31] in Essex, and we asked the politicians locally A) what their position was on Brexit, but B) what impact they anticipated on the programmes , the funding programmes out of Brexit, and we got responses from a minister, a fairly predictable response, but there were a number of other statements that came back saying actually I’ve got no idea but I’m voting Brexit. Now I donate that in the context of Brexit [01.03.08] context of a political narrative and I think that narrative in the end became quite toxic and therefore, people were prepared to get up and say well actually I’ve have got programmes here that are creating jobs and opportunities for local people, and they were silent during the period.

2:	Is that not [01.03.28] 

7:	It would be for the politicians.

1:	They would be for politicians, but not for the Lottery, and consequently the post Brexit period the Lottery [01.03.41] and then they were completely unclear about our programme, and okay it was 16 million pounds worth being invested in [?] but actually there was equally a series of programmes, and equally a series of national programmes, so that amounted to millions and actually they weren’t producing any statements about potential impacts on their programmes, not least cos they didn’t know at the time that obviously were protected, that’s fine, we understand that now, but at the time that wasn’t particularly clear and there was no debate or discussion about what was going to happen to those programmes.

7:	[01.04.27] is right, I think at the more macro level that this pocket of European [?] funding in that, so the government determined how to focus on local growth, local growth funding, and it was very clearly focused on sort of turbo-charging those areas of the country that had the most growth already, it would push those forward. Whereas  [01.05.08] and trying to raise every area of the country, but I don’t think that latter part is communicated in the same way as the government can [?] and the Prime Minister and whoever else to launch growth strategies and growth initiatives to say we’re focusing on Birmingham here and the Midlands engine and the Northern powerhouse and this, that and the other, these are the things where pushing and focusing, this is going to make Britain great again. Whereas the other wing of that if you like, as far as the government is concerned you’ve got that wing of it, but it’s the IDF that is operating whole areas of the country to try and bring all those up. That kind of narrative about this is what’s going here and this amount, this is where billions are focused, to anybody else it’s just lost because there’s nobody here to make that, you don’t get, it would be a really positive thing to have bureaucrats come over and say well this what we’re doing here, there and everywhere, it’s just silence so that just gets completely lost, so at an individual level it’s important to get things [01.06.22] the macro level there’s not strategic story being told about European policy.

2:	I think it would be interesting, you mentioned that point before about [?] and then the local NEP stood next to him saying and this is how we might give some money for it, straightaway that puts a, but I don’t think as you say, it became toxic early on, it was merely a campaign strategy which obviously didn’t work, and I think it was very hard then to try and be brave enough to step up and say actually we think the European funding is fantastic and [01.07.03]

AL:	At this point I might suggest we take a short comfort break.

AL:	People happy to continue with the...

2:	Yes please do.

AL:	Did people get a chance to fill in, we’d like to collect these in at the end. you don’t have to put in your name or your organisation on there, but it would be quite useful for us to compare these with the other focus group.

3:	Would you prefer [00.44]. 

AL:	So if we cast our minds back, and some of you weren’t there for the [01.06] if you agreed with these issues or [01.013] are still happening, or if you are aware of something where you know you did the best to tackle it, that’s where you can add some value. But if we cast our minds back to the implementation of some of these projects, these programmes and some of the questions might be tackled in different ways; you have a project, you’ve been granted the funding, it’s ongoing; do you recall any situations where there was any change or where you were asked to change what’s happening part way through.

3:	Well the fact you’ve got a project in the first place means you’ve been through an awful lot and it’s just not easy.

AL:	So were there changes that were asked before the project?

3:	Well do you mean there were a lot of interjections and we had to go and rework it, or do it again or something like that.  Well I haven’t had experience of, well I do yeah, we see them through the review cycle, so yeah there’s a, but that’s all prior to getting projects, but the bidding review process is exhaustive, and from a business perspective overly complex and it seems as though, and you can forgive me those of you who work for government, but the government doesn’t trust business people to spend money wisely therefore, there is a constant trying second-guess business people, so there are, and it’s public money and there’s a [03.16] duty [?] from a business perspective it seems like everybody knows better than you on how best to spend the money and in the end you think is it worth it, and I think there’s a lot of people fall out of the process simply because just looking at what they’ve got to go through for the benefits that you have probably put them off and therefore, the best bangs for your balance aren’t coming through [03.44]

5:	From listening to my colleagues speak who have worked on the 7 -13 and now work on the 14 20, I understand the bureaucratic burden you could say has increased, and that’s not only the burden that’s put on the businesses but also for those contract managers and the appraisals, I think it’s highly detailed, but that’s not because the government doesn’t trust businesses, but it is because when the auditors, particularly when the European auditors come along, there’s so many little loopholes that you can overlook that would mean the money would definitely clawed back so it’s risk management and protecting the programme that the government’s so careful about governance. But I agree it’s very, it is extremely long-winded and certainly I’m not on the business side but from what I do understand from our conversations is that it’s very hard to get new applicants to apply, and you have the same applicants coming again and again to big universities or local councils who have the resources to absorb those administration costs, and that’s a limitation

2:	It’s a bit of a dilemma, but the 7 - 13 programme there was two examples where that perhaps shaped my thinking a bit. One was I met the training provider who’s receiving funding, and the funding was structured in such a way that for every person they registered I think they got 50 quid, and for every person who completed the course they got a further 50 quid, but he was having trouble getting them through the course, so he found actually if I register lots of them that will do me. so he ended up just registering thousands of people and never actually giving them any training cos he still made money out of it. So that’s sort of creative accounting.	But that’s one of the issues with 7 - 13 that to some extent there was a naivety and some businesses, the bad ones, will come up with some very smart ways and intelligent ways of [06.00] rules and actually think about self-interest. The other example is that it gives rise to, not preventing abuse, but to a degree of sort of protection, is that one of the more significant business support agencies in Kent steps too far wide of the parameters of the eligible spending and as a result of which they were asked [ 06.25] that money back, which then put them into administration and they went back, because they were pushing the envelope in terms of what was and or isn’t [06.36].So I understand that with the, this is the second round now that there are tighter restrictions, not just obviously to curtail any abuse of the programme, but also to a degree a little bit of self protection, self interest for those organisations that aren’t bidding into it. Now the flipside of that is a dilemma because of course then you make it very appealing for regular businesses to apply, so you are stuck to some extent with these intermediaries who fill the space, who manage funding and then deliver it on the ground. I don’t know if there’s any great solution to that, but certainly there’s two anecdotes there really which to my mind mean that you can’t really avoid this bureaucracy but there are certainly things that could be done to improve it, but I think some of that regulation to audit has to be there.

4:	Well I sat quiet on the point but you’ve got to ask why all the bureaucracy, cos in future if we have a separate strand of regional funding to replace European funding presumably there won’t be the bureaucracy, so then you have to say why on earth is it happening, and it’s happening because they saying there’s seven layers of audit that a project might have to deal with. And one of the things perhaps when you have a European funding programme is that each new seven year period there’s case law which develops as the programme goes on. Now the only people who can really access this are the people in the programme delivery teams, or whatever it’s called for that particular programme period, and so anyone like me who’s in a role of an intermediary can never really give much of a definitive answer or advice to say 2 who’s putting together a project, because it’s very, very thin ice that you’re standing on. So in a way all I would say, I’m not a Brexiteer, it’s going to be better, providing we still get some money, to go out regionally post before Brexit because you won’t have this set of auditors coming after you. And although they only take a sample, they should only take a sample, of the projects, they go in with the intention of finding errors because that’s what their job is, you don’t send them in not to find errors, and you can always find errors. So if you put that together on that side with the fact that the case law’s being made up as the programme develops, you are on very, very sticky ground the whole time. So I find it very difficult to look a small organisation in the eye and say you should be going for this funding, it’s not made for a small organisation, it’s made for a much bigger resilient organisation that can actually take that risk and deal with the risk, which makes it difficult for me to sell the programmes actually.

7:	I think I definitely underscore what 4 has just said, absolutely. What I was going to say though is you can’t always pay your money, take your choice and become [10.03]The European programmes in terms of the amount of money that ensuring that there is a degree of certainty over the money being spent in the way that it was originally intended, it’s relatively watertight compared to the way domestic funding is issued. And certainly in the previous government there was an unconscious decision to reduce bureaucracy as much as possible and just to get grant out, and the level of assurance that the government and the taxpayer has, that that money was spent in the way it should have been spent, and the outputs and outcomes that it was designed for were achieved is questionable at best, whereas what you would be able to say with European, with the IEF, is that at some point you will be able to pull together metrics to work out the number of jobs created, businesses supported and things like based on the money that was there because you have this crazy level of auditing and there’s obviously a very negative side to that, which is terribly officious at times and you’re right, they do go out with the intent of finding things. But the flipside of that is that you spend money and you don’t know where it’s gone, well you’ve got a rough idea of where it’s gone, it goes out section to section [11.26] local authorities and then disperse that out and you’ve just got no streams to find out where it’s gone. And when you say which way, ideally we find a way between the way but you know.

4:	I think it’s very interesting because in LEPs now we have the regional growth funds and we have provided the assurance framework, and all the applications go through the assurance framework and prioritisation, and influence from ministers, which is good, and the European funding has been saved of politicising, which has been a marvellous thing that.

7:	Yeah, good thing.

4:	Which we will then lose when it is all part of the lump sum that may or may not come to LEPs, and so I couldn’t possibly comment on the difference between how say the regional growth balance is given out now compared to the national grants in the  7 – 13 programme, which I think you said are the ones that are slightly, were not so accountable, or do you mean the current ones?

7:	No, no, no what I meant is the domestic funding, I mean the domestic growth funding streams let’s say...

4:	Today.

7:	That have existed over certainly, I’m sorry it’s politicised, I’m not trying to politicise but it was a conscious decision when the [13.02] government came in that the amount of monitoring and analysis and data being collected, in relation to grants that was given out, would be scaled back to the point of, well as much as possible, and that related to UK funding, European funding was subject to the same rigours of auditing and monitoring, the reporting process was always there, but the domestic stuff was cut right back, there was a direct conscious decisions made by minister that economic data analysis wouldn’t be collected, huge across the board, not just on growth funding, this was [13.48] spending in local government on housing or planning, was just cut right back. So as a consequence if you wanted to ascertain whether this pot of money that was four years worth of spending in this area achieved what you wanted it to achieve, you’ve got no way of doing that because there’s nothing collected to do it. Whereas with European funding you do have that to a much greater extent, and you have much greater certainty that the organisations that received it have used it in the way that they should have done, albeit obviously your example earlier, and they’re always trying to tighten that, then I guess that’s why they go in with such an aggressive attitude sometimes, and that isn’t always at all a good thing. So there’s a good side to it and bad side to  it, but I definitely echo what 4 said, that one of the benefits of the European funding is that A) is the length of time that you get it for, the five, six year [14.52] block, and largely, apart from [14.58] some ministerial influences as to the direction of that, once that’s been decided and the OP’s been established, pretty much left you know politically [15.12] is just left alone, apart from the uber-macro level Brexit European, whether we should be in the EU or things like that, in terms of the actual structure of the finance ministers, it’s this director or the European director that stands out [15.31] politicised, the amount of face time with ministers we get is much lower compared to working in housing or planning or local government and they just don’t have the input in how to influence it so they’re not as interested in it across the programme, and from an official perspective a much better way of operating than in other spheres where you can just [15.53] we’re going to go in this direction, we’re going to do that, or a party conference announcement could just completely come out of the blue, which just doesn’t happen in the European funding.

3:	We talk about implementation, so from an operational  level they seem to have the balance compared from last programme to this programme sort of a bit of an imbalance with the need to prove outwards, evidence the impact that it has, and this is the same story across business support programmes as a whole, that does one-to-one business support work, does it align better. The only way to actually tell whether or not the business support programmes are successful is to maintain contact with the recipient for a period of time. Now 7 – 13 is very much in, you’ve got what you wanted and then you’re out and then consequently there was a huge need to try and audit to try and follow up, it was really, really onerous on a delivery pilot to actually find out, I gave you a grant a year and a half ago, how did that go, what do you mean you moved, so you just had no idea, so it’s really hard to try and collect that data. Now there is, I think we were saying about the risk element that I think that any organisation bids in, if they’ve got experience and they’re smart they will build a fairly sizeable administrative recourse to maintain that engagement with client base, to go after them and stay in touch with them so that three or four years down the road they can ask how many jobs they created, they’re still engaged. Now that administrative burden is a lot of pressure on a delivery partner and I’m not sure that’s always recognised in terms of the percentage to match funding [17.44] cost that you have to build into it. However, the plus side to having that administrative resource, going into it with that mindset, understanding the need to stay in touch with these people throughout the life of the programme and beyond, should negate in theory the amount of auditing that needs to take place cos you’ve got a better audit trail, whereas regional funding would leave the delivery partner [18.11] and then trying to get in contact and beyond [?] really, really hard. If you’ve built in the resource and that’s recognised within the programme that that resource is an essential element of maintaining or providing evidence later on as to the impacts and effectiveness of the programme, then that will make life a lot easier, but consequently [18.32] on the audit side as well.	

3:	I sort of agree, and I totally disagree. The reason I totally disagree, as I said I agree on the need of a process that [18.46] The thing I totally disagree on is you’ve got a pot of money up here and what you really want to be doing is applying all of it to the growth of the region, but what happens is that there is what we call the ‘parasitic effect’ all the way through that’s hived off by the authority to start with, loss of time and money for the people who bid and were unsuccessful at £1,000 a day and nobody calculates that, and then there was the intermediary, just like you pointed out 2 that’s sat in there because no individual small company can afford to take the risks, so you’ve got to stick somebody in there and have project managers and their administrators and their legal bods and their overheads, and then there might even be a bit in-between where it’s broken down on a regional basis so there’s now a regional distributor and then you’ve got all the people piling in and doing all the audits and stuff. So actually the little bit that sort of drops out the end, which is actually really going to make a difference, has all been, not all, but it’s been [19.50] away, if there is a such a word or term, and that to me is the most fundamental problem, that there’s lots of people making a lot of money out this, but it’s not effectively going into the regional things that you want the region to get, jobs and growth.

5:	It’s interesting to hear 3 that description but I used to work in [20.15] in anti-corruption and like what you’ve just said is exactly the kind of process that you would say if you don’t have kind of bureaucratic compliance measures, that’s exactly what happens to the public funds where it gets hived off and there’s actually very little at the end for whatever project or infrastructure or whatever it’s going to go towards, so it seems like if you don’t have these bureaucratic compliance procedures in place then you still end up with that, so whereas the...

3:	You either enter into business on the basis that most people are good and there’s the odd exception, or you enter that everybody’s bad and there’s the odd good guy. Now my experience is that most people in business are good guys and there’s the exception, so by applying rules which are to catch the bad guy, you’re disadvantaging all the good guys who just want to use that money to best effect, they’re not in business to try and embezzle the government or do dastardly stuff with the money, they want to use it to best effect for their own businesses. And I absolutely understand why that from political perspective it’s imperative, you just need one bad guy to come up on the press and then everybody else is disadvantaged. But what it’s doing is it’s applying those same rules and regulations, constrictions and costs, and parasitic effects to all the people who could do this job a hell of a lot better, and from a small business perspective that would suit me down to the ground, my company could use, we know how best to use it, we don’t want to see it all sort of taken away and doing other stuff which actually isn’t part of the value added for what we’re trying to achieve. But yeah there are bad guys around and you need some sort of balance.

5:	And also maybe you’ve got extreme regulation and compliance measures isn’t necessarily the best approach but it is the dominant thinking within accountability

7:	I was going to disagree, I don’t think, I think the funding that is allocated for businesses, for organisations in the UK I don’t think much is hived off, I think there is a cottage industry around it, but I don’t think the money, unlike, we have talked anecdotally at the commission and other member states there is that [22.51]where there’s more of cultural of people taking money out, but that’s not the case in the UK to any extent I would say, yes there’s a cottage industry around auditing and so forth that exists, but the money that’s actually allocated to businesses pretty much, apart from the TA that gets taken out, which is quite a small administrative amount, not unreasonably one would argue, most of it does go down to the businesses in question, and I do wonder whether some of the more onerous auditing requirements are addressed across continents in order to try and get a grip on some of those things that happen so we do make mistakes, rather in the UK where you probably you ‘re right, most businesses in the UK wouldn’t be looking to take bribes or bungs or this that and the other, so it is about is it fair they’re subject to those rules and requirements in the same way that other member states perhaps juts, I’m probably being very unfair to say that, but this is something that one does hear in the commission and it’s something that’s part of, culturally a different thing, but I do think the UK are generally quite good as far as that’s concerned. What I was going to say beforehand was about maybe some of the history to this is that during the 7 – 13 programme there was quite a shift from the government’s perspective in England [24.24] who are delivering the programme for the English regions and then [?] the management of the programme and the responsibility for the programme was translated to DC4 as a whole, and obviously when the government takes that on, although we were managing the authority in the first place, ultimately responsible any way without that kind of tier there that were accepting liability for aspects of the project, everything then flips back to the department and treasury in terms of picking up any liability. So there was A) a greater responsibility when a minister sees some advice that says we’re taking this back on in full and it’s a 3.2 billion Euro programme, that’s a lot to underwrite in total, you can envisage the headline, so you can see why a requirement to have very thorough checks and auditing would be in place as a consequence of that. And then as part of the programme, 8 will certainly know about it, there’s two or three interruptions that the commission had put in place on and English programme because of failing in the way the management systems were audited. So as a consequence of that we were obliged, well we had to implement a greater level of auditing that checks would be much more thoroughly carried out as a consequence, which came about at the same time that the liabilities from the 2000 / 2006 programme came along, so it was almost a sort of, won’t say a perfect storm, but there was this huge amount of, I think it was like 200 and something million pound liability left over  to the UK taxpayer as a consequence of the way that the government offices had run the 2000 - 2006 programme. At the time the department was taking on liability for the  7- 13 programme and interrupted by the commission for inefficient or insufficient audit practices, that led the processes that we had to be very upfront and very onerous and very burdensome to ensure that by the time anyone got any money that what was in place presented as a limited risk to the UK taxpayer as possible. So there’s lots of things going on as to reasons why decisions were made; the reason we now have the very upfront top-heavy approval and appraisal process that goes on the 14 – 20 programme, a lot of that is historic because the government department felt it did, and was close to having its fingers very badly burnt through not having that in place before.

2:	There’s two points; one is I feel as if we are fairly audited, because actually we are fantastic in our own bureaucracy and you say you look around the others, the twenty  eight member states, and can they not approach it rather like a regulatory affair even in the UK where you need [27.53] I guess that’s probably too much to ask, but that’s what it seems like to me, I guess there’s a message in there somewhere. The other side of is really about, it goes back to 4’s point of view, it’s about the clarity of what is and what isn’t eligible, and I think what would help is when you’re putting in some of the bids, trying minimising risk there with more clarity around, and given what you’ve been through, I would have thought there should be more clarity of yes that’s a definite, that’s a, it’s the certainty which  I was looking for before I invest, and I don’t know whether that is the case, whether we just haven’t seen any of that, and I’m looking round the room  looking for moral support on that point.

1:	Just two points; I wouldn’t question any of the learning in the room about the audit process, but there’s also something similar in terms of [29.03] opportunities and the different dynamics in relation to that, I mean the fact that that’s [?] trained to actually manage that process and consequently the application process has therefore, been a lot simpler, and actually it’s enabled most organisations to actually engage, so actually that’s been quite a valuable process, and the lottery are actually contributing to that element of that audit process and they are paying [29.33] act in an advisory role so actually that’s protected that sum of money for the beneficiaries, so maybe in terms of thinking about the different models within the current system that seem to work very well. The other end is about the audit processes; I worked on different programmes including the [30.02] programme, which is a youth programme that works particularly for 18 -24 year olds as an employability programme, and that’s interesting because I sit on a partnership board so if there’s any failings I share culpability and responsibility for that, but in terms of that process it’s much more light touch in terms of the evaluation, again actually I’m not sure that’s necessarily in that context a good thing because the, I mean there is emollition programme, which [30.40] Sheffield Hallam, a large amount of money has gone into that, and that’s a lottery funded programme, but it’s not quite clear in terms of what relationship there is in those programmes between the inputs and the outputs, and I think actually if you have much more of a robust audit in the system that will be quite clear and I’d have certainly a better understanding about what policy pr interventions work more effectively in which cases with different cohorts, so there is a value in terms of those auditing processes really, but part of it is actually what’s driving the outputs in this case. what’s actually made a difference in terms of that spend, and if your audit process is driving that then that’s got to be a good thing.

4:	I think the business about big lottery and their investment in this funding period is really interesting because it has enabled an innovative approach and they take the risk, so they don’t want voluntary sector organisations to be subject to the vagaries of the levels of audit, and it’s difficult to imagine an organisation taking that same lead to support SMEs but wouldn’t it be great if we could. The other point is, I know that post-truth era that we’re in, but the  arrogance that we think that we’re more honest in this country than the other twenty seven member states beggars disbelief quite honestly, I’m speechless at the idea that we think we’re much more honest here because in my experience it’s just not true, and so to say that you could have an exception for the UK is just totally unfounded.

2:	Point taken.

AL:	So lots and lots about the auditing, the details, information that’s been provided; any other factors that inhibit the delivery of the [32.58] policy, or actually some of these factors seem to stop [?] being put forward.

3:	Well one of the things we’re being asked to do just recently is to not just look at the strategic fears, which is always the business’ role, it’s now looking at value for money [33.20] and in the end what we’re looking for is for implementation of these projects once approved, to deliver what they said they would. And I think it’s really important that part of the project really clearly says what is being delivered and that the organisations are being held accountable for that, so that as time goes on it doesn’t get watered down, that it gets forgotten or changed, but that you deliver jobs in the region, that’s the key delivery, to be held accountable for delivery on the jobs, and understand what the consequences are if fail to do that. And I don’t think I see, no probably see is not the word, I don’t feel enough priority has been placed in the past on really ensuring that value for the money equation is well recognised and so can be delivered a s part of that implementation.

AL:	Can anyone add to that?

1:	I think the question is about barriers isn’t it and the engagement? As I said I think the [34.42] is particularly important in [?]

4:	Yeah the SFA one.

1:	So some of these contracts are big and therefore, they are actually in terms of the potential range of [35.11] and providers actually you’ve got a very limited market there, so that’s one thing. And when we were wrestling with the BBO, we did think about it initially in terms of. [35.25] bidding and proposal, and that was very much changed during the consultation period with the sector and the result is that we split the funding north and south. So the [?] I think is important, and potentially the size of the contracts, and that does I think inhibit the potential market and the competition of those bids, because actually realistically they’re aren’t huge amounts of potential [?] for some of these bids and contracts of that scale.

4:	So in direct response to that; I think it’s a shame they had to be divided north and south because we were trying to not create a new regional area, a region, but we were trying not to go for county boundaries because of the old politics and the small [36.25] attached to that, and I think the opportunity with this funding was to do something new and innovative, so not falling into old assumptions, so that was a good thing. In a way I think this worked because although often with the European Social Fund projects, and also with the RDF projects, because they are on such a scale they are programmes of funding in themselves and they need programmes of 10 million, 80 million, but they have then perhaps had to find partners lead that so with the RDF and different universities, or different growth hubs , or different training providers, so I think in a way it found its own level after that. But it was very off-putting to start with, and that’s one of the reasons why we can’t demonstrate much value for money at the moment because we’re only really at the first stage of the main implementation phase. So what I’m hoping to do now is actually come up with some positive news stories and we haven’t got much in the way of spend or outputs or anything to talk about really, I think there might be some for the next committee.

5:	Is this a claim that you’ve paid?

4:	Yes.

5:	Got that free.

4:	Free;  so that’s the point, it’s hard to demonstrate back to the [37.45] committee members that actually the money’s going out and we’re more than half committed on most it, and this is what you can see that you’re getting for your money, it’s a very long process.

2:	One thing that is always a problem for businesses is the match

3:	Right

2:	It’s a lot of money, it’s got lots of money you’ve got to have, and that’s  going to [38.13] straightway which is why DWP they better placed to do the with their reserves which could contribute if we’re looking to bid for a [?] you’ve got to make sure you’ve got a fairly sizable chunk of cash available. Given that if you’re looking to implement a programme of activity, what would you say about the audit and the follow-up  [?] quite a lot of resource into that as well. So it makes for a very expensive business. Who decides it’s 50%?

7:	Well it’s broken down depending on the type of area it is, the commission determines based on the GDA of the regional, so in 7 - 13 competitiveness or transition or convergence, which is now...

4:	More developed.

7:	More developed, less developed and...

6:	Transitional.

7:	Yeah   so that’s based on European-wide the region’s GDF measured across the European lead itself and obviously most of the, well most of England pays [39.43] France and Germany and places like that, whereas [?] so convergence funding is only [?] in Cornwall and the Isle of Scilly for 7 – 13 and Merseyside and South Yorkshire were transitional [?] so 50% of the competitiveness whereas for convergence I think is was 80%.

5:	Yeah still quite similar, I think that in Cornwall now it’s like they can have 75%.

7:	Yeah, so it’s reduced the amount of money [?] in the less economic areas.     

3:	So it’s linked into post-Brexit, so it should be on offer fully grant funding from the government, if you think about the overheads associated with trying to, well the risk associated with match because as a business you’ve got to [41.00] so you’ve got to find the hours, you’ve got to find the cash-flow,     and that in itself is one of these parasitic type events that I was talking about, doesn’t actually help deliver the outcome. The most effective way is the full grant and then you can apply it and apply so therefore, one suspects you will get more of a benefit out of that money than you would. I’m thinking if the project’s 10 million, so if it’s a grant you get 5 million, but a lot of that is soaked up in staff, because the administrative staff, and if you give a grant for 10 million then all of that immediately goes straight into what you’re trying to achieve, I think just the efficiency level is higher the higher the grant is.

7:	I think it’s higher but I don’t think the government is in a place where it’s just going to be giving grants out, certainly stopped doing that, most of the money it gives out come with strings attached to it in some kind of revolving fund and return. The argument is that if an investment is 50%     government money and the rest is match funded, and you’ve had to provide half of the match funding you’ll perhaps going to have a greater

2:	[42.28]

7:	You’re very interested in making sure that money is well spent, they’re like my children, if you want something then you pay for it and you’ll value it that much more. Whether that’s true or not I don’t know, you’re right, there’s plusses and minuses but certainly....

3:	You only get to people who can afford it then, there’s a dilution isn’t there if of the effect of this.

7:	...the government won’t deregulate it and it’s very unlikely to entertain what’s there now by just converting the IDF grants into to just [42.57] grants, that just isn’t going to happen.

AL:	Has anyone got anything else to add to that implementation side? We’ll move on to assessing it; how did it go, was it a success, anything particular in the issues it was attempting to address, [43.23] activity, was the [?] policy successful in this area in your opinion?

4:	Specifically in the 7 - 13 programme?

AL:	We’ll take that forward in a moment.

4:	Broadly speaking.

7:	One of things from [43.47] perspectives is that there is supposed to be a post-programme evaluation the commission carried out to look at the effect, but I think it’s a generally hard job disaggregating what specifically the EU funding bring to an area contributed to versus all the others things that happen there naturally. So it would be interesting to see what that analysis reveals if it’s done. Similarly I think that this piece of work that we probably need to do as a department needs looking at but I don’t think that work has been done, so any kind of observation that we make will be based just on gut feeling rather than anything specific. And I think the complicating thing about the whole aspect of this is that in the middle of the programme period you had a massive recession, so across the one programme that opted not to revise its targets for what they were trying to do in the first place, so that was skewed, perhaps you could say EU funding helped prevent a more [45.02]   without the data and the analysis

3:	Looking again at  the [?] country-level, there’s got to be some clever econometricitions who can, people who practice econometrics, who are economic statisticians. The fact is there’s a lot of money going out across the whole of the country so there are actually quite a good sample of projects that have gone ahead over the period of 2007 and 2017, so applying those statistical techniques ought to be able to tell us if there is a correlation between grant funding and a measure; simplest one would be your GDP for the region, so if your sample was big enough you could strip away all those other effects, underlying effects, which effected all the regions, and therefore, pinpoint whether there is a correlation between that funding and the outcome with those other things [46.26] And I would have thought  that clever people like me would be doing that sort of stuff; so somebody would have said yeah we do that, we’ve proven statistically that [46.41]  has gone up 5% as a result of this whatever the percentage is,  and as soon as you’ve got that figure you’re in the position to say yeah it’s good value for money, having not done this they would have been 5% less, and in GDP terms that’s worth umpteen billion pounds to the economy.

5:	That would be an impactual thing [47.01]  

4:	It’s hard to talk about perception without airing grievances . So we had the old regional divisions at that time, and I think it’s fair, it’s not that fair to say but, the opinion in Greater Essex would be that it was very Cambridge / Norwich orientated programme, the ERDF, and you can understand why because it was about renewable economic growth, but it was low carbon impact, and that’s where the thinking was. We still have some good projects, like the low carbon and the logistics project and  the one in Slough, so there were some good ones. But the overriding impression is that it was the Norwich / Cambridge axis that benefited from it. Then with the ESF we didn’t have that much local influence over what happened where, which we’ve had at least nominally this time, and actually factually in some areas. The one that I mentioned earlier about the Essex Apprenticeship Project where we could work with [48.41] partners, that was very successful and it was pace-setter, so a mixture I’d say.

2:	in answer to the question how did it go, did it work, I wouldn’t know, I really wouldn’t have a clue, and I think therein lies one problem. And I also know from my support engagement that there is this lack of evidence of what works and what doesn’t work because there’s changing landscape, there’s a recession halfway through so how’s that going to distort the figures and all the rest of it, the ability to follow up the recipients to get any data back from them, that’s been a huge challenge. So I wouldn’t know where to start to find out whether these things were successful or not, but it would certainly be useful.

4:	And you would have been in a different programme area anyway.

2:	Yes.

4:	Cos you’ve been in the South East   

2:	But I know there’s been a number of different things that come through; there’s a randomised control which is, well I don’t know whether the results are out on that. But again there seems to be a lack of information  in voluntary core of certainly what works, certainly in terms of business support opportunity, obviously that’s one element to this funding, but that feedback to help inform the decisions is the old anecdotal stuff would be helpful.   

1:	It’s the communication of success.

3:	What about your perception in terms of the balance between a certain area of Essex and in Kent and in Sussex for instance,  do you feel it’s been fairly equable? I know we’ve only got a small sample at the moment but it’s a long way to.

2:	In the current programme?


3:	I’ll tell you what I feel afterwards.

2:	I would think that my perception is that [50.51] that Kent has been particularly nimble footed, so it was getting in there [?] just seem to be more tuned into seizing the opportunities.

3:	Thanks for that cos that’s exactly the point I was going to get round to but you highlighted that you can apply an imbalance simply by being very proactive, and that might not necessarily be the right balance for the right outcomes. And you’re doing them for the right reasons and somehow again I think that distorts the benefits coming out of it. East Sussex particularly has been slow on the uptake and whenever I’ve been to our steering meetings it’s sad how few that are coming through, and I’m trying to get to the bottom of why that is, is it because there aren’t enough businesses there, or is it because....

2:	You haven’t got me


3:	And Essex boys as well, they’re on top of it as well so.

7:	That’s probably replicated though across the regional programmes in the 7 – 13, if you’re based in the North West and you were in Cumbria, then you’d probably feel the disparity between Cumbria and Greater Manchester or Merseyside is probably even greater than between Sussex and Kent. And similarly I was originally from the South West and although Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly had their own programme, there was a huge resentment in Devon and more Eastern part of that region that Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly sucked up so much of the focus. I’m sure the West Midlands and Birmingham could say the same things about, you could say the same things about Birmingham and so forth. So it’s perhaps how those smaller areas, which after all is the point of this to have smaller areas, kind of not disadvantaged compared to big fish. But I think probably for the terms of the evaluation it does feel a bit odd that [53.14] is talked about as something the commission does, and we’re now four years after, so 2017 now, closure is happening, I presume at some point in the next 18 months, two years, they’ll carry out some kind of evaluation of the 7 -13 programme, will that be in time to influence the 20, well not the current one cos that’s going to be, by the time they evaluation, so they’re almost like two behind where they should be, you need to be evaluating it as it goes along to inform the next one, rather than they’re going to be relying on the evaluations of the 7 13 programme in the 2026 programme, which will obviously be relevant for England, cos so much has changed between 7 – 13 and...

6:	[54.09] 14 -20 programme because 1% of all projects, each project has to spend 1% of their money on a summative assessment of how successful and good it has been, and that is the same for the department with their technical assistance, we have to spend 1% of ours on summative assessment, and that I believe, we were talking about it earlier, has already started, so that should be available    at the end of the programme because any project that’s already coming to an end [54.40] will have to do that, so that will be available soon.

3:	Just reminded me of one or two of these projects that I’m kind of in sight of; our bid for the national projects which we kind of tagged on the end, sometimes deliberately, sometimes just forgot. And I worry about these because you get big intermediary companies who have taken these contracts, they’re clearly officious-centric, I know they’re not but just for example, but they’re purporting to cover the whole of the South East, and somehow they’re getting credence for that, but when you actually drill down they’re concentrating for business reasons on a few key areas where you can make the most money in the end, but they want to get as much coverage as possible to improve their bid it seems. So often I’ve think in part of the implementation there was a gap between consulting with all the people whom they’re purporting to have supporting them in terms of that bid, so for the purpose of the bid it might have East Sussex and Kent, but when you actually drill down and say has anybody ever come to talk to us, no is usually the answer because, and the bigger the programme and the further ways its centre is, the more likely that is to happen and that implementation worries me because I feel that the very regions that probably need the investment are getting short shrift because there’s a concentration where the big opportunity is and that’s not necessary...

1:	Do you think that’s a consequence of the weakness of evaluation, and the evaluation practice to review the bids, or is that a function of perhaps any set committee itself to actually intervene and actually sort of ensure aegis.

3:	Well we’re not slow in pointing this sort of thing out are we?

1:	But actually if that’s [56.59] and if we can say actually we’ve got only X amount of bids that have come in from Essex, only X amount of bids that are come in from East Sussex, actually we’re part way through it the process, what mechanisms can we put in place to address some of those shortcomings, the question is who’s responsible for that, is that our responsibility as a committee, or alternatively is it the function of the managing agents when they’re looking at evaluations.

3:	It’s unfair to look at this as a regional specific issue, what I’m trying to think of is from a cohesion perspective is there a dysfunction throughout the country where there is a centre somewhere which is concentrating on Manchester, and then actually in order to put an effective bid in it’s we prop it up with this and this and this and this, but when it comes down to it it’s Manchester and therefore, it was never really going to deliver something in those other areas, and I’ve just seen lots of these examples of these big centralised bids coming through and feel a little uneasy that they’re not going to get the benefit, whereas [58.20]    .

5:	It’s a valid point, cos if there are some decentralised projects where also there is a growth development team, a local one we don’t necessarily have a lot of contact with them either and they’re managed somewhere in the Midlands or in the North, and the trickle down information and  accountability from a local perspective can be quite challenging.

7:	I think, I might be wrong about this, but that might be less of an issue now  than it was with the 7 – 13 programme, because each LEP has its own targets if you like to meet levels of spending outputs within each of the priority axis, so each LEP should fulfil those ultimately, whereas previously too if you think about the [59.13] it was about the North West region [?] targets in the North West, so actually if you were running that programme it might be of interest to Manchester or Liverpool to apply for all the projects and spend them and it almost didn’t matter about Cumbria, whereas now we have to worry about every area of the country cos each LEP has to be involved, but I guess with    that I know for example Cumbria hasn’t made any application at all into this programme, and perhaps the reason for that is the legacy of the 7 -13 programme, they don’t have the experience or the knowhow to do that because the big boys always do it for them, or do it without them.

2:	Again the perception being the structure was different  in these two sub-committees, it wasn’t the same last time with the 7 – 13 and there is more of a risk now that the national bidders to try and tailor their product if you like, or their bid to that localised [01.00.20] Equally I think there’s been more adaptability [?] I’d agree it’s probably better this time round than it was with 7 – 13 because it was just [?] The challenge of course still is that you have to be a certain size of organisation to [?] by doing it [?] there’s probably more flexibility in localisation than perhaps there was before.

AL:	Well that’s nicely brought us round to the present day, I think it’s a very nice time to wrap up the focus group as well. If you’ve got any burning things, you’ve been sitting on a statement you really wanted to say, we can ask if you could email GT in the next week, anything we’ve discussed here or if you’ve had a look at the more detailed questions which we didn’t actually read out, we luckily have tackled the majority of them, if there’s something else you’d like to say please let us know and we’ll include it in the write-up. We’re also going to let you see a copy of the write-up of this report and let you know when the rest of these are available. Thank you very much for your time and you contributions, thank you very much, it’s extremely useful.
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