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Executive Summary

This research discusses how mainstreaming of CCTs has worked in the 2000-6 North West European funding streams including European Social Fund (ESF), European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). The findings will help plan the new Competitiveness Programme in the North West. 

The report  considers the changed context and policy background, and the 

implications of this.  All three CCTs are considered separately, looking at 

their implementation and impact to date, and  provides an overview of the 

potential role of CCTs in the new generation of funding.  

The policy context has refocused around regional growth, and the structural funds will be more effectively aligned with domestic funding in future.  The structural funds need to add value to the domestic funding, and will be administered by regional authorities.

European, UK national and regional policy continues to promote sustainable development and equality as both vertical and horizontal principles.  Progress on these two policy areas has been slow, and progress reviews suggest that they have been overridden as policy areas in the drive for economic growth.   

The CCTs need to be thoroughly reviewed in the light of contextual changes and the new standards in legal and regional policy priorities.  Horizontal themes are needed to ensure that all strategies, plans and projects make appropriate contributions to these two important areas, and this means implications for the Secretariat (s) which need to be exemplars of horizontal mainstreaming.  This emphasises the need to retain the CCTs for the two areas of sustainable development and equality/diversity, whilst ICT has been overtaken by the rapid and commercially driven advance of new technologies.
The remaining CCTs need to be much more clearly defined to enable the programme to operate effectively and evenly across the region.  
This report suggests that sustainable development has the more wide ranging agenda, is already used as a key assessment area within the Regional Development Agency project appraisal process and that this could sensibly be the focus of one CCT, to ensure that a holistic approach to sustainability issues is taken
. 
The programme as a whole is focussed on social exclusion and raising the quality of life in deprived areas within the region, so the focus of the equality/diversity CCT should remain in the areas named in the UK equality law - gender, ethnicity, disability, age discrimination and sexual orientation.

The CCT system has led to a widespread recognition of the importance of sustainable development, and equality issues within European funded projects.  The mainstreaming project is never complete, and is an ongoing process. More active mainstreaming, through fuller integration into the main programme is required.
The CCTs within the 2000-6 programme have been important in raising the profile of the themes amongst applicant communities.  Administrative problems have marred the way in which the CCT system has operated, but these can be overcome in the next programme through implementation of the recommendations in this report.  Action plans, co-financing agencies and projects have expressed an expectation that they should achieve a level of good practice in the CCT areas over and above that of mainstream projects.  Systematic integration of CCTs into the appraisals, monitoring systems, and the evaluation of the programme is essential.  

There have been important contributions made by CCT managers and the PMC champions. However, the 2000-6 programme of CCTs can be typified as a 'system within a system', and the report concludes that whilst CCTs remain an important mechanism for attention to key policy areas, the mechanism for their implementation requires reform.  

Individuals with a good working knowledge of the individual CCTs will be required at the outset of the new programme to ensure that the required expertise is disseminated throughout the programme and its staff. Projects should be 'designed in' the CCTs, and this must be the responsibility of the Secretariat as a whole. Dissemination of knowledge and skills on CCTs to the whole Secretariat (s) and indeed across the Region is imperative in achieving this. Mainstreaming tools such as sustainability/ equality audits of the programme and the projects will support this process. 

The research highlights concerns amongst regional staff that sustainable development and equality/diversity lack mechanisms to track their impact. They have social rather than immediate economic progress as their aim, tough the CCTs can contribute to the drive to create jobs. Making a clear business case for the CCTs will enable projects to ‘buy-in’ to the CCT principles.  

All Partnerships and those developing projects will need to think through how they will implement the CCTs as opposed to simply 'writing in' CCTs in at the application stage.  Gateway questions and MQTs can support a more fully CCT compliant system, and are similar to systems of contract compliance in implementation of social responsibility clauses within public sector contracting.  This area of work is growing in importance and it is recommended that this system is continued to ensure the CCTs are recognised as central to new programme contracts.  
Less 'front loading' of CCTs in policy documentation but longer-term attention in the measurement of impact is required. Targets should be aligned with other major target driven systems such as EDIMs, PSAs and Tasking Outputs. 

Various tools developed within this current Programme for CCTs remain useful, and can, and should, be adapted for the new programme.
A summary of our recommendations follows:
· Horizontal themes need to be 'designed into' the programmes to ensure mainstreaming takes place. Strategies and Programmes need to be equality/sustainability 'proofed'.  Individual elements need to be similarly reviewed to ensure that they fully integrate  CCTs.

· Documentation on the CCTs should be simple and brief, with a greater use of signposting to the variety of good materials available already on the CCTs.

· The greater use of electronic toolkits would be helpful rather than additional paper based materials which simply add to the information overload. 

· Programme level targets need to be carefully approached, and brought in line with other national targets (ESF) and regional (RES) tasking frameworks. Separate targets for the CCTs should be avoided.  

· Targets need to be part of a process of tracking outcomes and impacts, rather than a very basic monitoring process. 

· The two remaining CCTs need to be clearly focussed on sustainability and equality/diversity.  

· Actions to address the digital divide should be included in the equality/diversity CCT. The role of the Digital Development Agency needs to be considered as a support for projects to reach a high standard in ICT.
· Expertise in the CCTs are required, but it will be the 'host' agency's capacity to deliver which determines whether they need to recruit additional support regarding the CCTs. They must be co-located within the main Secretariat(s).

· The upskilling of all Secretariat staff in implementation of horizontal themes will ensure that there will support mainstreaming, and should overcome the problem of ‘experts’ moving on and leaving a gap in support.

· The ways of working on the CCTs need review to ensure that all those working on Programmes and projects can receive meaningful input on the CCTs. Given the likelihood of reduced levels of TA, efficient mechanisms to reach all projects with CCT ‘messages’ need to be utilised.  Newsletter, seminars and toolkits can be used, as in the 2000-6 programme. 

· The CCT champions system for the Governance Structure should continue, but their role should be one of ensuring that the agenda is not lost at strategic level,  and of  safeguarding the integration of CCTs into the strategy and programme elements, rather than being seen as a 'lobby group'. 

· Both ESF and ERDF need to consider how to more effectively track against commitments made at application stage.

· The application stage needs to be a negotiated process which enables applicants to make realistic and helpful commitments to integration of the CCTs into their projects. 

· CCT commitments should be commensurate with their ability to move the equality/ sustainability agenda on, and their capacity to deliver results in the CCT areas.  Therefore, they should be delivering CCTs in a way that exemplifies good practice for them, relative to their sector, past practice etc. 

· Opportunities for joint appraisal systems for EU and RDA applications should be exploited for ERDF, especially given that Single Programme appraisal and monitoring systems are already well developed. 

· Materials used to ensure CCTs were mainstreamed should be collated and adapted for the new programme, including the CCT toolkits. 

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Overview of the research
ECOTEC research and Consulting was commissioned in February 2006 to review how well the mainstreaming of cross-cutting themes CCTs had worked in the 2000-6 North West European funding streams including European Social Fund (ESF), European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). 

The research tools and details of the focus groups can be found in the annexes. 

The report is structured in the following way:

· the first chapter is  an introduction to the research, its objectives, the research methods,  and some of the research issues we have encountered;

· the second chapter is a retrospective, and looks at the role and implementation of the CCTs 2000-6;

· the third chapter covers the  policy background;

· the next three chapters cover the three CCT areas individually, looking at their implementation and impact, as well the issues for each CCT in the new programme;

· the penultimate chapter is forward looking and gives an overview of the role of CCTs in the new generation of funding;

· the final chapter summarises the recommendations. 

1.2 Study objectives

The focus of this research is on the CCTs within the Structural Funds in the North West.  The CCTs are:

· Equal opportunities (and social inclusion Objective 1 only);
· Information and communication technologies (or the information society for Objective 1);
· Environmental sustainability (Objective 1) and sustainable development (Objective 2/3).
The study is being carried out on behalf of key regional partners: the Government Office for the North West (GONW), the North West Development Agency (NWDA) and the North West Regional Assembly (NWRA), and has been managed on behalf of the Partners by GONW. The three agencies are the key players in developing policy, targets and commissioning guidelines for distributing the structural funds and tracking project progress. It is likely that the NWDA  will take on a leading role in the future management and delivery of European Funding. 

The review was asked to highlight:

· Where successes have been achieved in mainstreaming the CCTs within the structural funds, especially in achieving cultural change.

· Where there is more work to do to ensure the mainstreaming of the CCTs, in the context of current and future policy drivers.

· How successes can be maintained and built upon within a new programming period, by new distributing bodies. 
The review was asked to consider:

· The changing context of the implementation of the CCTs within the structural funds including a review of the current and proposed legislative, policy and implementation framework for each;  

· The mechanisms used to embed the CCTs in the activities of the three agencies and their efficacy in embedding the cross-cutting themes within policy and practice;

· The extent to which the CCTs have made an impact on policy and practice within the structural funds and in the NW region more widely – considering both short term (programme specific) and longer term changes;

· Good practice in mainstreaming the cross-cutting themes in policy  and practice in the structural funds and recommendations as to how this can be built upon and developed further within the new funding structures and implementation mechanisms; and 

· The extent to which the CCTs can be developed further to achieve more regional impact within the new funding mechanisms.
A key focus of the research has been on the lessons learned regarding CCTs and the implications for the next generation of funding.  The report is forward looking, it is not a definitive document and will inform the programming work in the region, to ensure that good practice is built upon and that past problems are not repeated. 

1.3 Research methods

The work was phased in three parts:

· a desk based review of the materials used in the programmes and the policy and legislative changes during the lifetime of the programme; 

· interviews with key officers and Project Management Committee members working on the CCT systems, from all the key agencies (GONW, NWDA, NWRA); 

· three focus groups with action plan managers, co-financing organisations and projects.  

1.4 Research issues 

From the outset, there were a number of issues that required additional scrutiny.  These are dealt with below, and form the parameters and assumptions for the rest of the report and the conclusions we reach. 
1.4.1 Which CCTs to include

The National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) includes two CCTs.  We accept that these two CCTs are a given in the new programme, despite the fact that some interviewees, and the region’s response to the NSRF, suggest that ICT may merit continuation as a CCT. Conversely, some interviewees for this research suggested there should be no CCTs at all. The evidence from this research suggests that there are two CCTs that require further work on them as horizontal themes, but that standard use of ICT packages and the internet has become embedded in delivery mechanisms during the course of the 2000-6 programme, and only warrants further work as a vertical theme. The issue we address in detail is, therefore, how the two remaining CCTs are to be implemented rather than whether they should appear within the programme at all. 

1.4.2 Administrative issues

In the 2000-6 programme there were a variety of administrative problems with the implementation of the CCTs, such as non-recruitment of CCT staff, that hindered the high profile position taken in programme documentation being realised in practice, and has caused the CCTs to have a 'bad press'.  This has substantially influenced the extent to which some agencies support the concept of CCTs within the programme as a whole.   We have aimed to address this issue in the report though suggestions to improve the administration of the CCTs, but have otherwise aimed to separate issues of administrative inefficiency from the analysis of the overarching purpose of CCTs. 

1.4.3 A CCT team
The future of CCTs is subject to numerous influences at European, national and regional level. Within the process of negotiation of placement of the Secretariat and allocations for TA support, the various agencies involved in implementing the future programme will need to be clear about the scope and purpose of the CCTs in the next generation of funding.  
Within this context, we do not consider it is possible for us to conclude whether there is a requirement to recruit a new European CCT team, or whether CCT inputs can be accommodated within the existing staff resources of the regional agencies. The capacity of the organisations involved will be the key determinant of this issue. 
1.4.4 Setting standards for CCTs

A further question is the extent to which the agencies in the North West wish to comply with basic CCT standards within the project implementation cycle, i.e. legislative compliance, or whether they wish to make the projects exemplars of good practice in relation to the CCTs. This is essentially a regional decision, as neither the General Regulations or the NRSF provide guidance on this.  As an agency we consider there is sufficient evidence to suggest that the programme should be aiming for good practice rather than basic compliance, and we have made suggestions as to how good practice can be achieved in the report. 
1.5 The terminology in the report
The continuing lack of clarity regarding the scope of the CCTs has led to the language used to describe the CCTs in this report being less specific than is desirable.  For example, we still refer to the CCTs as environmental sustainability/sustainable development and equality/diversity.  Until the programming work is complete, we will not be able to clarify the language used to describe the future CCTs. 
2.0 Policy context
2.1 The changing context for CCTs

CCTs are operating in a changing set of policy objectives.  Reviewing the changes that have taken place since 1999/2000 are essential in ensuring that any CCTs developed in the new programme are appropriate to the new policy context, and that they anticipate further changes in the policy world during the implementation of the programme.  This chapter takes an overview of the policy context in which the new programme is being developed, and draws conclusions regarding how the North West programme might focus during the forthcoming period. 
2.2 European policy, Lisbon, social inclusion and environmental protection
In an effort to improve the performance of the EU economy, the Heads of State and Government of the Union met in Lisbon in March 2000 to set out a strategy designed to make Europe the most successful and competitive knowledge based economy in the world by 2010. The Lisbon Agenda, as it has become known, has driven the social, employment, cohesion and regional policy of work of the European Commission and Member States since 2000.  At the Gothenburg Council in June 2001, the Lisbon strategy was widened adding a new emphasis on protecting the environment and achieving a more sustainable pattern of development.  In 2005 the Lisbon Agenda was relaunched, following a down turn in the economic performance and in the light of enlargement of the EU. In the General Regulation on the new structural funds, the Commission has made the Structural Funds focussed on the Lisbon and Gothenburg goals.  The UKs National Reform Programme is the UK’s policy position on the renewed Lisbon Agenda. 
2.3 The new generation of European Structural Funds

The EU Structural and Cohesion Funds are the second largest item of EU expenditure, and are used to promote regional development and employment across the EU Member States.  The new generation of funding aims to be: 

· more targeted on the EU’s strategic priorities (Lisbon and Gothenburg and the European Employment Strategy (EES));

· more concentrated on the least favoured regions while anticipating change in the rest of the Union;

· more decentralised with a simpler, more transparent and more efficient implementation.
We have borne these central principles in mind throughout this report, and in our recommendations. 
Under the new generation of programmes, the existing nine programmes/objectives will be replaced by three new objectives.  Specifically, these are:

· Convergence:  this objective replaces Objective 1;  
· Regional Competitiveness and Employment (known as Competitiveness): this replaces Objectives 2 and 3.  In the UK all non-convergence regions are eligible for full funding and Merseyside will receive "phasing-in" funding; and

· Cooperation: this replaces the current Interreg Community Initiative. 
Activities that can be supported under the funds include:

· developing transport and communications infrastructure; 

· supporting innovation;

· enterprise and business development;

· protecting and enhancing the environment;

· supporting specific sectors of regional economies;

· delivering active labour market policies; and 

· improving skills.
During the period 2007-2113 the UK is expected to receive approximately €9.4 billion. The North West region will receive the Competitiveness fund to replace Objectives 2 and 3.  The new structural funds will be expected to focus on regional economic growth to reduce disparities between regions, but should also be used to enhance current regional economic policy, and be much more closely aligned to it.  The levels of funding for the region are yet to be agreed, but it is likely that the TA budgets will be reduced along with the overall allocation of monies to the region, affecting the potential for CCT work funded through this route. 
2.4 The General Regulation

The draft Structural Fund General Regulation represents EU Member State's collective view on the focus of EU structural funds. The draft Regulation identifies three main priorities for future spending: 
· enhancing the attractiveness of Member States, regions and cities by improving accessibility, ensuring adequate quality and level of services, and preserving their environmental potential; 
· encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the knowledge economy, including new information and communication technologies; and 
· creating more and better jobs by attracting more people into employment, improving adaptability of workers and enterprises and increasing investment in human capital. 

2.4.1 Equality

The Regulation reflects a commitment to eliminate inequalities between women and men. To achieve this, specific vertical actions are incorporated alongside an equality mainstreaming approach. This two pronged horizontal and vertical approach to mainstreaming gender equality in the structural funds has typified the EU approach.
 Specific actions to improve access to employment, such as increasing and sustaining the participation and progress of women in employment and reducing gender based segregation in the labour marketing including gender pay gaps will be picked up as priorities and measures.  The issue of mainstreaming equality in relation to other disadvantaged groups is not picked up in this regulation, however. 
2.4.2 Sustainable development

The General Regulation states that, in regard of sustainable development: 

" …. The action taken under the Funds shall incorporate, at national and regional level, the Community’s priorities in favour of sustainable development by strengthening growth, competitiveness and employment, social inclusion, as well as the protection and quality of the environment." 

In this context it is important that sustainable development receives a high priority as a horizontal and a vertical measure in the new programme. It should underpin all EU policies and actions as an over-arching principle, similar to the mainstreaming of equality.
2.4.3 ICT

Importantly ICT is clearly an overarching priority in the new structural funds, although not as a CCT. Arguably, this increases its importance, and provides for more targeted development activity to benefit the whole region, rather than downgrades the issue as some have argued in the interviews. 
The need to retain ICT as a CCT seems to have subsided as ICT development and infra-structure, has become driven, very rapidly, by market forces.  Instead, ICT development is focussing on market failures to enhance technological developments and support regional ICT infra-structure development. 
2.5 NSRF – the national policy position on CCTs
The NSRF is the GB response to the Commission's requirement for a national framework for the application of the new structural funds.  In the draft NSRF (p9, paragraphs 26-28), there is a reduction in the number of CCTs from three to two.  

Firstly, Equal Opportunities will be incorporated within all activities under the Structural Funds:
all future Structural Funds Programmes in the UK will respect the principles of non-discrimination and equal opportunities. Projects will be encouraged to take account of good practice developed within the Equal Community Initiative. 

The specific reference to good practice ties into our recommendation that the programme will seek to go further than basic compliance with UK legislation and draw on good practice already developed by Equal.  
Secondly, environmental sustainability will be tackled by including integrated strategies for addressing environmental concerns and sustainable development in all the further Structural Funds Programmes.  This policy is a reflection of the Government's Sustainable Development Strategy of March 2005.  All Programmes that fall within its scope will be required to comply with the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive, as adopted in the United Kingdom. Within this paragraph of the NSRF there is a conflating of the terms environmental sustainability and sustainable development, making it important to clarify the scope of this CCT for the North West's own CCT programming.  
ICT is not specifically included as a cross-cutting theme in the NSRF.  Proposed activities include the development, promotion and adoption of new and/or innovative technologies through vertical measures.  It appears that this CCT has been incorporated into the design the main Programme structures and that this policy position also reflects the view that there is no need for ICT to remain a specific CCT.

2.6 The RES and the Northern Way – the regional policy position
The emphasis on regional economic and social development suggests that the RDAs will play a major role in the ERDF aspect of the Competitiveness Programme, and the NSRF bears this out, with the suggestion that the new ERDF and the Single Pot funding are aligned. The RES would, as in other regions, become the key policy framework for the future regional ERDF programme. 

The North West already has a strong established set of priorities for regional development in the Regional Economic Strategy and Moving Forward: The Northern Way (2004). The North West RES is already shaped by the Lisbon agenda and anticipated the new European structural funds. The RES also reflects other significant regional frameworks, including Action for Sustainability, the Regional Equality and Diversity Strategy, the Regional Skills Partnership Priorities, the emerging Regional Rural Delivery framework and the Regional Health Improvement Plan.  
In relation to the way in which the CCTs are covered by the RES, the RES specifically states that it recognises equality and diversity as an economic asset in all key areas of the RES's work.  In addition, the RES has been subject to a sustainability appraisal/strategic environmental assessment.  This involved assessing the emerging drafts of the RES against a series of sustainability objectives and questions that were designed to cover the broad range of sustainability issues facing the region. Appraisal summaries of each section of the final RES are included at the end of each RES chapter.   ICT also features significantly in the regional strategy. 
Moving Forward: The Northern Way is also of significance in shaping the programming work for the new structural fund programmes, as it sets out to add value to the three RESs and Regional Spatial Strategies. The Northern Way takes a strong line in developing sustainable communities, also tying into the formulation of the CCTs: 

We must take a much bolder approach to creating truly sustainable communities. We must provide real housing choices for all households.

A number of issues arose during the interviewees regarding the regional steer on the CCTs arising from these policy positions.  There is a fear amongst the some interviewees that too direct a relationship between the economic development aims of the region, and the new structural funds, will mean that the economic imperative for investment in the region and the creation of jobs will push more social goals such as environmental sustainability and equal opportunities to one side. Given that the RES, and the Single Pot appraisal systems have recently been redeveloped, their views were based on retrospective dealings with the NWDA. 

However, the CCTs actively contribute to the regions economic and employment goals, and are not, inherently, contradictory. The CCTs need to be based on a clearer business case in order to convince relevant stakeholders, but especially employers, of the business merits of attaining high standards in the CCTs. 

2.7 Co-financing agencies and their policy commitments to CCTs
The co-financing agencies in the 2000-6 programme have significant policy commitments in place regarding equal opportunities, and corresponding implementation plans and mechanisms to guide their activity regarding the equality/diversity CCT. The national LSC, for example, is committed to promoting equality and required to report annually on progress to the Secretary of State for Education and Skills by the Learning and Skills Act 2000 (section 14). Equality and Diversity Impact Measures (EDIMs) are monitored by every LSC, to ensure all their funded projects and activity work towards specific equality goals.  
Jobcentre Plus requires all providers have equality and diversity policies. These policies include: a harassment policy, an equality plan, a training plan and a supplier diversity plan. Part of the accreditation process for Jobcentre Plus providers includes ensuring that their suppliers comply with equality legislation. 

The Common Inspection Framework for the education sector assesses standards of provision regarding equality, whilst tools such as the Building Better Practice website provides an excellent, user friendly and comprehensive set of tolls for achieving high standards in policy, procedure and practice within projects funded through Jobcentre Plus and LSCs, including equality of opportunity. 
As public bodies, Jobcentre Plus and the LSCs are bound by all UK legislation, plus a requirement to positively promote good relation between communities through the Race Relations Amendment Act 2000 and the Disability Equality Duty (2006).  
These policies, procedures and tools together can be relied upon to support the CCT requirements regarding equality. However, in future these organisations will be primarily involved in the implementation of ESF.  As a programme primarily aimed towards human resources, employment and skills, they should not be expected to make such a significant contribution to the sustainable development CCT as capital projects. As noted elsewhere, the co-financing agencies do not have internal expertise in sustainability issues, being outside their core business, and will need support to ensure their projects meet required standards.

2.8 Conclusions
The policy context has changed during the 2000-6 period, but the focus on economic growth in the regions and the drive for jobs and growth in Europe continues.  The new structural funds refocus around addressing regional disparities, and this enables regional administration of the structural funds to be more effectively aligned with domestic funding.  However, the structural funds retain an emphasis on adding value to the domestic funding available, and will be required to focus on sustainable development alongside economic progress and active labour market policy.

European, UK national and regional policy does continue to promote sustainable development and equality as both vertical and horizontal principles. There are concerns at a regional level that sustainable development and equality/diversity lack the mechanisms to track their impact, and that because they have social rather than immediate economic progress as their aim, they will be pushed aside in the drive to create jobs. Making a clearer business case for the CCTs will enable projects to ‘buy-in’ to the CCT principles, as well as enabling the region to actually meet its growth, employment and skill related targets.  
3.0 The impact of the CCTs in the 2000-6 programme
3.1 Introduction

This chapter examines the impact of the 2000-6 programme, the mechanisms that have been used to integrate CCTs, including a review of the role of the CCT managers in the 2000-6 programme.

3.2 The mechanism for implementing the CCTs in the 2000-6 programme

In the 2000-6 programme, the mechanisms used to ensure that the CCTs were given sufficient weight and priority in the programme included:

· A clear commitment in the SPDs, Programme Compliments and Regional Development Plan for Objective 3;

· Targets and indicators for each CCT area within the SPDs and at a national level for equal opportunities in Objective 3;

· Specific project selection criteria linked to:

· detailed appraisal and business planning processes for ERDF;

· a minimum quality threshold (MQT) in Objective 1 areas and ‘gateway’ criteria for ESF;
· contract criteria agreed for action plans and specific projects;

· Guidance on the implementation of the CCTs available to projects, action plans and co-financing agencies;
· Training for Secretariat and other staff working on the programme;
· Capacity building training for staff working on projects, in Co-financing Agencies, for Accountable Bodies and Action Plan Partnerships;
· Web sites and toolkits on the CCTs;
· A central resource of expertise and a wide range of good practice material for advice and guidance on the CCTs for projects, action plans and co-financing agencies;
· Awareness raising events such as a newsletter and seminars, including a legacy seminar in February 2006 highlighting good practice in CCT areas.  

The research looked at these mechanisms, as well as assessing the extent to which the CCT managers provided a resource for the programme in and of themselves. 

3.3 The programme level commitment

Both ERDF and ESF had overarching guidance on the CCTs in the form of the Single Programming Document (SPD) for Objectives 1 and 2, and the Regional Development Plan (RDP), supported by the national level Equal Opportunities Mainstreaming Plan and targets for Objective 3, developed by DWP centrally. There is a detailed analysis of the CCTs in the SPD, extensive references to the themes in the Priorities and Measures, and dedicated sections in the project selection processes and criteria. The mid-term evaluations of the North West programme indicate that this is a significant improvement on the previous programme, and clearly indicated the increased importance of the CCTs in the 2000-6 programme.
 
The Objective 1 SPD explains that the cross-cutting themes should be embedded in, and delivered through, the four Priorities, and to ensure that sufficient importance is attached to delivering the horizontal themes, the three mechanisms of: project selection criteria; implementation arrangements; and targets and indicators. 

Chapter 10 of the Objective 2 SPD outlines the policy background, rationale and targets for the CCTs in Objective 2. The ESF regional development plan states that issues relating to equal opportunities mainstreaming, sustainable development and promotion of ICT lie at the heart of all Structural Funds Programmes.  It goes through each CCT area and describes the strategic and operational objectives in each case.  

In all cases, the documents, and the systems they describe, were improved after the mid term evaluations, which suggested improved focus, support for, and monitoring of, projects in the CCT areas. 
The Programme Compliments, also revised after the mid-term review, have entire sections dedicated to the CCTs, additional to the references in the SPDs. The Programme Compliments detail the background to the CCTs, outline the mechanisms for mainstreaming of the CCTs, specify the CCT related indicators and targets and draws links with the priorities and measures. 

Having the CCTs in a prominent position in the programme initially marked it out from many other domestic programmes and indicated that the programme aimed to be an exemplar of good practice in mainstreaming and in the CCT areas. Domestic funding programmes have, over time, built on the mainstreaming concept, and now have systems in place to support mainstreaming. 

As noted in the mid term evaluation, however, there remained a striking difference between the approach to the integration of the CCTs in the North West in comparison with other Programme areas as follows:

· the limited formal guidance on applying the CCTs beyond that which is contained in the SPD / PC provided around the middle of the programme;

· the late development of a dedicated source of advice on the CCTs (the CCT managers);

· the reliance on intermediaries (the Action Plan Accountable Bodies) to promote and to appraise the integration of the CCTs.
During the research for this report, few interviewees referred to using the SPD or the Programme Compliment, but more often discussed the application process and guidance for applicants.  However, many interviewees commented that all the programme documents, whilst addressing CCTs, placed them in such a way as to appear to be an ‘add on’.  This led to the CCTs being viewed as important, but separate, rather than truly a mainstream requirement. 
On a practical level, interviewees stated that they simply did not have time to digest the additional chapters and other paperwork produced in relation to the CCTs, mitigating against their inclusion in the main project planning and monitoring activity.  

Action plan managers and co-financing agencies indicated that there was a sense of mystique surrounding the CCTs, and having so much additional, complex guidance and worked against all them feeling comfortable with advising project staff and being sufficiently knowledgeable about the CCTs.  
3.4 Application stage

CCTs were always covered in the project application process, although the MQT and gateway for ESF projects was not introduced until 2003.  This meant that, in the first two years, the CCTs were not always 'designed in' from the outset of projects, although the projects were required to make basic commitments through the contracting process. The exception to this was where there were specific criteria/ thresholds in place imposed by the accountable bodies, action plans and co-financing agencies.  For ERDF projects co-financed by NWDA, for example, there were requirements to meet sustainable development criteria for projects, involving a full appraisal for large projects.   
The majority of interviewees commented that the system has over emphasised the horizontal themes at the application stage, as a hurdle to cross, at the expense of a more developmental process.  This allowed it to be seen as a paper exercise. The ESF application form CCT questions appear as separate questions towards the end of the form, confirming its status as an ‘add on’. A comment made by all projects interviewed was that the 'cut and paste' function was commonly used for application forms to get through the CCT sections, and that for many there was no firm intention to implement the commitments made.  This seems especially the case with ESF, whilst for ERDF, especially the larger projects, a more stringent application process was in place – commensurate with their size and ability to contribute positive action on the CCTs and help the region reach the CCT targets.  
For ESF, the application ‘gateway’ was introduced in 2003.  This laid down a minimum mark (65%) that needed to be achieved in the CCT areas for projects to be approved.  Prior to this, it had been possible to achieve a high mark overall, but very poor scores in relation to the CCTs.  The gateway did further signal the importance of the CCTs, and required applicants for ESF to think more carefully about their project’s contribution to the CCT areas – though did not overcome the issue of applicants making paper commitments that were not followed through effectively.  
For ERDF the application questions were related to impact for environmental sustainability and making a positive contribution to equality and social exclusion, and were better integrated into the main application form and process. More time was spent by officers with ERDF applicants discussing what their contribution to the CCTs would be. Minimum Quality Thresholds (MQTs) were in place as well as qualitative assessments of the contribution to the CCT objectives and targets. The business plans for projects were expected to provide a high level of detail, and could involve full equality or sustainable development impact assessments for projects co- financed through the Single Programme administered by the NWDA. 
Comments made at the mid-term review, that the role of CCTs in the programme has been something of a paradox, remains. Despite widespread support for the principle of CCTs, the application process was simply seen as a hurdle to cross, after which the CCTs made little material difference to the implementation of the projects. Given that most of the interviewees for this research were in some way committed to CCTs, as they agreed to take part in research specifically around CCTs, most felt that they were unable to identify clear actions resulting from the commitments made in the application.  The exception to this is, of course, capital projects, where clear requirements for building and development were agreed and put in place before work started. 

The interviewees further commented that many projects considered the CCTs to be an impediment to progress, and once having 'passed' the minimum standard required for the application, proceeded without any further meaningful, monitoring of progress.  In this sense, the gateway questions were not seen as helpful, and interviewees commented that the process of designing in appropriate measures for each project would have been more beneficial.  Nevertheless, all of the programme level staff commented that the application gateway and the Minimum Quality Threshold were an improvement on the early stages of the programme when there were few substantial requirements in place. 

3.5 The CCT managers as a resource

Technical assistance monies were used to recruit a specialist in each of the three CCTs in Merseyside, to cover the Objective 1 area, and three specialists based in the Regional Assembly in Wigan, to cover Objectives 2 and 3.  The CCTs Managers gave a focus to the CCTs, and added further weight to the commitment made in the programming materials, and the requirements of the application process and project/ action plan contracting processes.  The Objective 1 team were based in the Government Office in Merseyside, and the Objective 2 and 3 teams in the RA in Wigan, but all the CCT managers were employed by the RA under contract to the Government Office. 

Administrative documents from the Government Office discuss the role of the CCT managers as:  “concentrating on the provision of advice and guidance to programme deliverers, potential applicants and key intermediary bodies”. 

The CCT managers were a central resource of expertise and a wide range of good practice material for advice and guidance on the CCTs for projects, action plans and co-financing agencies;

Once in place, the CCT managers developed:  

· Guidance on the implementation of the CCTs for projects, action plans and co-financing agencies;

· Capacity building training for staff working on projects, in co-financing agencies, for accountable bodies and action plan partnerships;

· Web sites and toolkits on the CCTs;

· Awareness raising events such as a newsletter and seminars, including a legacy seminar in February 2006 highlighting good practice in CCT areas. 

Interviewees suggested that having CCT managers sent a clear signal that the CCTs were important to the programme as a whole, and added weight to the commitments made in the SPD and programme compliments. The slow set up of the CCT support systems and late arrival of CCT materials such as the toolkits, however, gave a poor message regarding the importance of the CCTs within the programme, contrary to the commitments made in the programme documentation.  Support further down the line, and remedial action to ensure projects were addressing CCTs, were not the most effective mechanisms to ensure CCTs were being properly implemented, and it was reported that CCTs were always trying make up for ground lost early on.  Changes in CCT personnel and non-appointment to posts meant that practical support was not in place or effective at various key points, however.  This further implies that too much expertise was being located in these 'experts', rather than having a variety of people who could take up the role of expert (CCT manager) advisor to projects on CCT issues.
The CCT managers themselves also felt that they were at a distinct disadvantage by being located in a separate organisation from the Secretariat, and that they would have been more effective if co-located within the main Secretariat teams.  The CCT managers consider that their integration into mainstream activities was harder than it should have been, and the Objective 2 and 3 CCT managers felt particularly that their separate location and employment via another agency meant that they lacked influence over the project commissioning, appraisal and development process – certainly in the early stages. The key agencies interviewed felt other factors were at play, including the need to have individuals with authority, conferred by their pay banding, and the need for stronger management of the CCT work.

It seems to be that both factors were key; the separate location of the CCT managers has been a problem in terms of them feeling part of the main system, and led to their developing their primary relationships with other CCT personnel, RA staff and PMC members, at the expense of more integration within the main system; equally, the need for a stronger management, focus and goals for the CCTs was highlighted in the mid-term review, and following this the system did improve.  The Government Office considers they gave a high level of support to the CCT managers after the mid-term review criticised the focus and delivery of the CCT objectives.  Certainly there was a higher level of activity after the mid term review, and it is likely that the increased level of support and focus for their activities from both the GO and the RA helped in this regard. The extent to which the CCT managers were able to make tangible changes to project work seemed to improve towards the end of the programme as well, with the clearer use of contract requirements. 

3.6 Contracting requirements

The SPD had put in place the systems of targets for CCTs. During the first half of the programme, and until changes made after the mid-term review, contracting letters with projects had not always made clear requirements regarding the CCTs. The mid term review of Objective 1, for example, stated that,  
the  CCT targets needed to be reviewed, gaps filled and made applicable at a priority (as well as a global) level, whilst relevant CCT targets need to be built into project offer letters in a much more systematic way and then followed up through the normal monitoring processes
.
Following recommendations made in the mid-term review, in the later stages of the programme, offer letters were also used to ensure that minimum requirements regarding CCTs were more systematically integrated, and some projects were commissioned to deliver some of the CCT targets
. The use of contracting clauses in offer letters, especially those used in Objective 1, appeared to some other agencies, "heavy-handed, a stick rather than a carrot"
. The CCTs Managers, however, felt that enabling them to design CCTs into project objectives was one of the strongest vehicles available to ensure CCTs were in place, and that the targets set within the SPD were to be achieved.  
Contracting requirements are a mechanism used in most public and private sector contract work, and in this sense the CCTs are no different. While design and negotiation of standards for projects is desirable, projects do need to be aware that they are required to meet the terms of the contract for European funding.  Contract compliance is increasingly being used as a mechanism to ensure that there are socially responsible methods used to deliver contracts, and therefore, we suggest that this method of laying down the minimum acceptable standards for projects should remain, with appropriate modification to suit the new system. 

Project interviewees did express mixed views about contract requirements, but overall the view was that these were one of the only mechanisms available to ensure the CCTs were integrated into project work. If these could be done in a more negotiated way, rather than as an imposed condition, projects were generally not against contract clauses. 
3.7 CCT guidance and support for projects
To support those developing strategies and projects, a range of Guidance Notes was prepared at various stages of the Programmes, in order to assist with project development and understanding the “gateway” criteria.  However, interviewees commented that they were too paper based, and it was more helpful to have 'hands on' support.  The CCT managers did offer support to some extent, but, as noted elsewhere, this support was limited by organisational and resource factors. This theme recurs throughout the research, and the over emphasis on paper based materials needs to be addressed by the programme as a whole, not just the CCT work. 
The guidance on the CCTs varies in its style and content, with some of the CCTs adopting a user friendly approach utilising case studies, and others running through the relevant policy and legislation repeating and building on the guidance in the SPDs and the programme compliments.  Guidance would in future be better placed within the main programming documents, and being more succinct.   Cross referencing to existing and numerous sources of guidance on good practice in sustainable development and equality/diversity would also ensure that the whole CCT system is developed in similar ways to other UK initiatives and implementation systems, rather than a unique European CCT approach. The toolkits produced for the sustainable development/environmental sustainability CCT continues to have currency, but need to be brought in line with the new programmes. The equality toolkits need modification in line with expected changes in equality legislation. The ICT toolkit will also be helpful in implementing the new priorities and measures post 2006. 
The ways of providing guidance on the CCTs needs review to ensure that all projects can 
receive meaningful input on the CCTs. Given the likelihood of reduced levels of TA, 
efficient mechanisms to reach all projects with CCT ‘messages’ need to be utilised.  
Newsletter, seminars and toolkits can be used, as in the 2000-6 programme. Projects did 
say, however, that actual support from people rather than paper based or electronic 
toolkits were preferable. 
3.8 Monitoring and tracking CCT impact

Although CCT targets are a contractual obligation and are monitored during regular scrutiny and other visits, most interviewees commented that there were no ‘teeth’ in the CCT system, and most projects were aware that there would be no penalty attached to non-implementation of the CCT commitments they made in the application process.  This was associated with their knowledge that the consequences for non-achievement of CCT standards were not significant.  The majority of interviewees said that they were aware that N+2 was the most significant priority, and that all ‘social’ aims were secondary.  There were also issues regarding the ability to track outcomes, especially soft outcomes, associated with long term change - not related to jobs created or safeguarded.   Systems were simply not designed to measure these, and this also meant that the CCTs appeared to have no discernable impact, though the impact may simply have been more long term, or ‘soft’.  This needs to be directly addressed in the new programme. Many funding programmes have struggled with this issue – the NWDA for example, is aiming to strengthen their ability to track  through commitments made under Single Programme projects. 
3.9 Targeting
Targets were not popular, and comments were often about "a one size fits all" approach, rather than a negotiated set of appropriate targets for each project dependent on the sub-region and the measures (this was especially so for the smaller Objective 2 and 3 projects – targets for Objective 1 projects were more clearly defined during the project development phase). 
The targets have been commented on in some depth in the mid-term review, and stem from the incompatibility of mainstream and CCT targets, which appear to have been developed in isolation from each other. The targets for the cross-cutting themes appear to have been developed in isolation from those for the Measures. Double counting of effects and inconsistencies have arisen, and these continued to be commented on by projects and by programme level staff. Some targets were simply inappropriate for the programme. For example, the target for conversion of land to the organic standard was included for EAGGF, even though funding could not be used for this purpose. Again, this sort of problem has led to the CCT system falling into disrepute in some quarters. 

3.10 The Co-financing Agencies and Action Plan Partnerships
Co-financing agencies and programme level staff who were not CCT specialists stated that they would have struggled to ensure the CCTs were properly implemented without inputs from CCT managers.  This finding is perhaps surprising, given that Jobcentre Plus and the LSC have robust internal equal opportunities policy and guidance. In relation to sustainable development/environmental sustainability, this is understandable as it is clearly outside of their staff areas of expertise.  Interviewees from the co-financing agencies in particular had found inputs from the CCT managers at seminars helpful.
The Action Plan Managers and Accountable Bodies  were  responsible for the delivery of the CCTs within their own cohort of projects, but due to the large numbers of both  Action Plans and individual projects, this meant that the CCT managers were not able to provide  support to all,, and a number of Action Plan Managers commented that they had had little or no contact with the CCT Team. Where action plan managers and staff were already confident with the CCT issues, then this is of little consequence.  For example, a number of the action plan managers attending the focus groups for this research had been active in promoting the CCTs, and a number has developed CCT materials specifically for their projects.  They considered that because they knew their projects better than the CCT managers they should implement the work processes for mainstreaming themselves.  However, where the lack of contact between CCT managers and action plan managers masked non-implementation of CCT commitments, this was considered to be an issue by the CCT managers. 
3.11 The Governance Structure
The CCT champions on the PMC have taken the responsibility of pushing the CCTs forward, and there is a lesson here in the importance of having PMC members with a strong commitment to horizontal themes. Assuming there are PMCs in future, having PMC champions with expertise in the CCTs will continue to be helpful.  However, their role was seen by the PMC champions themselves as akin to 'lobbying group', which reflects the fact that the CCTs were operating as a system within a system, too separated from the mainstream system to integrate the CCTs. The new programme should accept that there will be CCT issues for many projects, and that the role of the PMC CCT champions is to ensure mainstreaming takes place, and should not have to 'lobby' to ensure the CCT issues integrated.

3.12 Research findings – comments on impact

The CCT managers themselves felt that they had made some good progress despite the obstacles they faced. However, they considered that their impact had been reduced by their location, the fact that the agency that employs them had no power over the funds, and the emphasis on programme spend over all other priorities.  

The projects, action plans and co-financing agencies involved in this research did report that the CCT managers have, over time, managed to significantly raise the profile of the CCTs, in particular towards the end of the programming period.  However, they also commented negatively in relation to the actual impact of the CCTs, because the system was too geared towards paper based systems and that the application process was too easy to 'get through' without actually implementing the CCTs. 
Whilst some of the project managers were reluctant to be at the forefront of good practice, there was an overall feeling from the interviews that that European funds could and should require standards to be ‘above and beyond’ the basic requirements of mainstream funding.  Projects commented that they came to expect to have to achieve a higher standard (at least in the application process) regarding CCTs for European Funds, and will continue to expect to have to achieve high standards in the next programme.  
However, the main agencies interviewed through the research suggested that the impact of the CCTs had been minimal, and this was due to lack of focus for the CCTs and the administrative problems such as unfilled posts.  Furthermore, priorities such as N+2 have been much more important in the overall programme level work, leaving CCTs a ‘poor relation’.
3.13 Conclusions

The research suggests that the emphasis on the CCTs within the 2000-6 programme has been important in embedding the themes amongst applicant communities, but the extent to which this has been successful is variable. The process of embedding these CCTs in the programme has lessons to offer the new programmes.  

The CCT system within the European funding programmes has led to a widespread recognition of the importance of sustainable development, and equality issues within European funded projects.  There have been some important contributions made by CCT managers and the PMC champions, notably the various CCT toolkits. 
A number of administrative problems have marred the way in which the CCT system has operated, which has influenced the way in which regional agencies view CCTs.  Despite this, action plans, co-financing agencies and projects have expressed a commitment to the CCTs, and a disappointment in a system that allows them to cover CCTs in a superficial way in the application process with no real impact assessment.  

The way the CCTs were ‘integrated’ i.e. by having a separate 'system within a system' dedicated to them, with their separate formulation of targets, guidance, administration via dedicated officers and evaluation, has not been an effective approach to mainstreaming, and should be strongly avoided in future.  Comments made at the mid-term review did ensure that the CCT system became more focussed and better integrated, although, by this point, the programme was so far on, the discernable impact of the CCTs was hard to see. 

Guidance documents for there CCTs, even more user friendly ones, are not popular, and simply add to the information overload associated with European funding. Lengthy, technical documentation is not desirable and is, in fact, counter productive, as projects ‘switch off’ to additional paperwork.  Electronic, or hands on support is the preferred mechanism for support. 
The contract requirements and MQT systems received a mixed reaction, but seemed an effective mechanism for ensuring projects understood the CCTs were part of the contracting process for European funds. 

Systems of targets were not really fit for purpose, and the comments made in the mid-term review hold true. Any targeting work needed to be more fully integrated into the main systems.

Co-financing agencies and action plan managers were pleased with the support they received from the CCT managers, although a number commented that  they had not had contact with the CCT managers.  This may be a problem if the CCT standards are being ignored, but may also indicate a level of confidence with the CCT issues that does not require additional input. from others. 

The tracking of the impact of the CCTs has been poor compared to mainstream outputs, and this needed required considerable tightened up, with performance measures tied into the main monitoring systems. 

The PMC members with CCT champion status have proved to be helpful in reminding the PMC that CCT are a central aspect of the programme. However, their status has been  marred by the lobbying tactics they have felt they needed to adopt, given what they perceived as a second rate status given to CCTs compared to vertical measures. PMC champions has helped with the integration of the CCTs, but their fuller integration and recognition would be required to enable them to work within the system, rather than outside. 

Administrative problems such as non-recruitment to posts, and the location of CCT managers outside the main Secretariat have meant that the CCT managers were not as effective in their work as they could have been. Changes made after the mid term review focussed the work more strongly, but this was late in the programme to make substantial change. 
The CCTs do require a major review in order to ensure that future systems include them as mainstream areas of work, rather than a system within a system, and many of the problems have stemmed from the status of the CCTs being low compared to areas such as N+2 and job creation/safeguard. 

4.0 Equality mainstreaming 
4.1 The role of CCTs in mainstreaming

The role of CCTs in the programme is generally considered to be to mainstream good practice in key policy areas. Their integration is, in contrast to the measures and priorities, horizontal, because they affect all activities within the programme. 
The role of the equality CCT is reviewed below, as we consider the extent to which mainstreaming has been effective and whether this CCT needs to continue as separate areas of activity within the programme.  

One of the key factors in the horizontal elements of programming are that they affect the agencies involved in administering the funds as well as their activity with projects.  In the case of equality, the horizontal requirement for equality promotion has implications for the regional organisations administering the fund.  For example, a review of the staffing of the PMCs and other administrative functions is required to ensure there is equality of access and opportunity, and that there is representation from a variety of groups. The Secretariat should become an exemplar of good practice to others, as well as advising on good practice in the implementation of equality principles within the projects. 
4.2 Equality mainstreaming – the origins

The concept of mainstreaming equality developed at the UN Fourth World Conference on Women in Beijing in1995. Mainstreaming of equality between men and women was enshrined in European community law a year later, following the Commission’s Communication Incorporating equal opportunities for women and men into all Community policies and activities.  

The European Commission has traditionally had a focus on gender equality, and only in recent years has the European Union’s legislative base on anti-discrimination and equal treatment brought the protection and integration of other disadvantaged groups within the framework of community law.
  This potentially expands the European mainstreaming agenda. However, gender equality is still by far the most advanced aspect of the European Community's work on mainstreaming equality, and the Commission Communication of June 2000: Towards a Community framework strategy on gender equality (2001-2005) has re-iterated their approach.
   This approach is reflected in the General Regulation’s continued reference to gender equality rather than any broader definition. 
4.3 Lisbon and equality

The Lisbon European Council of March 2000 invited the Commission and the Member States to further all aspects of equal opportunities in employment policies, including reducing occupational segregation and helping to reconcile working and family life. In this context, the Commission strategy sets three operational objectives:

· strengthening the gender dimension in the EES; 

· improving the use of the Structural Funds for the promotion of gender equality; 

· developing strategies to encourage gender mainstreaming. 
4.4 UK Government policy

The United Kingdom Government is signed up to the principles of equality mainstreaming, 

with a wider remit than simply gender mainstreaming, and there is an expectation that 
Government Departments will implement the Policy Appraisal for Equal Treatment (PAET)
Guidelines
 produced to help policy-makers consider the impact of their policies on 
women, people from different ethnic groups and disabled people. Equality impact 
assessment is the accepted mechanism to deliver more effective policies by getting those 
responsible to think about the different effect policies have on women and men and assess 
the current situation and trends with the expected results of the proposed policy.  We 
suggest that equality impact assessments are used in the new NW structural programmes. 
4.5 Issues in the North West programme
Interviewees suggested that equal opportunities has been an important CCT, and has been given impetus by an ambitious programme of legal reform in the UK, making the European agenda somewhat outdated as it shaped the 2000-6 programme with its (initial) emphasis on gender alone. The 2000-6 programmes in the North West did have an emphasis on gender equality that was paradoxical to the national legislative context that included race and disability equality legislation.  Later in the programme, and after the mid-term review, the scope of equal opportunities was widening to include other disadvantaged groups:  SPD Priority Objective (objective 2) for example, is: 

To mainstream and promote social inclusion by maximising opportunities to combat discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation in the North West Objective 2 programme. 

Later developments to widen the scope of equal opportunities were appropriate but rather late, and constrained by the need for continuity with the first half of the programme.  We would suggest that the new programme uses the much wider definition of equal opportunities used in the UK equality mainstreaming work, and covers all of the groups that the impending Commission for Equality and Human Rights (CEHR) will cover, discussed below. 

The equal opportunities component of the CCTs in Objective 2 and 3 areas did not pick up on the social exclusion policy agenda as a horizontal theme, as these objectives deal with deprived and disadvantaged communities through vertical measures.  The Objective 1 team did aim to link into the most excluded communities on Merseyside, and this approach will continue to be important within the new programme. However, we suggest that because the whole focus of the new programme is on delivering economic benefits including jobs to more deprived communities, with a strong emphasis on active labour market policy and social exclusion reflected in the National Reform Programme and the RES, the focus on social exclusion should be through vertical rather than horizontal measures, and through targeting of resources into specific neighbourhoods where there is multiple deprivation. 

4.6 Research Findings

This report suggest that the mainstreaming approach remains essential in ensuring equality remains high on the project's agendas. For most co-financing organisations and action plans taking part in the research, they acknowledged that whilst they may have equality and diversity policy in place, and also demand that their funding is allocated to projects with equality and diversity measures in place, the implementation of equality policy as practice remains a challenge. The fact that there is a high benchmark for equality in terms of legislation does not necessarily equate to a high standard for implementation.

ESF projects said they had least problem with the equal opportunities elements, because they consider that social issues are their raison d’etre, and have been addressing equal opportunities through vertical measures.  ERDF and ESF projects have had some challenges in enabling private sector companies/SMEs to adequately address the equal opportunities elements, especially in relation to monitoring activities to a sufficient standard for the structural funds.   A number commented that they had designed specific tools and materials to support the process of monitoring within the project activities; interestingly most had developed these tools without, they said, input from CCT managers, as they felt that they knew their own projects needs best. 

Implementation of equality policy to produce tangible improvements in the profile of organisational staffing and closure of key areas of inequality such as pay gaps are acknowledged as a key challenge in all equality literature. Indeed, the Objective 2 programme compliment for 2000-6 programme noted that equality had been introduced as a horizontal priority because the vertical approach, "met with only limited success in trying to improve effectiveness and equality".  There is little evidence to show that the combined horizontal and vertical approach has achieved enough for either to be dropped from the new programme. Issues such as the pay gap, and persistent inequalities amongst different ethnic groups, and low levels of employment of disabled people indicates that equality must be addressed by all possible mechanisms, horizontal and vertical.  
Traditionally it has been harder for the private sector to justify the additional costs, or 

recognise the business benefits of an equality approach to their work. The interviewees for 

this research did re-iterate the fact that this has been a problem in the 2000-6 programme. 

However, most interviewees considered that there was some headway being made in 

enabling employers to recognise the link between filling skills gaps and the value of a 

diverse workforce. 

4.7 A high benchmark?

A small number of interviewees commented that the UK legislative and regulative agenda  
already promotes best practice in the CCTs, and it is not, therefore, necessary to carry out 

additional activity to ensure a high standard is met for CCTs in the North West programme. 
However, it should be noted that Audit Commission and CRE reports have consistently 
shown that public bodies across the UK have struggled to implement sufficiently high 
standards in relation to equality and diversity despite strong legislative and policy drivers – it should not, therefore, be assumed that the public bodies likely to be heading up the programming and secretariat functions work have adequately addressed the issue of equality, either internally or with their projects.
  
Reports from the Equality Commissions in the UK have shown persistent problems with implementation of the most basic equality standards such as equal pay and maternity provision.  The Disability Equality Commission has highlighted the paucity of design standards in major redevelopments of cities, whilst the Countryside Agency has a major initiative to increase access of a wider range of groups to the countryside. 

It was outside of the remit of this research to audit these organisations to assess their 
policy and practice, but, an important part of the mainstreaming agenda is to ensure that 
the host organisations for structural fund implementation are themselves achieving good 
practice in equality mainstreaming – for example, having diverse staff and PMC members 
– to provide exemplars to others. The various measures to increase the representation of 
minority communities on PMCs would be an example of an activity that contributes to a
horizontal approach to mainstreaming equality, whatever its practical problems.

4.8 Issues for the new programme

The DTI and Cabinet Office announced a Discrimination Law Review and Equalities Review in February 2005, and the publication of a Single Equality Bill, which the Government has a commitment to introduce during 2007/8. Equality/diversity legislation in the UK is currently uneven and allows the private sector to operate to standards lower than those expected of the public sector. In addition, different requirements apply for race, gender, disability, sexuality, religion and age. Substantial change in legislation is likely during the programming period as equality legislation is consolidated, so it is sensible to begin the programme by aiming for a single, high and inclusive set of equality standards amongst projects.  

Including the public duty to promote gender, race and disability equality, and encourage the proper implementation of new legislation around sexual orientation, transgender equality, and recognition of the equality of civil partnerships all require organisational change.  Age discrimination legislation has far reaching implications, and projects are likely to need substantial support to ensure they are compliant with the new law, as well as significant input to ensure they are able to demonstrate good practice in these areas.  Religion and faith have similarly become much more central to the legislative and policy/ practices of organisations, and need to be taken into account in project design and delivery. Social diversity, fuelled by increased migration from diverse countries of origin, will also create new challenges socially and economically within communities. 
The North West regional strategy Action for Equality notes the importance of tracking performance measures to measure progress on equality issues within the RES and other regional planning documents. This, alongside vertical measures to progress specific equality issues provides the North West with a firm foundation on equality and diversity. Within this context equality/diversity as a CCT has a clear direction within the policies of the North West. CCT input should, therefore, concentrate on ensuring that European funding supports and enhances the measures envisaged in this strategy, as well as those within the RES and the regional priorities of the National Reform Programme. 
4.9 Conclusions
Several issues arise in terms of the programming work for the equality CCT, therefore. One is the need to be able to anticipate changes stemming from the Single Equality Bill, to ensure that standards in the programme will reach those of the new legislation and attendant policy changes. In the 2000-6 programme, once the UK legislative base became more extensive in terms of groups and sectors covered by equality legislation, it was difficult to retrospectively change the monitoring requirements for projects. This mistake should not be repeated, therefore, and the system should be developed to take into account new developments in equality legislation. 
We consider the monitoring of CCTs has to be brought within the parameters of data already collected by agencies for PSAs, Tasking Outputs and other key data sets.  Otherwise data from the programmes are not comparable with the overall regional and national picture and impact cannot be properly measured, and there is a danger that the administrative burden of collecting data on the CCTs outweighs their benefits. For this reason we do not propose the monitoring of CCTs using targets or measures that are not already in use.  However, a higher level of disaggregation of data for a variety of disadvantaged groups is desirable and should be comparable to the Census and other standardised categories of population and occupational monitoring such as the Labour Force Survey (LFS). 

The uneven nature of the legislative position for public and private sector companies in the UK leads to problems with the nature of the requirements for projects.  The programming work need to identify the significance of equality principles for business and the inability of the North West to achieve its economic or social goals without actively improving the profile of their workforces and reducing pay gaps, as well as upskilling disadvantaged groups to enable sustainable employment to be realised for the region.
5.0 Sustainable development

5.1 Sustainable development – the origins

Sustainable development was defined by the Bruntdland Report in 1987 as, 

Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.  
It is development based on consumption and production patterns that do not degrade natural resources, that protect the environment, promote equitable sharing of well-being to all and alleviate poverty.

Sustainable development has been a fundamental objective of the European Union since 1997 when it was enshrined as article 2 of the Treaty. As a complement to the broad EU strategy for socio-economic reforms, defined by the Lisbon agenda, the EU adopted an ambitious Strategy for Sustainable Development (SDS) at the Gothenburg Summit in 2002.

5.2 Lisbon, Gothenburg and sustainable development
The European Council in Götennborg adopted the first EU Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS) in 2001. In 2005, the Commission published an initial and critical assessment of progress made since 2001 highlighting several unsustainable trends that have worsened since 2001 (climate change, threats to public health, increasing poverty and social exclusion, depletion of natural resources and loss of biodiversity). In June 2005, EU heads of state and government adopted a declaration on "guiding principles for sustainable development", which states explicitly that the "renewed Lisbon agenda is an essential component of the over-arching objective of sustainable development".  Sustainable development was therefore re-iterated as comprising:
· environmental protection

· social equity and cohesion

· economic prosperity. 

A Platform for Action was published in December 2005 focusing on six priorities:
· climate change 
· health
· social exclusion 
· sustainable transport 
· natural resources 
· global poverty

A  progress report is issued by the Commission every two years.

5.3 Issues with sustainable development principles
Although the EU has explicitly stated that sustainable development is the over-arching principle of all EU policies, the issue of Europe's economic competitiveness tends to dominate the political agenda. The refocused Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs has become a key objective, with the Gothenburg goals, it is often suggested, relegated to a back stage. Various EU commissioners have made statements suggesting that economic growth is priority over sustainable development.  Despite the Commission’s continued insistence on the importance of sustainable development, the sustainable development agenda is so widely defined and long term that it is difficult to translate into specific, measurable mechanisms for progress. 
What emerged from the Lisbon mid-term review is that every new piece of environmental legislation will be double-checked by the Commission to ensure that it does not impose unnecessary burdens on businesses, growth and job creation.  The general lack of good indicators and future targets will be a problem for the North West programme, as at a Europe-wide level. 

The Proposal for a Council Decision on Community strategic guidelines on cohesion {SEC(2006) 929}  clearly states that, "Member States and regions should pursue the objective of sustainable development and boost synergies between the economic, social and environmental dimensions." The CCTs should therefore be focussed on sustainable development with its wider scope than environmental concerns. 

5.4 Sustainable development –contextual changes

Sustainable development/environmental sustainability has seen key changes since the 

outset of the current programme that affect the context in which the new programming 

work will undertaken.  These include:
· the increased awareness of the importance of the environment on our lives (global warming is now headline news); 

· the inclusion of environmental priorities in all regional programmes (RDA objectives etc emphasise the need to promote conditions for sustainable growth); and 

· the government sustainable development strategy - the1999 sustainable development strategy is now titled Securing the Future 2005 and is viewed by the consultees as “more robust, balanced”.  

The UK legislative and regulative agenda does already promote best practice in sustainable delivery in a number of areas, and legislative standards are being raised progressively in a wide range of areas relating to environmental best practice.  For example, energy efficiency has been boosted by the recent (July 2006) DTI energy Review, which examines the UK's progress against the medium and long-term 2003 Energy White Paper goals and considers options for further steps to achieve them.   
The DTI Review sets out a number of new measures that are now available, many of which are specifying higher standards than before.  So compared with the situation in 1999, there is a much greater level of awareness, understanding, and integration of sustainability principles into both economic development activities and business acceptance of the need to integrate environment into activities. 
On the other hand, the review of the regional sustainable development framework - Action for Sustainability – and the Perceptions Review which is, according to one interviewee, "damning, bold, blatant" – and identifies general failures and a lack of culture of commitment. It suggests that in the North West, sustainable development has been seen as an activity in its own right, and is marginalised instead of underpinning everything.  So despite the overall gains in understanding and commitment made to sustainable development, the implementation of the commitments is problematic, as with mainstreaming equality.  This suggests a need to reaffirm the mainstreaming of sustainable development and to increase efforts to integrate it as an area of activity. 
5.5 Research Findings

Developers of Social Fund programmes have always been encouraged to maximise their use of the highest standards, e.g. through the BREEAM buildings standards.  The challenge for programme managers and project developers is to ensure that projects adhere to these new best practice levels, rather than opting for lower standards.  The lack of uptake of best practice often relates to poor awareness and understanding of what measures are available to use, and of course the need to ensure enforcement of ‘aspirational’ statements in the application forms into delivery in practice.  According to the interviewees, the process of some projects being badged sustainable development rather than all having sustainable development integrated in a sensible way has occurred in the 2000-6 programme.
The reasons for this are clearer for the ESF projects, who stated that it was often 
problematic for them to go beyond very simple measures to promote recycling etc. 
The sustainable development principle is, it seems, so wide ranging, that it makes it hard 

to implement, especially in projects without and capital development work involved.  In this 

case sustainable development has been reduced to the promotion of environmental 

measures.  Interviewees considered that, for social project concentrating on training,

employment and research, that contributions to sustainable development were necessarily 

limited. 
There seems to be less rationale for the ERDF elements not integrating sustainable development as well as they should, whilst the mechanism for ensuring a higher level of commitment to sustainable development was contentious. The contracting requirements placed on ERDF Objective 1 projects were an area where there were mixed views, with some projects resenting the tough requirements placed on them. Others saw them as necessary measures to force the hand of business and public sector organisations reluctant to embrace innovative though potentially more expensive/complex designs and use of new technologies.  
The value of tough clauses in project contracts regarding sustainable development was probably the area where there was the least level of consensus within the research, and the extent to which these will be utilised in future is a matter for regional negotiation; however, the lack of progress on sustainable development does suggest higher levels of commitment are required across the board.
5.6 Issues for the new programme

It is clear that there has been a lack of progress on sustainable development issues, and 

this is iterated at European, national and regional levels. This means that there continues 
to be a requirement for good practice to be actively promoted through the new programme. 

The process of prioritisation of economic over social goals seen in the various reviews of progress on sustainable development issues have been seen in microcosm in the North West. Various interviewees have stated that economic and job creation goals take precedence over longer term social and environmental concerns. However, sustainable development remains central to the Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas, and should remain a central goal within the new programme. 

Strategic Environmental Assessments have been agreed for the new programmes but the current lack of clarity regarding whether Sustainable Development or Environmental Sustainability is the title of this CCT will lead to further confusion unless this is made clear within the new programme documentation
.  As noted in the NWRA/NWDA response to the DTI consultation, Sustainability Appraisals will also required should Sustainable Development in fact be the focus.  
Sustainable development in its widest sense is a broad concept involving all levels of social, environmental and economic activity.  The various checking systems used to assess whether projects meet sustainable development principles are helpful, and can be deployed on the larger capital projects, but are of little use for smaller, more socially focussed projects. For example, the NWDA sustainable development guidance for Single Programme project development and appraisal includes: issues of sustainable communities; sustainable production and consumption; reduction of negative environmental impacts and use of energy from renewable sources; protection and enhancement of the natural environment; and action for more sustainable communities.

A review of the extent to which individual projects can be expected to reach a high standard in sustainable design and delivery, and the extent to which they should simply be compliant with minimum required standards remain for the new programme. General thinking around this issue suggests that projects must be supported to reach a high standard for them compared to their organisational starting point, and the standard within their region and sector.  This does entail some more specific, individualised project guidance, as part of the development phase for projects.  Of course, there is a need to concentrate efforts on projects where there can be the greatest level of gain as a return on input made, so sensible decisions would need to be made about which projects required inputs of support for this CCT.
Horizontal measures including very specific requirements for capital projects to utilise best 
practice in environmentally low impact technologies are a clear mechanism by which 
sustainable principles can be written into regional development activities.   This is perhaps

one of the most effective mechanisms to make a contribution to sustainability principles 

within the region.  Other areas covered by sustainable development, such as transport

systems are also part of the wider picture, and an area that can be forgotten through 

the narrower definition of sustainability being equivalent to environmental issues. 
The difficulties of measuring progress against this longer term agenda are not unique to the North West, and various mechanisms are available to assess soft and long term outcomes.  The difficulty in assessing progress should not, however, mean that sustainable development is given a secondary status to more measurable, medium term gains for the region.  Certainly the integrated appraisal toolkit will continue to be helpful in ensuring projects are reaching a reasonable standard in sustainable development..

6.0 Information Society/ ICT as a CCT
6.1 Introduction

ICT is not specifically included as a cross-cutting theme in the NSRF.  Proposed activities include the development, promotion and adoption of new and/or innovative technologies through vertical measures.  This CCT has been incorporated into the design the main Programme structures.  Arguably, this increases its importance, and provides for more targeted development activity to benefit the whole region, rather than downgrades the issue as some have argued in the interviews. ICT development is focussing on market failures to enhance technological developments and support regional ICT infra-structure development. 

6.2 Objective 1

Merseywide Web, which was supported by ERDF in the 94/99 programme produced an ICT strategy which was used as a framework for the development of the ICT cross cutting theme under Objective 1. The CCT in Merseyside has the following stated aims in the SPD:
· To bring every citizen, school, every business and administration into the digital age and online;
· To create a digitally literate population supported by an entrepreneurial culture ready to finance, develop and exploit new ideas; and 
· To ensure that the whole process is socially inclusive, builds consumer’ trust and strengthens social cohesion.
The Objective 1 SPD lays out the incentives built into the project appraisal scoring system to encourage the use of ICT in all ERDF and ESF projects, as:
· increased ICT connectivity;

· increased use of ICT applications;

· increased ICT qualifications.

Key monitoring indicators relate primarily to:
· ICT industry growth;
· increased ICT use by SMEs;
· increased ICT training;
· increased ICT access.

6.3 Objective 2 and 3

In the 2000-6 programme, the primary policy objective, as outlined in the Objective 2 SPD, is:

To increase the use of new information, communication and media technologies by all groups in society and to ensure that this is achieved in the most inclusive and sustainable ways possible. 

Objective 3, similarly, focuses on encouraging the use of ICT’s in delivering projects, and encouraging projects to see the benefits of using ICT. 
Applicants are asked to explain:

· how they will assess prior knowledge of ICT and whether training will be offered if ICT is not the main thrust of the project; and
· the impact ICT will have on the project/beneficiaries. 
Policy Field 3 Measure 2 applicants are asked to describe how ICT will enhance employability in relation to the changing needs of employers, whilst for Policy Field 5 they must describe how the project will positively affect the prevailing gender gap in the ICT industry.  


6.4 Research findings

Programme level staff differed in their views regarding ICT; most agreed it was a 'poor relation' compared to the other CCTs.  There was no consensus that the more ambitious horizontal objectives to mainstream new and more innovative technologies into projects had made significant progress.  Most interviewees agreed that the advance of new technologies in society more generally had led to projects mainstreaming some of the more basic technologies.  Equally, the knowledge of project staff and beneficiaries was thought as likely to be increased by the use of new technologies in the home environment as through projects.  
Project promoters commented that the ICT CCT helped them press for improved ICT infrastructure in the projects from their organisations, whilst others commented that ICT training – either as a vertical measure - or simply upskilling though the use of new technologies utilised by non ICT focussed projects - are important.   
One of the most positive changes regionally was considered to be the growth and promotion of the Digital Development Agencies (DDAs) – networks of stakeholders committed to joint working, supported by the NWDA. These were considered a good building block for the new programme in the region. 
6.5 Issues for the new programme
The decision has already been made that ICT will be integrated as a vertical rather than a horizontal measure in the new programme. This relates to the fact that, as the updated programme compliment notes, the 'Information Society' is moving from a pilot phase to wide deployment as the ICT world becomes more mature and global.  This evolution may be characterised as supply-side strengthening. Again, this change is reflected in the NSRF where ICT does not appear as horizontal priority, but receives a major emphasis as a vertical measure in priorities 1 and 2 especially. 
So whilst some valuable work has been carried out in the ICT CCT, the supply side agenda has been driven mainly by the changes in technology itself, in particular rapid advances in both ICT performance and infrastructure (broadband availability, for example).
Nevertheless, there does remain work to be done to embed innovative use of new technologies into project structures (in effect focusing on strengthening the demand side), and to ensure that ICT does not become a means by which organisations and individuals are excluded from the benefits of European funding. 
Remaining areas where there are horizontal requirements for ICT in the programme are then: the digital divide (strongly associated with the social inclusion/equal opportunities agenda and one that could be directly addressed in programming around this area); and the further take-up and deployment of new technologies and ICT-enabled, innovative work processes. ICT is an important vertical measure in the new programme, but interviewees also suggest there is a requirement for support/consultancy to smaller projects/businesses to fully realise the potential of the technologies available to them. 
It is expected that ICT will figure highly on the agenda of national ESF Operational Programme and would expect any Programmes being developed to address this by offering industry standard, vendor specific training programmes.

The RES does include specific measures to support companies to use and harness the benefits of ICT and digital technologies through the DDAs, and this support will need to be extended to European funded projects.
 The region needs to consider how the work of the DDAs can be harnessed in support of the new generation of European funding. 
6.6 Conclusions

Within the Structural Funds Programme, the ICT CCT has been about moving the culture of regeneration practitioners to a new level, one which creatively embraced new technology to work in new ways.  This has moved some way forward, and although ICT in itself will not be a cross-cutting theme, the new programme needs to advance ICT more visibly and still work towards embedding this new culture.

7.0 The future of CCTs

7.1 Mainstreaming

A number of the interviewees expressed a view that mainstreaming has "already happened", and that separate strands to promote specific horizontal issues are no longer required.  Certainly, some interviewees expressed the view that the CCTs are already embedded within the regional policy and that complimentary funding streams such as the RDA Single Pot, the LSC and Jobcentre Plus active labour market programmes are already addressing the CCTs.  

To suggest that mainstreaming has already happened is to misunderstand the purpose of horizontal themes. Mainstreaming is an ongoing process; as the North West regional strategy Action for Equality notes, "mainstreaming is about building in measures at the beginning of a policy or outset of a project, not bolting it on at the end".
 Horizontal themes are in place within European and national programmes because progress towards greater equality in society, and more a more active and integrated approach to sustainable development, has not been sufficiently well progressed. 
Whilst the impact that some projects can make on the issues may be minimal, there should be an attempt to ensure there are ‘horses for courses’ and projects that can make a contribution, do. Market failures and marginalisation of social aims can be countered by a mainstreaming approach, alongside regional initiatives in the area.  In this sense, mainstreaming should be seen as complimentary to regional work in these areas, such as the systems in use in the RDA and the co-financing agencies. The more re-inforcement of the CCTs there is, the more likely it is that an impact will, over time, be achieved. 

The alignment of the new European funding with domestic programmes such as the NWDA Single Programme (or Single Pot), and the LSC and Jobcentre Plus priority areas, should ensure that the language, systems and priorities used are more widely understood. This should make the whole CCT system easier to administer alongside the wider application of UK equality/diversity and environmental sustainability/sustainable development standards, making it possible to administer the CCTs within ‘in-house’ systems for administering equality/diversity and sustainable development, where this expertise exists.  
7.2 Good practice

This research concludes that having standards above and beyond mainstream funding is befitting for a programme expected to achieve additionality in respect of existing initiatives, and that European funded projects could and should require standards to be ‘above and beyond’ those of mainstream funding. 
Indeed, the General Regulation states clearly that the new programmes should concentrate exclusively on adding value in some way:

investment in a limited number of Community priorities, reflecting the Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas, where Community intervention can be expected to bring about a leverage effect and significant added value.

The existence of the Equal programme suggests that European Funds are aiming to foster, incubate and disseminate good practice in equality, and so supports the suggestion that CCTs should aim to reach a higher than basic standard in this area.  Similarly, the EU has funded European Framework programmes for over 20 years that include energy, environment (including climate change) and transport; supports the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme and the continuation of the Intelligent Energy – Europe (IEE) programme; and Environmental technologies: the promotion of low environmental impact products and processes is central to finding and delivering higher standards in resource efficiency.   Funding at EU and national level are, therefore, actively supporting this priority area and the CCTs, then, are another means by which good practice can be driven and mainstreamed. 

However, we suggest that good practice for one organisation is contextualised within the sector, region and client base of that project, rather than being a blanket requirement.  In other words, one size does not fit all, and projects should be required to reach a good standard for them. 
Cross fertilisation of good practice to European funds from mainstream activities and vice versa will be essential in future to ensure that good practice is exchanged across different programme areas.  

7.3 Capacity to deliver CCTs

In the past, there were specialist skills and knowledge required around CCTs because of the unique nature of European funding, with its separate language, priorities, systems and targets.  This system has not worked well for a variety of reasons, and has led to the development of a system within a system.  Until the programming requirements are more clearly laid out and agreed, it is not possible to make a final recommendation as to whether the new programme will continue to need additional expertise and resourcing in the form of dedicated CCT managers with a specific case load of projects.  Our initial thoughts on this are included below, however.   

Secretariat staff for both ESF and ERDF, wherever they are located, require specific knowledge and skills in implementing the horizontal themes continue to be needed to: 
· support the project development process for capital and larger revenue projects; 

· to help ‘design in’ horizontal measures at a programme level and through project appraisal systems; 

· develop appropriate support tools for the programme such as revamping of toolkits and workshops used in this programme; and 

· train others involved in appraisal, monitoring and support for projects.  

These activities would be central in the early stages of programme and project development. In the longer- term, as staff across the whole programme become more confident in the CCT issues, there may be less need for these concentrated activities.

7.4 ESF skills and capacity

European Social Fund will continue with a system of co-financing, driven by the priorities of the regional skills agenda. Co-financing agencies have commented that they do not have sufficient in-house expertise, especially on environmental sustainability/sustainable development issues to provide projects with support.  On the other hand, the co-financing agencies do have considerable policy and procedural expertise within their organisations, and should, with initial support, be able to develop projects that incorporate CCTs in a meaningful way. The fact that the co-financing agencies have stated their desire for continued input on the CCTs has also, of course, to be balanced against the resource constraints of funding for the region, and the availability of TA budgets. Decisions about whether separate CCT managers are required to support the new programme should be based on a review of the existing in-house expertise of the organisations providing Secretariat support to the new programme, and their capacity to deliver the CCT programme requirements. 
7.5 ERDF skills and capacity

ERDF will be administered by the NWDA, and aligned with the Regional Economic Strategy (RES). The RDA is confident they do have all the required in-house expertise on the horizontal themes, as they have in-house specialists in equality (including a specialist in black and minority communities work), sustainable development, and related areas such as health equalities/inequalities.  These officers are already experienced in supporting the appraisal of new projects through the Single Programme.   The NWDA does also have well developed systems for the selection and appraisal of projects for the Single Programme and other funding regimes they administer.  These systems are as strong as, and in some cases more robust than the 2000-6 ERDF systems.  Their guidance on equality, for example, has a wider scope than that for the ERDF/ESF 2000-6 programme, including trans-gender and sexual orientation in the guidance for projects and appraisal staff. NWDA has a well developed system of impact assessment for large projects in the sustainable development area. Their system also recognises that some projects have a greater capacity to deliver on these horizontal themes than others, given that only some projects, dependent on their focus and objectives, are asked to make fuller appraisals of their sustainability or equality objectives. 
There is a question regarding whether NWDA has sufficient capacity to provide the additional, complex TA role for CCTs in ERDF. However, the systematic mainstreaming of the horizontal themes into the programme, as recommended in this report, should mean that all staff, at all levels, are capable of providing CCT related support rather than the resources all being vested in specific specialist staff. The NWDA has already noted that their appraisal system requires some strengthening to ensure that all appraisal is done by individuals confident in the CCT areas, to ensure that sound advice can be given at the project development phase. Training for appraisal staff is already in hand
. 
7.6 More active mainstreaming across the programme

The separateness of the current CCT system needs to be addressed through an active approach to embedding the CCTs at all levels of the programme, from the programming documents through all stages of commissioning, appraisal, monitoring through to the evaluation of the impact of projects. Horizontal themes should be embedded within the system rather than perpetuating a ‘system within a system’ . This needs to be associated with appropriate targets that can be properly tracked for impact, taking into account that equality and sustainable development have soft and long term outcomes rather than some of the harder economic and job outcomes of the programme areas. 
Our recommendation is that CCTs are 'designed in' rather than 'bolted on' to ensure that projects can reach a level of good practice through the project lifespan, rather than having to be of a very high standard to gain funding in the first place.  The terminology used regarding the CCTs themes needs to reflect this, and be more user friendly and reduce the level of mystique surrounding the horizontal themes. The language and approaches used in the various CCT toolkits works well in this regard. 
It is our recommendation that all programme level staff dealing with projects need to be confident that they know what mainstreaming of the CCTs is and how to support it within project activities. A significant upskilling of all staff dealing with European funds on horizontal issues is, in any scenario, essential to ensure all programme level staff are confident in appraising, advising and monitoring the impact of horizontal programming requirements.  
7.7 Mainstreaming CCTs in the application and appraisal process
The more extensive use of mainstreaming tools such as equality/environmental impact assessments/ audits should be utilised to ensure all programme materials and processes are equality/environmentally ‘proofed’, and that across the board appropriate actions are 'designed in' to the programme, as would be expected of a true horizontal theme.  Further, individual projects should be required to demonstrate how they will 'design in' appropriate measures regarding Environmental Sustainability/Sustainable Development and equality/ diversity measures (as opposed to having blanket targets imposed upon them).  This is a more straightforward exercise in relation to ERDF, where, as described above, these systems are already in place for the Single Programme.  For both ERDF and ESF systems of MQT and gateway marking, although not popular, are an important contribution to ensuring that minimum standards are maintained. 

Both ESF and ERDF need to consider how to more effectively track against commitments made at application stage – this is an acknowledged weakness in many funding systems, and is currently being considered in relation to the Single Programme, for example.  

A number of helpful materials to support CCT appraisal (and their implementation through projects) by CCT managers, projects, action plans and co-financing agencies, and there should be an attempt to collate and adapt these for the new programme.  This activity could be carried out by the CCT managers during the final months of the existing programme.  This will enable projects to build on existing good practice and avoid ‘re-inventing the wheel'.  In addition, there is a repository of material from the Equal programme from which tools can be drawn to inform the new programme. 
7.8 Targets and monitoring systems 

The monitoring systems need to be tied into mainstream indicators already used in the public sector, reducing the burden on projects to collect separate information and making the outcomes of European funding comparable with those of other interventions.  The RES has details of the sources and availability of indicators, and this framework is useable for the purposes of the new Competitiveness Fund.  These are noted in annex 4. The indicators should be disaggregated by gender, ethnicity, disability and age as appropriate to ensure that changes for different population groups are monitored and impacts recorded, using the recommended categories from the Commission for Racial Equality, the Disability Rights Commission and the Equal Opportunities Commission (or the Commission for Equality and Human Rights, when it is operational).

Some thought needs to go into the extent to which indicators can be used for the soft outcomes stemming from environmental sustainability/sustainable development and equality/diversity, and a common system for collection of these indicators put in place from the outset. However, qualitative indicators are only desirable to the extent that they can be used to make comparative and objective judgements of success, and unverifiable, narrative monitoring systems should be limited. 

As noted in Cohesion policy: the 2007 watershed Legislative proposals by the European Commission for the reform of cohesion policy (2007–13 period):

· The monitoring and evaluation of horizontal themes should be embedded into the general indicator system of a programme and not be separated into a specific indicator system.

· Indicator systems for Structural Fund interventions should be decision oriented.  Data should not be collected without clear purpose.
· The establishment of any indicator system is costly.  Indicators for horizontal priorities should be applied first of all for measures that have a significant impact on a given horizontal theme.

We echo and concur with these statements.  Indicators need to be part of the overall system to ensure an ‘easy to use’ form of monitoring.  Data collected on the CCTs needs to be analysed alongside other measures and priority outputs and impacts, to ensure that monitoring is robust and appropriate remedial action can be taken where there is non-implementation of CCT commitments. Finally, the focus of the CCT monitoring indicators needs to be clearly thought through and aligned to the areas where the greatest impact can be achieved, rather than covering every aspect of the CCTs. 
7.9 Scope of the CCTs

Ensuring that there are single definitions in operation across the ERDF and ESF elements of the new Competitiveness programme would make the job of implementing the CCTs much more coherent and focussed. Within the NSRF there remains potential for differences to open up between ESF and ERDF, and within the sub-regions of Merseyside and Cumbria.  Following the consultation on the NRSF and the North West response to this, it is hoped there will be a greater level of clarity regarding the scope and role of the CCTs within the two elements of the new programme.  The programming work to be carried out in the North West must be absolutely clear on the scope of the CCTs in each sub-region to ensure this situation does not arise again.  Our recommendations on the scope of each CCT are included in the separate chapters on each CCT.
8.0 A summary of the recommendations

Programme level

· Horizontal themes need to be 'designed into' the programmes to ensure mainstreaming takes place. Strategies and Programmes need to be equality/sustainability 'proofed'.  Individual elements need to be similarly reviewed to ensure that they fully integrate  CCTs.
· Documentation on the CCTs should be simple and brief, with a greater use of signposting to the variety of good materials available already on the CCTs.

· The greater use of electronic toolkits would be helpful rather than additional paper based materials which simply add to the information overload. 

· Programme level targets need to be carefully approached, and brought in line with other national targets (ESF) and regional (RES) tasking frameworks. Separate targets for the CCTs should be avoided.  

· Targets need to be part of a process of tracking outcomes and impacts, rather than a very basic monitoring process. 
· The two remaining CCTs need to be clearly focussed on sustainability and equality/diversity.  

· Actions to address the digital divide should be included in the equality/diversity CCT. The role of the Digital Development Agency needs to be considered as a support for projects to reach a high standard in ICT 
Secretariat

· Expertise in the CCTs are required, but it will be the 'host' agency's capacity to deliver which determines whether they need to recruit additional support regarding the CCTs. They must be co-located within the main Secretariat(s).
· The upskilling of all Secretariat staff in implementation of horizontal themes will ensure that there will support mainstreaming, and should overcome the problem of ‘experts’ moving on and leaving a gap in support.
· The ways of working on the CCTs need review to ensure that all those working on Programmes and projects can receive meaningful input on the CCTs. Given the likelihood of reduced levels of TA, efficient mechanisms to reach all projects with CCT ‘messages’ need to be utilised.  Newsletter, seminars and toolkits can be used, as in the 2000-6 programme. 

Governance Structure
The CCT champions system for the Governance Structure should continue, but their role should be one of ensuring that the agenda is not lost at strategic level,  and of  safeguarding the integration of CCTs into the strategy and programme elements, rather than being seen as a 'lobby group'. 
Project level
· Both ESF and ERDF need to consider how to more effectively track against commitments made at application stage.

· The application stage needs to be a negotiated process which enables applicants to make realistic and helpful commitments to integration of the CCTs into their projects. 
· CCT commitments should be commensurate with their ability to move the equality/ sustainability agenda on, and their capacity to deliver results in the CCT areas.  Therefore, they should be delivering CCTs in a way that exemplifies good practice for them, relative to their sector, past practice etc. 
· Opportunities for joint appraisal systems for EU and RDA applications should be exploited for ERDF, especially given that Single Programme appraisal and monitoring systems are already well developed. 
Good practice materials
· Materials used to ensure CCTs were mainstreamed should be collated and adapted for the new programme, including the CCT toolkits. 
Annex One: Research Tools
Interviews with CCTs managers

What has worked well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the programme in your professional opinion and why? Probe on the use of:

· Planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Project understanding

· Project implementation

· Support for projects

· Action plans (ERDF)

· Co-financing

· Toolkits

· Any differences between the 3 objectives

What has not worked so well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the programme and why?

Probe on:

· Planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Project understanding

· Project implementation

· Support for projects

· Action plans (ERDF)

· Co-financing

· Toolkits

· Any differences between the 3 objectives

How has the context changed and what are the implications of this?

Explore new developments since the programming period started.  

· Legislative change

· Other policy change

· Change in technology

· Change in knowledge base

· Other changes
How would you like to see CCTs integrated in the next funding period?

· Into planning

· Into application and scoring processes

· Support to projects

· Supporting materials

· Output monitoring and analysis

· Other data collection

· Impact analysis
What is your view of the mainstreaming approach versus separate cross cutting stands at?

· Policy level

· TA level

· Project level
(Refer to the three separate CCTs in general interviews – or their CCT specialism)

What key documents have been produced in relation to your area of the CCTs (say the ones we know of already) and where can we get them - especially the ones that are less obvious – e.g. not on the websites, still in production, never published etc. What re the approaches taken in the docs and why?  Has there been any evaluation or feedback of these approaches taken in docs/tools? 

Can you mention some of the projects that are good practice examples in relation to one or more CCT.  Why do they constitute good practice? Are they horizontal or vertical projects? How have they taken CCTs forward?

Any other comments?
Interviews with European policy and generalists

What has worked well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the programme in your professional opinion and why? Probe on the use of:

· Planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Support for projects

· Toolkits
What has not worked so well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the programme and why?

Probe on:

· Planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Support for projects

· Toolkits
How do European Funding systems work in comparison to other funding streams you are aware of.

· Similarities

· Differences

· Which aspects of which approach do you favour and why?
What is feasible has the context changed and what are the implications of this? Regional and national level. 

· Legislative change

· Other policy change

· Change in technology

· Change in knowledge base

· Other changes
Key question: How would you like to see CCTs integrated in the next funding period?

· Into planning

· Into application and scoring processes

· Support to projects

· Supporting materials

· Output monitoring and analysis

· Other data collection

· Impact analysis
What is your view of the mainstreaming approach versus separate cross cutting stands at?

· Policy level

· TA level

· Project level
(Refer to the three separate CCTs in general interviews – or their CCT specialism)

What key documents have been produced in relation to your area of the CCTs (say the ones we know of already) and where can we get them - especially the ones that are less obvious – e.g. not on the websites, still in production, never published etc. What re the approaches taken in the docs and why?  Has there been any evaluation or feedback of these approaches taken in docs/tools? 

CCTs in the North West Region, research focus groups

What has worked well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the projects in your professional opinion and why? Please consider:

· Background and planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Support for projects 

· Toolkits

· Action plans
What has not worked so well in relation to the integration of CCTs in the projects and why?

Please consider:

· Planning docs

· Application stage and scoring frameworks

· Targets

· Collection and use of monitoring data

· Impact assessment

· Support for projects

· Toolkits

· Action plans
Are there key differences between Objective 1,2,3. What are they?

What impact have the CCTs had on your wider organisational practices, if any?

What could European Funding regimes learn from other funding regimes you work with?

Has the context changed and what are the implications of this at a regional and national level. Please consider:

· Legislative change

· Other policy change

· Change in technology

· Change in knowledge base

· Other changes
How would you like to see CCTs integrated in the next funding period? Please consider:

· Into planning

· Into application and scoring processes

· Support to projects

· Supporting materials

· Output monitoring and analysis

· Other data collection

· Impact analysis
What is your view of the mainstreaming approach versus separate cross cutting stands at?

· Policy level

· TA level

· Project level
What key documents have been produced in relation to the CCTs by your project/action plan? Has there been any evaluation or feedback of these approaches taken in docs/tools? 

Any other comments
Annex Two: Focus Group Attendees

LIVERPOOL May 23
	Name


	Title
	Contact Address

	Kevin Egerton


	European funding officer


	Development funding office

Liverpool john moores university

Rodney house

70 mount pleasant

Liverpool l3 5ux

Tel: +44 (0) 151 231 3642

Fax: +44 (0) 151 708 7030

E-mail:k.a.egerton@livjm.ac.uk 



	Darren Hardy, 

	LNRP Manager
	European Programmes Team 
Policy & Programme, Regeneration, 
Municipal Buildings, 
Dale Street, 
Liverpool 
  
Tel:  0151 233 2439 
E-mail: darren.hardy@liverpool.gov.uk

	Mark Turner


	Managing Director


	Groundwork EBS - Merseyside

7 Royal Standard Way

New Chester Road

Birkenhead   CH42 1NB

Tel:   0151 644 4720

Fax:  0151 644 4721



	Allan Jeffcoatt and Stephen Wood
	
	Business Link 
Egerton House 
2 Tower Road 
Birkenhead 
Wirral 
CH41 1FN 

	Chris Williamson


	
	The Mersey Partnership. (chris.williamson@merseyside.org.uk) ( 0151 237 3966)

	Stefan Jankowski 
	
	stefan@thesouthportpartnership.co.uk


MANCHESTER May 23
	Name


	Title
	Contact Address

	Mark Dawson 
	
	mark.dawson@vsnw.org.uk

	Kay Morris 



	
	ESF team 
Jobcentre Plus North West 
0161 873 1335

	Todd Holden
	Director
	ENWORKS

	Ruth Osborn (*will be attending on behalf of Eileen Chan )
	
	EILEEN.CHAN@gonw.gsi.gov.uk

	Connie Hancock


	Senior Lecturer / Business & Communities Manager
	University of Chester Parkgate Road Chester

CH1 4BJ

Tel: 01244 375 444  EXT: 2113


CUMBRIA June 8
	Name
	Organisation

	Nik Hardy
	West Lakes Renaissance

	Pat Smith
	Jobcentre Plus

	Anne Wilson
	Cumbria Learning & Skills Council

	Julie Wedgwood
	Allerdale Borough Council – Routes to Work

	Kevin Little
	Regeneration Support Team

	Julie Finlay
	Regeneration Support Team – Workington

	Kate Copeland
	Regeneration Support Team

	Val Holden
	Barrow Borough Council

	Joanne Crowe
	Cleator Moor Business Centre


Annex Three: CCT Focus Groups Analysis

Three focus groups were conducted across the North West: Liverpool, Manchester and Cockermouth. Between 6 and 8 participants attended each group. The discussions are summarised below. 
What has worked well regards the integration of the CCTs?

There is little evidence of any significant patterns or agreement across the region. Each region picked out different aspects that had worked well for them. 

There was a general feeling that the CCTs had brought focus to the issues and had ensured that they were integral to the project. It was suggested that CCTs did become more mainstreamed rather than just feeling like an 'add on'.

CCT work especially well within Objective 2 as the measures are written around the CCT. Therefore, the measure dictates the project rather than the CCT. It was reported that successful projects have been because of the measure rather than the CCT. 

It was reported that the CCTs have been well integrated into regeneration projects. One area reported that the environmental CCT stating that 10% of materials had to come from renewal sources had worked well and they were surprised by the lack of resistance. 

ICT 

A mixture of opinions were presented regards ICT as a separate CCT. 

One group stated that they could not understand why ICT is a separate CCT and another group discussed the issues of using too much ICT and creating what they called a 'digital divide'. It was also stated by some groups that they had found it difficult to get people to use ICT and to spend measure 2.3 money. 

However on the other hand, one group could still see the need for ICT as a separate CCT. Having ICT as a separate CCT has enabled projects to introduce project volunteers to ICT and it has proved a useful tool to remind CEOs/Directors that they need to be setting aside budget to install broadband etc. ICT has also been used to broaden peoples horizons past there own local areas e.g. job search. 

One group did not contract with projects for CCT outputs as at the time there was no guidance available. When the guidance did arrive it was difficult to rectify.

One group stated that the ICT CCT had been useful as it had brought all the ICT support agencies together which really helped.

In the past there have been issues around the use of ICT within the vol/com sector but this is now changing. Their key strengths are around environmental and equal opportunities issues. 

What has not worked well regards integration of the CCTs?

It was noted by most consultees that the CCT managers were a very stretched resources. In fact one consultee reported that it appeared that there is an impression that the 'infrastructure is falling apart' and there was a need for further support and resource for CCTs. 

CCTs are seen as an extra hurdle for many people - they are seen as an extra hurdle to get the money for the projects to then do things that have little or no difference. In the main CCTs are seen as a barrier – an extra 15/20 questions which appear at the end of the application. 

The main issue raised by all groups is that CCTs appear like an additionality/bolt on. When tackling CCTs within application forms it become more a task about 'saying the right things' and so in many cases the quality of what was written in application forms has not been as good as delivery.

Some projects are very good at CCTs.  However, for others they are not that achievable so writing about them within application forms becomes a tick box exercise.  

Lots of projects have built in childcare costs but these are not getting spent – this needs to be marketed more effectively. 

Projects working across business support have been weak 'across the board' in relation to the integration of CCTs. 

Some weaknesses were identified by the LSC: the tenders are people/area specific but the contracts on the other hand are output driven, rather than specifying something should be sustainable for example.  LSC payments are not attached to delivering CCTs e.g. ICT training. 

Other Funding streams

Single Pot: A more flexible fund than structural funds and quicker to get hold of. The fund is also easier to manage – more money on delivery than management.  There are also rules rather than guidance.  However the voluntary and community sector find it hard to access the fund due to its concentration on economic regeneration rather than social/environmental.  Project champions are used within Single Pot funding to provide guidance. 

It was reported that there is more consistency accessing RDA funds as opposed to ERDF. 

Key Issues

Some consultees raised the issue that the rules are the same for both large and small organisations – issues were also raised regarding local differences in relation to BME groups – outputs are the same across the region

Some consultees were concerned that the NWDA did not want to champion CCT.

If projects are getting people into work does it mater if a CCT has not be adhered to? 

Should ICT be in measures specifically? Would this make it more difficult to achieve? 

Additionality/ proportionment prevents quite large sectors from accessing structural funds i.e. 3rd sector – guidance keeps changing. 

Annex Four: RES Indicators for Monitoring

The following monitoring indicators noted within the RES can be used for monitoring the impact of European Funding.  The indicators should be disaggregated by gender, ethnicity, disability and age as appropriate. 

Full-time/Part-time Jobs Created - Regional, Sub-regional

Male/Female Jobs Created  - Regional, Sub-regional

Employment Rates  - Regional, Sub-regional

Employment Rates for Disadvantaged Groups  - Regional/tasking framework/ PSA target 6

Self employment rates in deprived areas - Regional/tasking framework/ PSA target 7

Incapacity Benefit Claimants as a % of working age population - Regional, Sub-regional

Income Support Claimants as a %of working age population - Regional/tasking framework/ PSA target 9

Working age people with no qualifications - Regional, Sub-regional

Working age people with Level 2 qualifications  - Regional, Sub-regional/ tasking framework/ PSA target 11

Working age people with Level 3 qualifications Regional, Sub-regional,

Economically active working age people with Level 4+ qualifications Regional, Sub-regional

Adults with basic skills needs  - Regional /Tasking framework/PSA target 11

% of employers providing further training  - Regional /tasking framework/PSA target 1

Energy Consumption Regional

CO2 Emissions - Regional PSA target 2

Waste Levels - Regional

% of energy use from renewables - Regional

English Index of Multiple Deprivation  - Regional, Sub-regional

Average (Median) Wage Levels  - Regional, Sub-regional

Household Incomes (average, and households below average) - Regional

Population and population structure - Regional

Public transport usage - Regional

Congestion  - Regional

ICT usage and take-up  - Regional

Perceptions of the Northwest as a place to live - Regional

Annex 5 Policy Appraisal for Equal Treatment, 1998

Policy appraisal for equal treatment

There are 3 steps in the policy appraisal process:

Check how your policy or programme will affect, either directly or indirectly, different groups of people - for example women and men, disabled people and those from different ethnic groups.

You need to be sure that the measures will not result in unlawful discrimination (see appendix A for an outline of anti-discrimination provisions).

You also need to consider the question of unequal impact on those groups who do not enjoy specific legal protection but who, as a matter of good policy, you will wish to consider, such as older people or groups toward whom specific policy initiatives are being directed, such as young unemployed people. 

Identify whether there is any adverse differential impact on a particular group or groups and then decide whether it can be justified in policy terms even if it is legally permissible. 

Take action, if necessary. 

When you present policy proposals they must include an impact analysis which clearly brings out the effect on particular sections of the population, and how you have addressed any relevant differences.

What must I do ?

1. Find out all you can about the potential impact of a proposal:
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	Make full use of existing research and statistics; if necessary commission new data, ensuring that statistics are separated by gender, race, disability and age, as far as it is possible to do so;
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	Consult the relevant contact on issues specific to their policy areas (see Appendix B), if necessary and as appropriate;
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	Consult established interest groups, if necessary and as appropriate;
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	Consult those who are likely to use your service, as appropriate;
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	Carry out a differential impact assessment, based on this and any other relevant information.


2. Use the information you have gathered to decide whether there is likely to be a differential impact upon a particular group or groups in society and, if so, whether this may be unfair or unlawful, or contradict overall Government policy concerning opportunities or services for certain groups. Don't forget that there may be an adverse differential impact which arises indirectly. Rules which limit the access of a particular group to a service, for example changing the location of a service provider, could indirectly have an adverse effect on those with limited access to transport, such as those with low incomes or disabilities. And remember, some groups can suffer multiple disadvantage, such as black women.

3. If you discover that some groups will suffer an adverse differential impact:
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	Ensure that the course of action you propose is legally permissible;
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	If it is not legally permissible, amend the policy or programme;
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	If it is legally permissible, decide whether the difference is justifiable in policy terms. If it is a programme intended specifically to address the needs of a particular group, it may be justifiable. Judge whether the differential impact is acceptable within the context of the programme. Where necessary, amend the policy or programme;
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	Ensure that your Ministers and senior officials are aware that you have considered the adverse differential impact of any policy or programme and record that you have done so. The outcome of policy appraisal should always be brought to the attention of Ministers.






































� By the time of publication of this report, the finalised National Strategic Reference Framework has confirmed that environmental sustainability will be the focus of the CCT, and ERDF will take this on as the new CCT theme – for ESF a decision had not been reached.  However, sustainable development does encompass a more wide ranging agenda.  For example, the NWDA sustainable development guidance for Single Programme project development and appraisal includes: issues of sustainable communities; sustainable production and consumption; reduction of negative environmental impacts and use of energy from renewable sources; protection and enhancement of the natural environment; and action for more sustainable communities.


� Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the programming period 2000-2006: changes and challenges, " The new Community Support Frameworks and Single Programming Documents are developing a more comprehensive equality strategy than in the past, based on the dual approach of gender mainstreaming and specific actions, in compliance with the Treaty of Amsterdam".


� Mid Term Evaluation of the North West England Objective 2 Programme Main Report September 2003, Fraser Associates and Regeneris.





� Neighbourhood Renewal Fund and the new RDA Single Pot, for example. 


� Feb 2005, note from GO to Rural Regeneration Cumbria


� Objective 1 Mid term evaluation 2003.


� Objective 1 mid-term update June 05. 


� Comments from regional interviewees.


� , Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions of 1 June 2005 - "Non-Discrimination and Equal Opportunities for All - A Framework Strategy" [� HYPERLINK "http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=COMfinal&an_doc=2005&nu_doc=224" \o "full text of the act" �COM(2005)224�


� � HYPERLINK "http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=COMfinal&an_doc=2000&nu_doc=335" \o "full text of the act" �COM(2000) 335�


� Policy Appraisal for Equal Treatment, 1998, � HYPERLINK "http://www.womenandequalityunit.gov.uk/archive/gender_mainstreaming/equal.htm" ��http://www.womenandequalityunit.gov.uk/archive/gender_mainstreaming/equal.htm�, see annex 5 for more detail


� Equality and Diversity: Learning from audit, inspection and research, by the Audit Commission, shows that forty per cent of Local Authorities had not even reached the first of five levels of the Commission for Racial Equality's good practice standard.  


� Previous research by ECOTEC as highlighted problems of tokenisms associated with this approach – however, the symbolic nature of including disadvantaged groups remains powerful. 


� Council of Europe Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (EU SDS)− Renewed Strategy June 2006





� By the time of publication of this report, the finalised National Strategic Reference Framework has confirmed that environmental sustainability will be the focus of the CCT, and ERDF will take this on as the new CCT theme – for ESF a decision had not been reached.  


� Factor 6, business chapter of the RES, 2006


� Action for Equality, P14


� Proposal for a Council Rregulation laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund (presented by the Commission) {SEC(2004)924}





� Discussions with NWDA staff November 2006. 





ECOTEC

CCTs in the North West

Registered Office: Priestley House, 12-26 Albert Street, Birmingham B4 7UD.
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