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Introduction

The Democratic Unionist Party has consistently articulated the view that the structures of the European Programme for Peace and Reconciliation (hereafter referred to as the Peace Programme or the programme) require root and branch reform if they are to command genuine cross community support and public confidence. In the formulation of our policy paper “Fairness for All” which was published prior to the announcement of the Peace II extension programme we consulted widely with various stake holders from within the Protestant and Unionist community and beyond. As a result of that consultation and from experience of dealing with groups during the application process, we quickly came to the conclusion that the aforementioned community “has not reaped the tangible benefit from the PEACE II programme or its predecessor, PEACE I that the Roman Catholic/Nationalist community has”
. It must be placed on record that we feel this to be the case also in the PEACE II extension.

This briefing paper will examine fundamental structural and operational issues which we feel must be addressed in the formulation of any proposed PEACE III programme. We stated at the time of the PEACE II extension consultation that another 24 months of that which had gone before was unacceptable. Now, in what will probably be the final phase of the Peace Programme we make clear our determination that the changes which we outline in this paper and the observations which we make, must be acted upon if mainstream Unionist confidence in the programme is to be established.  

Technical Assistance and Programme Delivery

At present the proliferation of Intermediary Funding Bodies (IFB’s) and Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP’s) is devouring an enormous amount of resources coming from Europe (nearly 10%). A simple “economies of scale” equation, particularly with funding reducing, would inform any reasonable observer that if we reduce the number of IFB’s and LSP’s then we stand to save a considerable amount of money that can be ploughed into local communities and worthwhile economic projects. As a principle the Democratic Unionist Party is supportive of moves to reduce the number of IFB’s and funding measures in order to create a more centralised and strategic approach to: (a) identifying funding priorities (b) avoiding the creation of a vast number of funding streams (c) creating uniformity in the application process where there is presently difference in procedures amongst the IFB’s and LSP’s - as illustrated with negative effect during the current PEACE II Extension application process.

 The implications of the Review of Public Administration will have an obvious and direct impact upon programme delivery at a localised level. The number of councils in Northern Ireland will be reduced from its current level of 26 local authorities to as a minimum 7 or a maximum 15. This will clearly entail a rationalisation in the number of LSP’s. However, the recommendations of RPA will not be in place by the time the latest phase of the peace programme is launched. This begs two questions: (a) how will the programme be delivered prior to RPA? (b) how will the programme be delivered in a post-RPA environment?

How will the programme be delivered prior to RPA?
In a Northern Ireland context, we see merit in a single IFB, provided it is so constructed as to command public confidence and guarantee efficiency.  While there would be advantages in using an existing IFB, which has prior experience of the programme fulfilling that role, it must be stated however that we see no body, as presently constituted, that is capable of commanding the support of the Pro-Union community in Northern Ireland. We wish to place on record our opposition to Community Foundation for Northern Ireland having any continued involvement in the programme. If an existing body is to take on sole responsibility for programme delivery, it must be prepared to undergo major reform to deliver a representative board, which can command the confidence of everyone. Demonstrating a willingness to undergo such reform would have the distinct advantage of dispensing with the unfortunate baggage which some of the present IFB’s have accumulated and provide an opportunity for a fresh start, while maintaining prior knowledge and expertise of the programme.

We believe that, building upon what was best of the LSP idea, there should be a dominant representation of elected representatives on the board of this IFB. At present no IFB has such representation.  Like the Policing Board, as originally envisaged, the majority component of elected members could be drawn from the Assembly using the D'Hondt mechanism.  Then, the additional members could be drawn from representatives from DFP, SEUPB, the voluntary sector and a representative from NILGA, so as to give local government a voice.  Overall, the new IFB would have to be reflective of the Northern Ireland community which it serves. This is entirely in keeping with Draft Regulation 7175/06 (9th March 2006) which states that each member state shall designate “the most representative partners at national, regional and local level in the economic, social, environmental or other spheres”. The regulation goes on to state “member-states and the commission shall take appropriate steps to prevent any discrimination on the basis or gender, race or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation during the various stages of implementing the funds and, in particular, access to them”. 

Given that this single province-wide IFB would have responsibility for the delivery of the programme in the period leading up to the reform of the local government structure here, it is vital that it should be representative of the Northern Ireland community as a whole. Aside from equality considerations, this will better inform and shape the programme to bring maximum benefit to specific geographic areas of the country, via the input of representatives from those areas. We believe that our proposal for a single-province wide IFB affords a unique opportunity to deliver on the goals outlined in the draft regulation and address the long-standing issue of Unionist disillusionment with the programme.
How will the programme be delivered in a post-RPA environment?
In a post RPA environment there will be a wide range of responsibilities going to local government that have not previously been in their domain. This raises serious questions about the capacity of local government to deliver in these areas. Fortunately local government has some experience of the programme via the LSP’s. It is likely therefore that any delivery mechanism in the revised councils will reflect an enlarged LSP-style structure. We have already placed on record our concerns about the capacity of LSP’s to effectively deliver the programme. It will be essential therefore that any revised LSP-style structure is not merely given carte-blanche to prioritise where resources are to be allocated without prior approval from the province-wide IFB. 

We therefore propose that in a post-RPA environment, local government delivery bodies will be required to submit a claim for resources to the IFB demonstrating how they are consistent with the policy framework established by the province-wide delivery body. The IFB would then make a judgement on whether to grant or refuse funding for the programme as outlined in the application made for funding by the local government sector. This will ensure uniformity across the programme and will guard against money being wasted on ephemeral projects which are not consistent with the overall aims of the programme. 

It is essential that local government delivery operates within the confines of a strict policy framework. Post-RPA, the role of the IFB would be to ensure that this is the case. In relation to the North-South element of the programme, we believe that given the very limited experience of local government in the delivery of north-south projects, that this area of activity should be the sole preserve of the Special EU Programmes Body.
Identifying and Targeting Need

As part of a more strategic approach to the identifying and targeting of need, the DUP supports the inclusion in the programme of a system of targeted action in specific geographic areas. Thus far the allocation resources have been determined via a competitive bidding process through the various funding bodies. We believe this approach is fundamentally flawed for two reasons: firstly it spreads the resources too thinly among community groups in areas of great need and secondly it is counter-productive as good projects are often refused via the competitive process - where experience in form completion rather than the quality of the proposal often prevails - even though their work will be of enormous practical benefit in their area.

The day-to-day operation of the programme needs to become more aware of specific localised circumstances, rather than simply adjudicating each individual project against rigid criteria, which by its nature makes applicants from a Pro-Union background less inclined to apply and less likely to succeed. The method of dispensing Peace monies which has existed up until now has actively worked against the Protestant/Unionist community because that community does not enjoy the same level of community capacity as others applying to the programme. It is a fact acknowledged by all impartial observers that the level of skill and experience necessary to complete application forms successfully is much higher in the Roman Catholic/Nationalist community than in the Protestant/Unionist community. Via consultation with community groups and DUP Assembly colleagues it has also become clear that there is widespread dissatisfaction with the use of the Noble indices as an indicator of deprivation. Unionist areas are more likely to have small pockets of deprivation surrounded by wealth and prosperity: in a Belfast context places such as Taughmonagh and Connsbrook Avenue most readily spring to mind. That however does not mean that the need in Protestant/Unionist communities is not real and tangible. Indeed in many cases it is greater than that which exists within other communities.

New Peace Programme Priorities

The various stages of the Peace programme have been characterised by two main guiding priorities namely, “taking opportunities arising from Peace” and “addressing the legacy of the conflict”. We believe that the structures and priorities of the new programme can be fundamentally altered without in any way conflicting with the European Commissions original vision of what the Peace programme was supposed to be. We welcome the fact that the reforms intended to implement the Unions strategic goal, set at the Lisbon European Council in March 2000, to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion, are to form the central theme and over-riding priority of the various other EU programmes. The decision of December 2005 in this regard is most welcome as is the associated ear-marking of 75% of spending via the programmes to meet Lisbon-related priorities. We would like to see spending under the Peace programme earmarked in a similar vein. It is our firm contention that the bedrock of a peaceful society is a strong and thriving local economy.
We have identified four main priorities for the future of the Programme: The Development of a Competitive Economy, The Improvement of the physical landscape, Unlocking our Educational Potential and Increasing the Confidence and Capacity of our Communities.

The Development of a Competitive Economy

The foundation stone of a peaceful society is a thriving economy. Accordingly the DUP believes that a greater focus in the programme needs to be given to economic initiatives than has been the case up until now. Accordingly we would support the earmarking of resources under the programme at 75% (as is the case with the other funding programmes) to meet the priorities set out at Lisbon. In an urban context, the community has been hit very hard by the decline of heavy and manufacturing industry, projects which seek to address this problem should be a top priority – improving employability, acquiring new skills and creating a highly-educated workforce are aims which need to be at the heart of the programme, particularly in circumstances of disappointing school leaving achievement. We have consistently stated our objections to the vast amount of money awarded to transitory and ephemeral projects which exist only for the period of time when European funds are pumped into them. As part of delivering wider economic benefits to the Province we would welcome a stronger economic focus in the PEACE III programme covering issues such as encouraging small business start ups, increasing spending on research and development or the development of closer co-operation between business in Northern Ireland and the rest of the United Kingdom and on an international stage. A stronger focus on encouraging and facilitating women into the workplace would also be welcomed.

The Improvement of the physical landscape

As a part of the theme of targeting geographic areas of need as opposed to granting funding to individual stake-holder projects in an area; those projects which deal with the improvement of the physical environment should play a significant part in any new programme. Priorities such as creating open and shared spaces, children’s play facilities and removing paramilitary murals from working-class districts should all form a part of the future Peace programme. There could for many people living in such deprived and physically derelict areas, be no more tangible proof of the benefits of EU funding than the initiation of a project aimed at improving the living standard and physical appearance of their neighbourhood - both of which radically enhance civic pride and self-confidence .

Unlocking our Educational Potential

Education is the key to social advancement within the modern society. It is a fact that 13 out of the 15 wards in Northern Ireland with the worst educational attainment records are majority Unionist communities. We believe that the Peace programme has a role to play in encouraging the development of projects aimed at improving our children’s educational achievement. Projects such as after-schools clubs (which tie in very strongly with the economic aim of getting more women into the workplace), homework projects, Information Technology for Children and the introduction of children to foreign languages such as French and German at a younger age all have the potential to develop a highly-trained and motivated workforce for the future. We also would like to see a stronger focus than has been the case up till now on re-skilling those affected by the decline in industry in Northern Ireland and encouraging the long-term unemployed back into the workplace. It is important to note however those projects should run alongside current educational provision and not become a convenient mechanism for government grab in order to avoid spending on the priorities mentioned.

Increasing the Confidence and Capacity of our Communities

It is a fact readily acknowledged by almost all stake-holders in the programme that the level of community capacity in the two main communities in Northern Ireland is significantly different. One community has a strong vibrant community sector with lots of experience operating within the structures of the programme, whereas, for various already documented historical reasons coupled with a lack of confidence in the delivery of the programme the other community has had much less exposure to it and as a consequence growth in community capacity in Unionist areas has been stilted to say the least. As part of the process of identifying need and addressing it in a holistic fashion, the DUP believes an important element of the programme structures of Peace III must revolve around the issue of community capacity building – this will involve providing funding for groups who meet in Orange Halls and even directly to Orange Hall Management Committees, which oftentimes (especially in rural areas) serve the purpose of a community facility which is used by a multiplicity of groups such as Young Farmers, Mother and Toddler groups, youth clubs etc. The evolution of the programme in the direction which we envisage presents a unique opportunity to address this well-documented historic imbalance as part of an overall strategy of tackling socio-economic need. 

During the programme running its course, it is essential that communities such as Sandy Row, Lower Newtownards Road and West Winds in Newtownards - to name but a sample - are equipped with the necessary skills to enable them to draw down funding from other sources available in any post-Peace environment.  

Conclusion

The Democratic Unionist Party wants to see a Peace programme that is flexible and responsive to the needs of the community in Northern Ireland. We believe that the current proliferation of funding bodies coupled with the programmes non-economic focus up until now has blunted the potential for real and lasting improvements in the quality of life of the people of the Province. We support the binding of the Peace Programme to the Lisbon Agenda and believe that such a change in approach would deliver real, tangible and lasting benefits to the community.
We are firmly of the view that delivery of economic, educational and environmental programmes is where the future of the programme lies and we would commend our proposals on that basis. The issue of under-representation isn’t going to go away and requires urgent attention – that is why we believe the building up of community capacity to the point where communities who have previously been underrepresented in the programme can stand alone and fight for resources in a post-peace programme environment is such a key priority and a telling litmus test of success.

We contend that if implemented these proposals represent the best template for a future programme for Peace and Reconciliation. 

Finally, we do not see the PEACE Programme as an island.  The cross-border and trans-national facets of Structural Funding bear a relationship, where, also, strategic targets and projects should be the focus of worthwhile expenditure.  Here, too, streamlined structures are necessary.  Indeed, it might be possible to afford the aforementioned Province-wide IFB a role.
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