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Introduction and objectives 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information from the CPMR members of the Employment, 
Training and Social Inclusion Working Group (in priority) and other CPMR member regions regarding their 
experiences and results concerning the implementation of the ESF in order to fuel the preparation of a CPMR 
political paper for the revision of the ESF post-2013, within the revision of the cohesion policy.  
 
The main findings of the questionnaire will be submitted for discussion in detail in the coming activities of 
the Working Group; a political position concerning the revision of the cohesion policy should be submitted 
to the next CPMR General Assembly.  
 

Please download the questionnaire, fill it in and send it by email to 
Rui Azevedo: razevedos@gmail.com by 4 June 2009. 

 

REGIONAL CONTEXT 

0.   Region Somerset  
 
1. What are the main economic sectors of activity in your region? 

 Somerset’s most significant sector in terms of employment, is the service sector, although the 
 County does have a higher proportion of people occupied in the manufacturing and 
 engineering sectors, compared to the regional and national average.   

 The labour force is employed in the following sectors; in descending order:  

• Distribution, hotels and restaurants (28%) 

• Public administration, education and health (27%)  

• Banking, finance, insurance, IT, etc (15%) 

• Manufacturing (13.9%) 

• Construction (5%) 

• Other services (4%) 

• Transport and Communication (4%) 

• Agriculture and Fishing (2%) 

• Energy and Water (1%) 
 

2. What is the current unemployment rate in your region? 

 Unemployment rate at August 2008 – 8.9%  of working age population (source: ONS) 
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3. Which are the most important groups of unemployment (young, women, immigrants, long-term 
unemployment)? 

 Incidence of unemployment are fairly evenly spread across the Somerset population, with 18-
 24year olds and the over 50s accounting for a similar proportion of total unemployed.  
 Concentrations of unemployment tend to be on a geographical basis rather than restricted to 
 any particular social grouping. 

4. What are the main problems of social exclusion faced by your region? 

 Somerset is a rural county and therefore a key challenge is addressing rural isolation and 
 ensuring equal access to services.   

 Average house prices are seven times the average earnings in the County creating high 
 demand for affordable housing.   

 Educational qualifications are lower than the national average in parts of the County and 
 women continue to occupy lower order occupations and part-time jobs.   

 Identifying issues relating to the social exclusion of BME and other minority groups is 
 challenging due to the lack of data available at a County or sub-regional. 

 Somerset has six residential gypsy and traveller sites and one transit site, providing the second 
 highest number of total pitches in the South West - 103 (DCLG Jan 2009).  The County Council 
 works with the District Councils and other local partners, aiming to reduce homeless by 
 offering accommodation to gypsy and traveller families, increasing the educational attainment 
 of gypsy and traveller children and improving social cohesion and integration within the local 
 community. 

5. Is immigration a relevant issue in your region? If so, please indicate the kind of immigrants you 
have in your region. Which are the main problems concerning social inclusion of immigrants? 

 In recent years, new economic migrants have settled in Somerset, most notably from Europe, 
 including Poland and Portugal.  Longer-term immigrants originate from China, Bangladesh, 
 India and China.  The principle challenge, relating to the social inclusion of immigrants, 
 concerns the availability of accurate data in relation to numbers, location, occupation, access to 
 services, etc.  Language barriers can present difficulties to individuals, although key public 
 service providers are now able to provide translated documentation and ESF has funded 
 courses of English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).  
 

CURRENT PROGRAMMING PERIOD 

IMPLEMENTING ESF DAY TO DAY : LESSONS TO BE DRAWN FROM CURRENT EXPERIENCE 

 
1. Fields of application 
Which are the main fields of application of the ESF in your region? Please fill the table below: 

 

 Level of 
Importance 

(1 max to 7 min) 

Specifications 

Education 5  

Lifelong Learning 1  

Employment policies 4  

Social inclusion 2  

Social inclusion of immigrants 3  

R&D 7  

Cooperation 6  
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2. Priorities / organisation 

       Do you consider that the priorities set at EU level for ESF are:  

���� Satisfactory 
� Too many and should be concentrated (specify on which ones) 
� Not sufficiently broad (specify those which should be added and quote examples of projects that 
couldn’t be funded under the current priorities) 

 

      3. Governance and coordination 

3.1. Is your  ESF OP  ���� National  � Regional  

The ESF operational programme in the UK is coordinated at the national level, however the South 
West Regional Framework outlines how the priorities for ESF actions in the South West will be 
delivered. 

If it national: 

- What part of the national ESF envelope is implemented at regional level? Are there 
global grants to regional authorities? 

A number of ESF projects in the South West of England have been designed and delivered across 
regional borders.  For example Job Centre Plus – Dorset and Somerset District, prepared co-financing 
project specifications to deliver three projects: Stepping Stones, Making it Work and Family Focus. 

Somerset County Council is a project lead, sub contractor or partner in 4 projects funded by the 
Learning and Skills Council CFO in the South West of England. 

In previous rounds, Somerset County Council has been responsible for administering global grants 
within the region.  However, for this round a third sector organisation has been commissioned by the 
co-financing organisation to administer Community Grants, so the regional authority is no longer 
involved.  

Community Grants have been aimed at supporting Third Sector Organisations only. 

- Do you consider the national priorities to be adapted to your regional context? Why? 

The range of priorities selected at the national level has limited the possible scope of activities at sub-
national, and consequently regional level.  There are therefore some key areas of local need that we 
have been unable to address through the current programme. 

The Regional Framework for delivery of ESF in the South West was also agreed at a time of high 
employment and growth without sufficient in-built flexibilities to respond to changing needs.  
Consequently those individuals at risk of unemployment are ineligible for support given the current 
priorities.  

- Did your region play an active role in the design of the ESF OP? If yes, please give a brief 
description. 

Somerset County Council was able to contribute indirectly to discussions on the design of the ESF OP, 
via the National ESF Advisory Board, but had a more active role on the South West ESF 
Implementation Group in the design of the South West Regional Framework. 

- Please describe briefly the programming process (from project leader to managing 
authority). Do you consider it to be efficient? If no please give concrete examples of 
inefficiencies. 

Following publication of the National OP, the SW Regional Framework was produced by the 
Regional Skills Partnership, with the support of an ESF Implementation Group, made up of 
representatives from the main employment and skills stakeholders in the South West including Local 
Authorities. 

Co-financing organisations have been responsible for the administration of ESF funding in the South 
West of England. 
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- Would you advocate for a more decentralised approach in the future? If so would it be 
for strategic reasons (an OP with priorities more adapted to regional issues), for 
bureaucratic reasons (less red tape) or both? 

For strategic reasons, Somerset would certainly advocate for a more decentralised approach in future.  
We would like to see the ESF OP in the UK support a wider range of priorities, which enable local 
needs to be addressed, rather than delivering blanket schemes. 

If it is regional: 

- Please describe briefly the programming process (from project leader to managing 
authority). Do you consider it to be efficient? If no please give concrete examples of 
inefficiencies. 

- Are there enough support services at regional level to help stakeholders (information 
about ESF opportunities; support to the design of projects; support during the 
implementation)? 

3.2. In your opinion, what is the impact of the “single fund” approach (= 1 OP for 1 fund only) on the 
coordination between ESF and ERDF? Do you consider it to be satisfactory? If no, please give 
concrete examples of a lack of coordination.  

In the UK ESF has a national OP while the ERDF programme is developed and administered at a sub-
national level. Although in the SW of England this is the “Competitiveness and Employment” 
programme and links between the two are made in the document, in practice there seems to be limited 
coordination between the two programmes. 

3.3. According to you, which measures could ease and accelerate ESF implementation in the future? 

- Melting ERDF and ESF? What consequence would this have on the 
administrative organisation of your Region? 

 Combining ESF and ERDF programmes and integrating policies and projects would permit 
 thematic working, giving Somerset the ability to deliver on a wider range of priorities to 
 address sub-national and regional needs in a more flexible way. 

- Broader decentralisation in implementation? 
 Greater regional involvement in the development of the National OP would ensure the range 
 of priorities delivered by the programme responded to regional specificities. 

- Simplification of procedures (please specify)? 
- Other? 
 

 
4. Added Value 

4.1. On which regional actions do you think the ESF has the highest added value (activities which 
your region would not have implemented or aspects it would not have focused on without ESF)? 

Currently ESF is used for activities to get individuals into employment or further job-related learning, 
removing/reducing the key barriers to employment, developing life/employability and basic skills, 
additional support for e-learning and IT training, as well as debt and budget management courses 
have all been supported by ESF funding in the region.  

The region has maintained relatively high employment rates compared to the national average, even 
during the present economic downturn.  ESF’s particular application in Somerset has been in tackling 
the region’s low skills and educational attainment levels, supporting learning, confidence building 
and moving individuals into or closer to the labour market. 

Somerset County Council believes that insufficient work has been done to ensure that individuals 
‘furthest from the labour market’ are supported by the programme which we consider would give 
greater “added value” than at present.  Match funding arrangements in the SW (specifically the co 
financing arrangements) have limited the extent to which ESF has been able to add value.  There are 
concerns that funds have been spent to deliver pre-programmed work and have not made sufficient 
inroads into communities experiencing real need. 
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4.2. What is the relevance of ESF to support social cohesion; territorial cohesion; competitiveness? 

Please complete the table below: 
 

 Social Cohesion Territorial Cohesion Competitiveness 

Very important x  x 
Important  x  
Of little importance    
No relevance     

IMPACT OF THE FINANCIAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CRISIS 

 
5. In your Region, is the impact of the crisis: 

� Non-existent  � Expected  ���� Starting   �Strongly felt 

5.1. Please give details where available: 

- Change in unemployment rate; 
- Possible consequences in terms of exclusion (groups at stake, poverty rates etc.); 
- Possible consequences in terms of migration. 

There was an increase of 3080 in people registered unemployed in Somerset between January 2008 and 
January 2009. Job centre vacancies decreased from 1,161 (Jan 2008) to 797 (Jan 2009) and under 19 year 
old Job Seekers Allowance claimants rose from 485 (Jan 2008) to 795 (Jan 2009). 

Quarterly increases ranging from 16% to 33% in the volume of cases of support for individuals and 
households in debt and with financial difficulties in the last six months. 

Members of Somerset’s Economic Task Force cited a lack of public funding to support activities which 
bring communities together, a lack of public sector grant funding to fund groups which support 
victims of harassment and discrimination and increased media coverage that exacerbates a ‘blame’ 
culture in Society, impacting on certain sectors of the community (e.g. migrant workers, 
Gypsy/traveller communities) thus increasing community tensions. 

An increase in the effects of crime and fear of safety experienced by different groups (eg older people, 
migrant workers etc) has been noted by the Police, for example acquisitive crime (e.g. theft and 
robbery), alcohol related violence, including an increase in anti-social or criminal behaviour 
exacerbated by the increased rural isolation of young people. 

Incidence of homelessness and the potential for an increase in incidences of domestic abuse, due to 
increased household pressures, present additional challenges.  

There is increased pressure on many service areas e,g. schools and the care sector. 

There is anecdotal evidence to suggest that many of the Polish and Portuguese economic migrants in 
the County are returning to their home countries.  This is likely to be due to the depreciation of the 
pound, a reduction in the number of available jobs and healthier economies in their home countries. 

5.2. Please indicate the measures taken at regional level to anticipate or tackle those impacts. 

In December 2008 SCC convened a task force to monitor and review the implications of the downturn 
for Somerset and develop Somerset’s Recovery Plan.   The task force combines both internal and 
external stakeholders from a wide range of professional disciplines.   

The plan’s primary purpose is to identify the most important additional local actions, which can be 
undertaken in the short term, to mitigate the impacts of the downturn in Somerset and prepare 
communities, businesses and residents for the recovery.    

The plan sits within a wider regional and local context.  A South West Regional Economic Task Force, 
chaired by the Regional Minister, has been convened to monitor the impact of the downturn across 
the South West, inform the National Economic Council and other areas of Central Government, and to 
plan regional responses to the situation.   
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6. How far is the crisis affecting (or expecting to affect) the ESF programming? 

�No impact  �Low impact  �Medium impact  ����Strong impact 

Please give concrete examples in the following fields: 

- Mismatch between programmed actions and new needs; 

 The National OP and SW Regional Framework were produced during a time of economic 
 growth and predicted growth and did not make provision for flexible measures to respond to 
 changing needs.  This inflexible programming and restricted priorities at the national and SW 
 levels have certainly resulted in mismatches between programmed needs and new needs.  In 
 particular, ESF in the SW is unable to respond to the increasing number of individuals at risk 
 of unemployment. 

- Delays/postponing the implementation of programmed actions; 

- Difficulties in finding national/regional co-financing; 

 Somerset County Council is not currently a co-financing organisation, although current CFOs 
 may experience difficulties due to a reduction in the availability of Regional Development 
 Agency funding. This limits the availability of match funding for ESF projects. 

- Expected increase in de-commitment / decrease in consumption rate; 

- Other (please specify). 

7. Do you consider the ESF to be useful in your response to the social impacts of the crisis? 

����Yes  �No 

7.1. If no, why not? 

7.2. If yes, how far do you make the most of provisions of the EU recovery package regarding 
structural funds (accelerated procedures, increases in advance payments, other)? 

 The South West has already taken advantage of the new ESF regulation, widening the scope of 
 the ESF to three additional forms of eligible costs: indirect costs on a flat-rate basis; flat-rate 
 costs calculated by standard scales of unit cost, as defined by Member States; and  lump sums 
 up to €50,000 for both direct and indirect costs. 

 Dorset/Somerset ESF contract has received additional funds. 

8. Do you plan to make changes in your regional/national OP?  

����Yes  �No 

If so:  

8.1. What is the shift in priorities? 

 Unknown at present.  The Regional Employment and Skills Partnership are due to review the 
 South West Regional Framework later this year and work will also begin in 2009 to develop 
 Co-financing Plans for the 2011-2013 ESF allocations.  

8.2. Do you consider that the discussion with your Member State / the European Commission is 
quick enough and satisfactory? Why? 

 
 

THE ESF AFTER 2013 

COMMENTING ON SCENARII 

The scenarios outlined below are necessarily and deliberately limited (lack of detail, inconsistencies), the 
intention being to provoke discussion. Each scenario represents an “option”. We would like to have a 
comment from you concerning your position (interest, support, comments, adjustments…) in relation to 
each option. 
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Scenario 1 “Sharp cuts in EU budget and ESF” Scenario 

Reduction in UE budget and structural funds. Objective 2 is suppressed, so that Regions lose their ESF 
envelope either partially or totally. Objective 1 Regions keep their envelopes but those are lower than 
today.  

> What would this scenario mean for your Region? Which kind or activities would be cut? How would 
the sustainability of regional action in favour of employment, training and social inclusion be affected? 

In this case, Somerset would stand to lose its ESF envelope, drastically reducing work to enhance 
skills in the region currently made possible.  This scenario would prevent Somerset from addressing 
many of its skills deficiencies and would reduce the region’s ability to contribute to the future growth 
and competitiveness of the EU. 
Scenario 2 “Barca”Scenario  

The budget allocated to the cohesion policy will remain the same as the previous period, ESF and ERFD 
will be maintained as two separated funds. Cohesion policy will cover all the European territory 
concentrated in less developed regions. Social objectives such as equity and social inclusion and priorities 
such as migrations, youth, skills and elderly will increase their relevance within the cohesion policy. 
Regions will play a more active role in the design and implementation of the OP. 

> What would this scenario mean for your Region? Which kind of activities would be cut or 
strengthened? How would the sustainability of regional action, in favour of employment, training and 
social inclusion be affected? 

 Whilst considering the themes appropriate, Somerset is unlikely to benefit from such an arrangement 
due to the proposed concentration on less developed regions. Any current competitive advantage is 
consequently likely to be lost, and in the present economic climate Somerset could find itself regressing 
without ongoing ESF support.   

We would welcome the opportunity for regions to play a more active role in the design and 
implementation of the OP.  Somerset would prefer that future OPs be designed at a sub-national level 
and include priorities that are both more flexible and, in particular, guarantee that activities funded 
by ESF are indeed ‘additional’.   

Scenario 3 “Revolutionary” Scenario 

The budget allocated to the cohesion policy will be maintained but ESF and ERDF are melted into one 
fund. Competitiveness and cohesion are addressed by the same fund, integration of policies and projects 
will be fostered. The new fund will focus on a limited number of priorities following the European 
guidelines. Regions will be responsible for the design of development strategies within European 
guidelines and will negotiate them with national and European levels. The management of the fund will 
be decentralised and implemented through less bureaucratic procedures. Evaluation and accountability 
will be fostered, and a huge reorganisation of the public administrations at European, national and 
regional levels will be necessary. Stakeholders’ participation in the design and monitoring of the regional 
programmes will increase. 

> What would this scenario mean for your Region? Which kind of activities would be cut or 
strengthened?? How would the sustainability of regional action in favour of employment, training and 
social inclusion be affected? 

This scenario is most favoured by Somerset.  As previously highlighted, combining ESF and ERDF 
programmes and integrating policies and projects would allow for thematic working, selecting a 
wider range of priorities to address sub-national and regional needs in a more flexible way. 

Somerset would still stand to benefit from this scenario, being able to apply according to themes, 
moving away from blanket schemes that can be restrictive and overlook ‘real needs’. 

Final comments concerning the future of the ESF 
 
 

Thank you very much for your collaboration 

 


