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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Background

Deloitte was commisgonedin April 2005 by Con®mrdia to undetake researchnto
the impact and experierce of the Social Patners (that is the agrirural, business,
community and voluntary and trade union sedors) in relation to the Peae Il
programmewithin Northernireland.

1.2  Project Requirements

Thekeyrequrementsof theresearclareto:

| examine the contribution made by NI socal parners to the Peace Il
programme;

[ idenify the major achievementandoutputs of sodal parier paticipation in
the Peaell programme;

| evaluatethe processesmvolved andhow they have evolved from the onsetof
Peacell;

[ examinetherelaionshipsanddegreeof parinershp

[ examinesocal parinerchangesn attitudesfrom the onsetof Peae Il to dae

and commenton possibleimplicationsfor thefuture;

[ idenify the lessms learned and highlight recommendaions for socid
partnershipin generalin NI.

Thescope for theassignmenivasalso broadend to include anassessmertf:

| social partner involvement relating to the BSP and CSF Monitoring
Committeesandthe EconomicDevelopmentorum.

1.3  Methodology

Thevariousstagesundertakenn this assgnmentwereasfollows:

[ projectlaunch;

| atotal of 20 consultationsvith social partnersandstakeholderorganisatons;

| four cage studies (Dery LSP, Larne LSP, Northern Ireland Regiona
PartnershipBoardandEconomicDevelgmentForun);

[ focus groupswith LSP Boardmembers;

[ a questionnae distributedto LSP Chars and officers, LSP focus group

attendees,Northen Ireland RegionalPatnershipBoard menbers, Peae Il,
BSP, CSF Monitoring Committee Members and Economc Developmat
Forummembersand
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u analysisand repating.

14 Conclusions and Recommendations

This sectiondraws upon the findings of research and presens an anaysis of key
conclusionsaandrecommendationfor thefuture

15  Strategic Context — L ooking Forward

Thetwo key strategicdriversaffectingthe postion of the sodal pariersin Northern
Irelandin the coming yearsarethe RPA andthe shiinking EU progranmes:

| Future of European funding in Northern Ireland:-The presentcyde of
Europeanfunding is comingto anendin 2006.It is not clear how Northern
Ireland will benefitfrom thefuturecycle. It is clearthatdueto the stepstaken
towards normalsationand prosperitycoupledwith the influx of netredpient
accessionstates, Northern Ireland will move out of the highest funding
bracket, mostlikely reaulting in a substantibdeaeasean EU funding; and

[ Review of Public Administration: - a key issuefor socal partnerswith
regardto the scopeof the RPA s the proposedationdisation of courtils and
the relationshp of the new structurego the LSP structures.The new councl
structuresareto be in placefor 2009. Whilst thereare no recommenddions
within the RPA asto how Councilswould meet revisedrespondbilities there
is potentialfor developmentof a processwhich includessocal patners.

1.6 Major Achievementsand Outputs of Social Partnersin Peacell Programme

On the basisof our analysiswe conclude that in termsof efficiency, effectiveness
andtailoring of interventimsthe positiveimpad of socialpartnes has been:

[ participation and commitment,often in a voluntary capadgty, not just on the
main bodybutalsoin working groupsandsubcomnittees;

| the provision of realism. In particularther understandag of their sec¢or or
local areaprovidesthe body with aninsightasto whatis achevabk andwha
isnot;

| the provision of a challengefunction, asking questionsand ensuringthereis

clarity andjusification atanearlystagein thededsion making processand

[ additional transparencyand credibility of the process and the progranme,
facilitating accesgo, and buy-in from difficult to reach groups(seelLarne
District Partneship casestudy).

Whilst the feedbackfrom the surveyshasbeenlargely positive, a few respndents
highlighted negative feedback.In particula it wassuggstedtha:

| the value addedby social partnersis not consistent It was suggestedhe
social patner value is partly due to the compeency of the individud
membersandther commitment.The qualitative feedback indicaied this was
most variabk at LSP level. It was notedtha it was also varidble amongst
electedmembersand statutorymembers.
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18

Pr ocesses | nvolved

The key issuesregarding social partnerprocesseshave been how they are selected
onto partnershps, and how the socal partng members feedback to their
constitueries.Onthe basisof our analysisve condudetha:

therearevarying degreef uncertaintyregardingthe processs of selegion.
This uncerainty can simply arise from not knowing what the processesre
(evenwhenthey exist), which waspatrticularlytruefor stautory secor survey
respondents;

in moreseverdanstancesoncerrregading pereived “mandaté canlead to a
levelof suspicion, which hasthe effectof undermning the statusof the socid
partner menber and limiting partnership working. Others noted tha
councillors, although electedonto coundl, were subsequef nominded or
selectedonto LSPs,NIRPB and MCs in a similar mannerto socal partners,
counteringthe “mardate”division; and

the Derry LSP casestudy provided an exanple of sdection and feedback
processesbasd on formal procedurestha were agreed upfront This

provided a degee of trangarencythatwasimportantfor their constituenies
and for the other membersof the partnershp. It is noted that Derry LSPis a
body with significantsizeandresourcescomparel to otherbodieshoweverif

theseissuesareto beresolvedit is importantthatthere is proporionat effort

givento ensurng transparencyegardingtheseprocessedt is also noted tha

the future environmentmight include a rationdisation of LSP strudures
bringingthemto a similar size.

An addtional discusfon issuein consulations was clarity regardng who social
parinersrepresent:

it wasnotedfor exampleat the RPB thata voluntarly andcommunity member
said they could repreent their LSP and the community sector in their locd

areabut coud not represent anythingwider. Whilst this is quite reasonald
thereis a concernthat othersmay think the menberis thereto representthe
voluntary andcommunitysectoracrossNI. Therdore it was noted thatsocid
partnerson the RPB, whilst memberof paricular sectorsare not necessarly

fully representave of those sectors and

it was alsonotedin consultationghatit wasdifficult to asses$iow effecively
other non-social parthermembersof various parinerships were represening
and feedingbackto their respective‘constituencies”.

Relationships and Partnership Working

An underpnning rationale for social partne inclusion in EU progranmesis to
further devdop relationslips and partnershipworking. This assgnment required
idertification and considerationof evidence of paricipation of sodal patners
creatinganimpacton relationsipsandpartnershipwvorking.
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From our analsis we concludethefollowing:
| social partnersand central government departments:

- consultationshighlighted that relationshipsbetwe@ sogal partrers and
central governmentdepartmentsvere being devdoped and consoidated
largelythroudh the MC structuresyith only limited devebpmentthrough
the RPB;

- whether the relaionship was being devebpedor consolidéed depended
on whatrelatonships hadhistorically been in place;

- informal meetngs andlinkagesare now taking placeoutsidethe confines
of theMC meetngs;

- onedepartmenbfficial saidthattheir departnenthad been goingthrough
a processof relationship building with sodal pariners, and tha this
relationshiphad develogd from an elementof warinessand suspidon to
one of greaterrespectand trust. It was staed that the social pariner
presene on MCs hadcontributedto this;

[ social partnersand local gover nment:

- thestrongesimessagesegardingconcernfor sodal partne represataion
and accountabilty processeemanatedrom thelocalgovanmentsector;

- there were reports of relationshipsdeveloping into mutud respet,
particularlywithin anumberof LSPenvironments;

- the RPB provided an opportunityto link with local governnent officials
“onthesane sideof thetable™;

[ social partnersand statutory agencies:

- relationshipdbetweensocialpartnersandstautory agencies wererepored
to be generaly good in the LSP cas® studies. The exceptons to this
occured when statutory agenciesrepresentiives were perceved by
social partnersto have limited interes in the area and were infrequent
atterdersat meeings;

[ between social partners:

- social partrers brought togetherin partrershp strudures are able to
develop new netwaks between themseles. These can often lead to
additional networks;

[ elected representatives:

- it was noted acros the partnerkip strucures, that the socid and
ecoromic focus that sccial partnersbroughtto the table facilitated a
different operatingenvironmento the competitive party politics foundin
other forums. This environmentin turn largely assistel relationshipsand
partnershipworking betweenelectedrepreserdtives and other members
and amongt elecied representativesThe extent of this was difficult to
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measureas someconsulteesiotedthat councilors already enjoyed good
working relationshipsin certaincouncilchanbers;

- the relationships between councillors and sodal partnes are not
consistent. The seng from consultations was that in most LSPs the
relationshipetwveencouncillorsandsccia patnersaregeneally strong,
however there are a number where there are significant degrees of
friction. In one casethis was explainedto be due to concen over the
mandateof paticular socialpartners

| need to invest in building relationships:

- the need to invest in relationip building was highlighted by
Departmenal officials and social partners.In paricular there remaned
significant scopefor developingcontinuty of relaionships,particularly
given the sizeof meetingstheir relativeinfrequency (MCs andRPB) and
memberturnover(certainLSPs).

19 Changesin Attitudes and Potential I mplicationsfor the Future

The key conclusionswith regardto changesn attitudestoward social partner input

are:

[ ] asignificantnumber of surveyresponeéntsfelt that theattitude towards sodal
partne input had grown more positive (n=31), as compaed to a few (n=2)
who felt it hadbecanemorenegative;and

[ ] as outlinedin the previoussectionthis posiive inertia is in line with views

from consutatons which reported devebpment and consoldaton of
relaionshpsbetweerall sectorsandsocid pariners.

Lookingto thefuturerole/ influenceof socid partnersit wasconcudedthat:

[ thereis a moderatemajority who would like to see the role andinfluenceof
social parnersto increasewithin the parinershp bodies.Non-socal patners
wereeveny split onthis;

[ in consultaibns certral departmentofficials all spoke of engayement with
social parners as somethingthat was importantand somehing that would
continuein the future, in line with broade govanmentpolicy. This included
engagemenbutsice the parametersf EU structures (for exampleAgri-Rurd

ForumandEDF);

[ certral andlocal Governmenbfficials largely took the view tha approprate
accessmechamsms would be in place, outsideof EU structues for socid
partnerengagement and

[ the reducion of EU structuresremairs a consderableconcen for sodal

partnerswith regardto how theyperceiveit will reducether influenceon the
public policy process
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1.10 Lessonslearned for Wider European Context

111

Our key conclusionshereareasfollows:

Northern Ireland has suffered from a polarised socieyy and a number of
decales of inte-community and intraccommunity violence. The EU Peae
programmehas focus&d on addresing pea@ and reconciliation through a
rangeof supportmeasuresvithin NI. The inclusion of socid partnes within
the implementng structuresof this programme has helped bring econome
and social focusto proceses This econonic and social focus has allowed
fuller engagementrom political represersdtives from opposing sidesof the
political spectum;

it is widely accepéd thattherehasbeensomedegre of “democréic defiat”
in Northern Ireland. The challengesand shortconings of represerdtive
demacracy within a conflict / postcorflict sodety creaed additional spae
and needfor paricipative democracyprovided by partnershipssuchas those
within this study;

the inclusion of social partnerswithin progesse can provide access and
relaionships with target communities and sedors which government
departmentsand agenciesstruggle to engage with, including communites
that have sufferedsignificantlyfrom the conflict; and

social parhers needto presentthemseles to othas in partneshipsin a
trarsparenimannerwith regad to their sekecion, feedbackand ac@ountaility
mechanisms.

Recommendationsfor Social Partnership in NI

Fadlowing from theseconclusionstherearea numbe of recommendaions for social
parinerswithin Northernlreland.

Strategic recommendations:

at present a significant amountof sodal partne engagenent takes place
within parinershipstructuestied into EU progranmes.With the future of EU
programmesuncetain it is importantthat Con@rdia and the sccial partners
useresearctsuchasthis studyto articdate the value they canadd to public
policy processes nonEU arenasaandparticularly how theycan addvalue to
local processesgspecially in communityplanning and comnunity relaions,
in apog-RPA local governmenenvironnent; and

social patnersneedto be realistic that thereis a desire to normalse local
politics anda subsequentlesre to involve local represerdtive politics more
fully in decsion making. It is thereforeimportantthat Concorda and its
social partnersare preparedto articulate how participaive democacy, for
example through the partnerbip bodies coverel in this reseach,
compementsepresentativelemocracyoffered throughfully electedbodies
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Operational recommendations:

| it is recanised that Concordia developmentactities are open to all
partnership members,not just social parners. With evidence of variable
contributions from both social partnersand eleded and statubry membes of
some partnershipsywe recommendhat this practice, of making suchsupport
opento all, is continuedand is marketel clearly so tha all menbers are
aware of this;

[ it is recomnendedthat Concordiawork on ensurhg tha processesegardng
selectionof socid partnersonto partnershifodies,andproessedor feeding
back to consttuencies are in place for sccial partners,are understoodby
social parnersandaremadeclea to all parihershp membersandsecretariats
including non-socil partnersand

[ whilst thelongerterm future of EU struduresis uncertdn, it is recommended
that social pariers bodies continueto make the most out of the current
membersip oppatunities on EU stuctures, including the RPB, which
provides an oppotunity for engagementvith senior civil servans and with
the Minister. It is recommendedhat Conmrdia consder presening the key
isstes raised in this study to social pariners in the various bodies as
recoqition of their effort, but alsoto restde therole theyareto play on thear
respectivebodies, namelyto:

- providesectorl experti®;
- providean independenthallengefunction;
- provideconnecion andacces to targetgroupsandsectorsand

- dewelop partnershps and relationshipsthat can be continued outsde the
confinesof theformal partnership.

EU Recommendation:

| Concordiaengagewith DG Regio to ensuretha the story of sodal partner
engagementin Northen Ireland is acknowlelged, and also to offer the
lessms of socialpartnerengagemengspeially to regionswith progranmes
that are addressingcomparablesccietal issues, for example a polaised
political environmentor a postconflict situgion.
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2. INTRODUCTION

21 Background

Deloitte was commisgonedin April 2005 by Con®mrdia to undetake researchnto
the impact and experierce of the Social Patners (that is the agrirural, business,
community and voluntary and trade union sedors) in relation to the Peae Il
programmewithin Northen Ireland.

2.2  Project Requirements

The specific requirement®f theresearchas setoutin thetenderdocumaents, areto:

| examine the contribution made by NI socal parners to the Peace Il
programme;

[ idenify the major achievementandoutputs of sodal parier paticipation in
the Peaell programme;

| evaluatethe processesmvolved andhow they have evolved from the onsetof
Peacell;

[ examine the relaionships and degree of partrershp working which has

evolvedbetweenand within thefollowing groups:

- socid partners;

statutoryagences;

locd government;

central government;

[ examinesocal parinerchangesn attitudesfrom the onsetof Peae Il to dae
and commenton possibleimplicationsfor thefuture;

| idenify the lessms learned and highlight recomnmencdatons for socid
partnershipin generalin NI; and

[ through a nunber of casestudiesexaminewider social parner networks
[structures commenting on how they were estdlished, theirr reporing
mechanismandrelation$ipswith government

Discusson regardng the terms of reference in the project initiation meeting
highlightedthatthe scopefor theassgnmentshouldalsoinclude:

| social partner involvement relating to the BSP and CSF Monitoring
Committees;

[ social partnerinvolvementrelatingto the Econonic DevebpmentForum; and

[ how thelessondearneccouldapplyin a Europearwide context
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2.3  Project Scope

In referenceto the projectrequirementsFigure 1.1 il lustraesthe structures that are
within the scopeof this study (althoughlessondearned can be applied to the wider
sccial parinershipcontext)

Figure1.1
Scope of Structures
Centra CommunitySupportFramework
Government Structural Funds
(DETI)
: CommunitySupport
Economic Framework (CSF)
Development Monitoring
Forum Committee
Building Peae I
Sustainable Monitoring
Prosperity (BSP) Committee
Monitoring
Committee :
Regional
PartnershipBoard
(RPB)
Local Straegy
Partnerkips (LSP)
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24  Methodology

Thevariousstagesundertakenn this assgnmentare highlighted in Table 1.1 below.

Tabe 1.1
M ethodology
Stage Activities
ProjectLaunch | Clarification and agreenent of project requirenments with the
SteeringGroup.
Consultations | A total of 20 consulations with Sodal Parhers and with
stakeholdeorganisationsvereundertaken.
The consulations undertakenin this element are listed in
AppendixOne
CaseStudes Fourcasestudieswereunderakenof thefollowing bodies:
- DerryLSP
- LarneLSP
- Northern Ireland Regional Partnership
Boad
- Economc Developmenforum
The case studies included consultationswith chars, socal
partnerandnonsocial partnermembersand secetariat
Focus Groups Focusgroupswith LSP memberswere underaken. The Focus
Groupswereopento all LSPBoardmembes.
Questionnaie A guestionnaie wasdistributedto the following:
Surve
y - BSP, Peacell andCSFMonitoring Committee menbers
- LSP Chairs
- LSP Officers
- LSP Members attendingFocusGroups
A copyof thequestionnairés attachedat Appendix Two.
Analysisand Analysis of findings and developmentof condusions and
repating recommendatins.
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25 Report Structure

Thereportis structuedasfollows:

Section 3 — StrategicContex. This sectiongivesan overview of the straegic
contextwithin which socialpartnersareoperaing within Northernireland;

Section 4 — High Level Analysis— This sedion providesa high level analsis
of sodal partnerparticipationandimpactacrossall the bodies within scope
baseduponsurveyresultsandconsultation

Section 5 — This sectionlooks specificaly at sodal partnercontribuion and
impacton Peae I, BSPandCSF Monitoring Committees;

Section 6 — This sectionanalysessocial partner contribution and impact on
RegionalPartnersip Board

Section 7 — This sectionlooks specificaly at sodal partnercontributionand
impacton Local StrategyPartnerships;

Section 8 — This sectionconsiderssocid partne paticipaton andimpacton
the Ecoromic Development Forum a body operathg out of central
governmentunrdatedto EU funding and

Section 9 — Conclwlsionsand Recommend#ons — Thesewill drav on all the
findingsand be arrangedn line with theterms of referene and will includea
section considerirgy the strategigositionng of social partnersgoing forward
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31

3.2

STRATEGIC CONTEXT

I ntroduction

This section outlinesthe key strategicissueshat aremostrelevantto the experience
of sccial partnersn Northernlreland.Theseare

[ social partnersip andpublic policy - rationde;

[ social partneshipmodelin Northernlireland,

[ declineof Europearfunding;

u Reviewof Public Administration;and,

[ previousresearch- mid-term evaluationof LSPs.

Social Partnership and Public Policy - Rationale

The principle of social partnerinvolvement in the public policy decsion-making
proces daesback manyyears with the eariest scholaly referencesrelating to the
Austrian Sozialpartnerschaft in the late 1940s Howeverthe levd of engagement,
role andinfluerce of socialpartnes have varied gredly sincethattime.

The social partnershipmodel adoptedoy Conmrdiain NI reflectstha developedat
an EU level over the cours of the nineties. In the yeas running up to the 1997
agreementof the Amsterdam Treal, a ‘European development modd’ was
conceptuated by the Commission, identfying strong empbyment levels as
fundamentalto combatingsocial problemsand suggestingthat social parhership
could assst in addresing employmentissues.In this contect the ‘social patners’
were defined as trade unions and enployers’ organsatons (and agricultural
represataives as an important element of both) — providing for sectoral
represataion in addition to electedrepresenti#on in the public dedsion-making
proces.

This recogntion of the partnershipprinciple led to the devebpmentof the EU
EmploymentStrategy,the EU Social Protocol and the EU Socid Action Plan, all of
which bestow consideable power and responsibitiesto socid partnes at the EU
decisionmaking level andencourageMembe Staesto alsoadoptthe principle at a
national level. The Treaty of Amstercam then went on to firmly entrench social
partnershign the Europeansocialdevelopnentmodel.
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3.3

Concordiawas formed (on a more informal basis)in the mid-ningties, and optedto
include the community and voluntary sectoras an additiond pillar within social
partnership,building upon the EU model The Concorda appoad very clearly
sought to usesocialpartnershipasamecharsmin bringing sectord representation to
the socialdevelopmentecison-makingprocessn NI. Conmrdia’saim is therefore
to:

“drive forward social and economic development for the benefit of the whole
community by becoming more outward looking and by achieving long term
sustainability.”

The literature surroundingsccial partnershipsuggest tha the potental benefits of
the approad arefar reaching Howewer the mostfrequentlycited rationalesfor social
parinership within public decison-making relae to the value it can add in the
following areas:

] provision of anindependenthallengeunction;

| bringing decisionmaking closerto the coal-face, making the processmore
inclusiveandtrangarent;

[ bringing sectoral expertise and knowledge which government may not
possessto the processand

[ provision of connection@andaccesgo certain targe groupsand sectors.

Later sedions considerthe evidenceas to wheter the socid partnes have added
value in theseregardgo the EU programnesin Northernlreland.

Social Partnership in Northern Ireland

The postion of social partnersin Northern Ireland shoutl be analysed within the
histarical andcontemporaryolitical environment

Direct rule hasbeenin operationsincethe suspensiorof the NI Assenbly in 2002
and the apparentpolitical “impasse” (heighten& by the recent polarisaton of
pdlitical represenaition in the 2005 Westmnser eledion), contnuesto limit the
influence of localy elected repregntatves on local decision making, and this is
frequently referred to as NI's continuing “democratc deficit”. However the
literaturewould suggestthat acrossall denocraic sodeties elected representatives
often find it difficult to adequagly representher individual consttuens’ interests
andsectoralinterestssimultaneouslyThereforealthoughsocialparnersareacive in
public policy processselsewhereit shauld berecognisedhatthe political backdrop
in Northernlreland hasarguably heightaed the needand creaed additional space
for the involvementof socialpartnersan decision making processs.

It should also be noted that various othe mechansms, which could arguably be
considerd forms of social partnership,have been established in NI in order to
increasehelocal accountabilityof public decisionrmaking. Theseinclude

| public represerdtion onthe Boardsof “quanga”. It is debdable the extentto
which this mechanismrepresenteda form of socal partneship as these
individuals were usually selected as individuds rather than sectord
repregntatves;
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] several commenators have highlighted that the governmat influenceover
the appontment process reduced the level of confidence in how
repreentatve and independenthe menbershp of “quango” Boards could
be; and

[ the Civic Forum was setup to offer advice to the devolved Exeative on
social, econom¢ and cultural mattes. The Forum included significant
repregntaton from the social pillars represerdgd by Conmrdia as well as
from other sectos!. Whilst some argued that the Civic Forum was not
provided with sufficient reources,wastoo distant from red policy making
and didn’'t impact at a local level, others maintained its suspension
simultaneas with the sugpensionof the Assanbly, was a lossto the socid
partnermodelin Northernlreland.

However,the formalisedsocial partnershipmodéd that Conaoordia represets (built

upon the wider Europeansocial partnershipmode) cameinto force in the mid-

ninetiesand sincethenhasbeenpredomnantly promulgatel throughthe ddivery of

EU structual fundingwithin NI andthe borde counies of Ireland. This assgnment
focuses purely uponthe Concordiasocial partneship model.

The processof formalisng this modelhasbeenasssted by the Peae Il programme,
both in termsof the significanceattachedo patnershipin the programne’s ddivery
structure, and in terms of direct developnent funding. Concordia has received
funding through the Peacell programmeo deliver a project called “Partneship for
Progres” which aimsto developthe influence and capacty of socid partnesin NI.
Concordia’sis madeup of:

] Confedeation of British Industry(CBI) —businesspillar;

] Northernlireland Council for Voluntary Action (NICVA) — communty and
voluntaury pillar;

[ Northernlreland Committee,Irish Congressof TradeUnions (NIC/ICTU) —
trade unionpillar; and

] Ulster FarmerdJnion (UFU) — agrirural pillar.

The highestlevel strategicdocumentin Northern Ireland - the Programmefor
Govemment (currently entitled Priorites and Plans / Budget post Assembly
suspenson) hasto somedegreearticulaed a view of the Socid Patnerswith regard
to central governanceThis includesthefollowing:

[ the 20012004 Pragrammefor Governmenstaed the Execuive will devdop
its links with the social partners andotha organsationsto improveboth the
processof policy developmenandof servceddivery;

[ the 2002-2005Progammefor Governnentstaed “W e alsorecognsethatan
exclusively top-down approachto admnistraton is neither desirablenor
effective. Working togetherwith our socid patners...will hdp us tackle
some of our greatestchallengesin particular the conmunity and voluntary
secbor hasakeyrole to play in working with Governmentin the socal sphee

1 “The Civic Forum memtership consiste voluntary, busiress,agriculture, trade union, edication, culture,
communiy relaionsandfisheries sedors.” (Quotedfrom OFMDFM website).
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34

and the businesssector in helping us shge econonic policy.” It also
highlighted working in partnersip with socid patnersasa sub-priority for
government

| Priorities and Plans 20032006 redated the desire to build stronger
partnershipswith social partners describirg this as a crosscutting themne
rather thana sub-priority;

| Priorities andBudget 2004-2006 stated“the governmat waskeento build on
progressmadeunderdewlution with social partners’; and

[ most recenty in Priorties and Budget20052008 the Govenmentstae tha
they will develop a strategydocumentputting forward a framework for
economicpolicy developmentin cooperabn with thesocial partners’.

These stattmens demonstratethat Northean Irelands devolval governmentand
direct rule have shown commitmentto engaing social partnes within public
decision making, and indeedto further devdop this process Perhapsthe most
notable commtment was madein the then NI Ministerof Financés 2001 speecho
the NI Assembly,introducingarole for LSPsin the 200106 period tha wentbeyond
EU structurafunding:

“the partnership approach can, and | believe will, be extended with new
dimensions to gain increasing influence on the way we do business, They
will have a vision and purpose which will last well beyond the horizons of
the Peace Il programme....In the context of the new institutions, | see an
opportunity for the partnership process to be widened and deepened at
both regional and local level. We do not want the partnership approach to
be confined to European funding, nor do we want it to wither away when
that source of income has ceased. The whole purpose of our approach isto
increase the scope and significance of decision-making at the local level.”

However, as highlighted in the 2004 mid-term evduation of LSPs conpleted by
Delaitte (seesecton 3.6), the extentof political supportfor the LSP model (and its
significant socil partnerconstituencyhasbecone lessclearwith the suspensiorof
the NI Assembly

European Funding

The principle of involving Northern Ireland’s social partnersin EU programmes
dates backto thelate 1980s. The basictend wasto deliver EU funding throughopen
andinclusive structuresthat drew in the local knowledgeand expertise of relevant
sccial parhersalongdgde thatof thelegislative andexecutive armsof governmen

The needto be transparenandinclusivewas consderedespeclly importantin the
caseof thePeacgrogrammaegivenits desired mpads at grassrootslevd.

EU Regulaton 1260/ 1999in requiring the inclusionof sodal patners, statedin
paragrapl27:

“in order to ensure significant added value, partnership should be
strengthened; whereas this concerns the regional and local authorities, the
other competent authorities, including those responsible for environment and
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those responsible for the promotion of equality between men and women, the
economic and social partners and other competent bodies, whereas the
relevant partners shall be associated in the preparation, monitoring and
evaluation of assistance.”

This placed a legslative requirementupon Member statesto engagethe social
parners in EU funding delivery, ensuring that they were “associded in the
preparation,monitoring and evaluationof assistace”.

Sccial patner influencewithin NI's EU progranme devdopment and delivery has
increasedsignificantly since the late 1980s (far excesdingsocial parinerinfluencein
NI's domestic policy-making).However,over recentyearsNI's GDP per capita has
continuedto increaseandthe EU hasexpandd to includeten new [net beneficiay]
MemberStaes. Both theseissueshavesignificantimplicaions regardingfuture EU
funding levels within NI. Althoughthe exact impactis asyetunknowniit is clear that
when the current financial perspectiveexpires in 2006, NI will move out of the
highed funding bracket.It is alsounclearif the Peaell progranmewill bereplaced
with a similar addiional packaggbeyond the extensionto 2006).1t is therdore also
unclear exactly how social partnershipwill be built into NI's EU funding delivery
medanisns post2006 or how significant EU funding’s influence will be in NI's
futuresocioeconomicdevelopment.

35 Review of Public Administration

The Review of Puldic Administration(RPA) in NorthernIreland was launded in
2002, andwas a key actionfrom the Progranme for Governmat, highlighting the
needfor areviewof structuresinderdevoluion.

Thescopeof thereviewincludes:

u councils;

u healthboardsandtrusts;

= educationboards and

| severty-nine other bodiesincluding Tribunds, advisoly public bodies and

executivepublic bodies.

The mog direcly relevantissuefor social partnes with regardto the scope of this
researchis the proposedationalisationof councik andthe relationshipof this to the
LSP strucures. The presentRPA consultdion (closing Septenber 2005 includes
options for 7, 11 and 15 local governnent bodies. As well as numeical
rationalisaton, thereis likely to be a revisionof role. In paricular it is possble that
the new councl structureswill havea remit for community planning, and also an
enhancecommunty relationsrole (in line with the SharedFuturestraegy). Whilst
there are no recommendtions within the RPA asto how the re-organisedbodies
would meettheseregonsbilities thereis potentid for developnent of a proces
whichincludessocialpartnersip.

With regardto timesale,formerandcurrent plansareto commence implementation
in 2006 with the electionfor new councilstructures planredin 2009.
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3.6 Previous Research — Mid-Term Evaluation of L SPs

During 2003and 2004 Deloitte undertooka significantresearchstudywith relevance
to social partners. The Mid-Term Evaluation of Local Strategy Partnerships
considerd all twenty-six LSPs andthe NIRPB in its reseach. The key findings of
naote for social parherswerethe following:

the vad majority of LSP boardsfelt that they hadthe right blend of people
and balancen termsof baclground The only significant represetaion issue
relaedto young people;

the majority of LSP boardssuggestedhat there are simply too many local
partngships (LSPs and beyond) for paret organisatons to send
repregntaton to, andthis presentedomerecruitmentretention problems

the problemof vacanciesvasmorepronouncedfor socid partnergelativeto
non-socid partners. The issue of there being too mary patnershipsto
resourceapplied to all social partner groups, and this was reflectedin a
notable failure of agrirural and trade union organisabns to nominate
memkersfor a significantnumberof LSPs.On the commnunity/voluntay and
businesssides,nominationwasnot sucha problem, but retenion appeaed to
be more difficult, however,overall thesevacarties were not deaned to be
havinga significant negativeimpactuponLSP acivity;

related to this resaurce issue,one of the reportrecommendatonswas a neal
to consolidatelocal partnershipgbeyord the Peae Il progranme)in orderto
avoid ‘choking theappoach;

evidencesuggestd that the LSP boads are quite cohesiveunits andthat the
majority of sectoralopinions were being listenedto. Two-thirds of boad
memlersdid not feelthat their LSP is dominated by any secbor. In the other
casegherewassomeevidenceo suggestthatit wasthelocally electedandbr
community/voluntary sectorghatweredominding;

the views anmongst social partners were that community/voluntary
repregntatives were generaly relatively happy with the levd of influence
which they had within their boards,and very few felt that they had been
dominated by locally elected represenatives. Otha socal parner
repregntatves weremorelikely to feel thatthe Counal dominateddedsion-
making within the LSP. Howevera third of thelocally elected representates
felt that the community/voluntarysectorhad too much influence over LSP
decisionmaking;

the slow estblishmentof the NIRPB causal significantopportuniies to be
missedin three main areas strategicfeedback, best pradice and straegic
influence. A significant needwas still evident in relation to the latter two
areas;and(asnotedin previoussection)

the extentof political support for the LSP model (and its significant socal
partner consttuency)hasbecomdessclear.
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Thereforewhilst not focussing on the role of sogal parners, findings from this
research highlight a mixture of strengths (representaion and influencg and
challenges(vacantposts,resoures some pereived imbalane, role of NIRPB and
future of LSP structure) with regardto two of the significantmechansmns facilitating
social partner participation, namely LSPs and NIRPB, tha are being considered
within this study.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

OVERARCHING ANALYSIS

I ntroduction

This sectionpresers high level resultsand analyss from the survey of membersof
the Monitoring Commitees,the RegionalParhershipBoard, LSP Officers and LSP
Chairpersas, and our qualitativeconsiltations to provide an overarchirg picture of
sccial parner contribution and impact. The high level andysis undert&en in this
secton is comdementedby the more detaled analsis of the specific parinership
bodiespresentdin subgquentsectiors.

Scale of Participation

Focussingon the Peaceprogramme Table4.1 present the nunber of socil patner
represataives who are membersof the Peae 1l Monitoring Committee, the
RegionalPartrershipBoardandthe LSPs.

Tabe 4.1
Contribution of NI Social Partnersto the Peacell Programme

Peace |l Body / Structure Number of Social % of overall
Partner Members member ship
Monitoring Committee 8 25%
Regiond PartrershipBoard 16 50%
Locd StrategyPartrerships(26) 329 50%

Oveall there are over 350 social pariner represent@ves involved across these
bodies.

It is alsonotedthatsocialpartnerinputsarenot limitedto basicmenbershp of these
bodies Additionally social partnershave participated as chairs, vice-chairs and
menbersof sub-commitiees working groupsandassessentpands.

The following sectons will provide greater detail on this varied paricipation. The
secton addressingMonitoring Commiteeswill include participaion on Peacell,
BSPandCSFMonitoring Committees

Role of Social Partners

Althoughconsuteeshighlighteda wide rangeof rolesfulfil led by socil patners,the
mostfrequentlycited couldbe summarisedsfoll ows

[ independenthallengefunction;
[ sectoralexperiseand knowledge;
[ giving avoiceto sectorsn decison-making
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4.4

[ | accesdo certan targetgroupsandsectas;
| inclusionof sectorsandgroupsin decisionmaking; and
] buy-in of sectorsandgroups.

There was some variancein the importance of the issues listed aboveaccarding to
the EU body under considerationFor exanple, accessto target groupswas vital at
the LSP level, but it was a less significant role within the RPB given its more
strategicrole. Theseissuesarepickedup in moredetal in thefollowing sedions.

I mpact on Effectiveness and Efficiency

Figure4.lillustraiesviewson socialparnerimpacton effectveness.

Figure4.1
Towhat extent do you feel social partner participation hasimpacted upon effectiveness overall?
100%
90%
80%
70% 59 64 63 O Substantial positive
60% . .
O Minor positive
50%
40% = Neutral
30% 26 - 2 m Missing
20%
o O
0% ‘ T
% Social % Non-Social %All
Partners Partners

Source: Qurvey (SPs= 27, Non-SPs = 45, All = 72)

The majority of surveyrespondent$63 percen) felt thatsodal pariner participation
hadresultedin a substantialpositiveimpacton effediveness,with a further 22 per
centstatirg socil partnershadhada minor positive impact Interestingly, nonsocial
pariner consulteeswere more likely to think that subséntial positive impactshad
beenachievedthansocial partnerconsulees.No survey responderstfelt that social
patnershadhadanegativeimpacton effectiveness.

2 Non-social partners - central government, local government, LSP officers and councillors
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Figure4.2
Towhat extent do you feel social partner participation hasimpacted upon efficiency overall

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

48 42 44
O Substantial positive
O Minor positive
38 20 m Neutral
41 W Minor negative
18
_
% Social % non-SPs % All
Partners

Source: Qurvey (SPs= 27, Non-SPs = 45, All = 72)

Figure 4.2 illustrates that the most frequent regponse was tha socal patner
paricipation has madea substantialpostive impact (44 per cenf, followed by a
minor posiive impact(39 percen) with regardto the efficiency of the forum. Social
pariners were marginally more positive regardingimpad on efficiency than non
sccial patners.Only onerespondenta nonsodal partne, felt therewas a negative
impacton efficiency.

Overall the impact on effectiveress and efficiency was consideed to be positive,
paricularly so for effectiveness.This was reflected in quditative feedback in
consultationaswell. Thekeyreasongiven included:

provision of a “reality check”throughtheir deeger knowledge of groupsand

Secors;

provision of a chdlengefunctionat anearly stagewithin the decision making
process;

social partnersactingas“glue facilitating disaussion,debde andinformation
without beinghamstrungdoy political agenda’

increasedransparencyo theprocess;

credillity facilitating accesgo certaingroupsandsecbrs;and

participationand commitmentin avoluntarycapadty.
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4.5

Impact of Social Partnersin Tailoring Decisionsto meet Local or Sectoral
Needs

Figure 4.3 showsviews with regardto how socal partnes have impaced upon
tailoring partnershignterventions.

Figure4.3
To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring the
partnershipsinterventions appropriately to meet local / sectoral needs

100%
90%
0,
70% O Substantial positive
04
60% O Minor positive
50% - _
40% ®m Neutral / marginal
30% 4 38 39 m Minor negative
20%
0% = —
% Social % Non-SPs % All
Partners

Source: Qurvey (SPs= 27, Non-SPs = 45, All = 72)

Almost half the surveyrespondent$49 per cent) thought thatsocid parinershadhad
a substantiapostive impactwith regardto tailoring interventonsappropriatly, with
more (39 per ceni) thinking therewasa minor posiive impact Notably over half of
non-social partnersansvered“substantia postive impad”, but eventhis wasonly a
slightly strongervalidationthanfrom socid partnerrespondents Only four percent
(two statubry and one social partner responders) thought there was a minor
negativeimpactin this regard.

Again thesepostive survey reaults werecomplanenedby posiive feedbackthrough
consultationsConsulteessommonlysaidthat the inclusion of socid partnes within

the discussbn at the variousbodiescreate a strongerprocess, and hence produced
more robustdeasions Whilst particularexanples are drawn out in later sectiors,

consulteesrepated a number of instances where socal partnes had brought
significant programme delively issuesto the atention of boardswhich would

otherwise have gore unidentified. This included the need to beter accesslow

capacitygroups.Socialpartnerswerekey to highlighting this issue asthey hadlinks

to the groupsthat had previously experencel barrigs to accessng the suppot
available In supportof this social patnerswere subsequetly engaged within the
procesesfor simplification of applicaton forms and increasingthe opportunityto

accessmallgrants.
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4.6 Changein Impact Over Time

Figure4.4
Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partners has changed since it was
established?
100%
90% 22 24 24
80% X
70% O Increased substantially
| O Increased slightl
60% 44 36 39 gntly
50% - O constant
40% m Decreased slightly
30% .
29
0% 26 28 m Missing
10% -
oo, | e
% Social % Non-SPs % All
Partners

Source: Qurvey (SPs= 27, Non-SPs = 45, All = 72)

Figure4.4 showsa majority of surveyresponeéntsfelt thatthe overdl levd of value
addedby socialpartnershasincreagd eithe slightly or substantlly. A marginally
higher proporion of sacial partnerg(66 per cent) thoughtvalueadded had increased
comparedto nonsocialpartnerresponderst(60 perceni). Consulationsindicatethat
this increasan valueaddedwasdueto sone increasein cgpacity on the part of the
sccial partnersasthey got used to the partneship structures,but more often dueto

the processof building betterrelationshipsand beter partnershipworking between
the broadermenbersip, including social partnes. This is highlighted below in the

viewson charging attitudesto socialparinerinput

Of the six respondentqeight per cent of total respondentsjvho thoughtthe value
addedby social partnershad decreasedfive were stautory and one was a social
pariner. This maybe explainedby the view from a numbe of consuleesthatat LSP
levd the interestandcommitmentof some socid partnerrepresentaves wared once
all fundinghadbeenallocated.
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Figure4.5

Do you feel the attitudes of other member s have changed towards social partner input since the
M C/RPB/L SP was established?

100%
90%
80%
70%
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15 16 10
26
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48 40 43
% Social % non-SPs All
partners

O D/K

0O Become more negative

O Mixed bag

o

m View not really change

m Always had a positive
view

m Become more positive

Source: Qurvey (SPs= 27, Non-SPs = 45, All = 72)

Theincreasan valueadded(discus®dabove)may be closelyrelatedto a building of
trust and confidencereflecied in the devdopment of more postive relaionshps as
highlighted in consultationsandasrecordedby a significantnunmber of respondents
(43 percen) (illustratedin Figure4.5). This compaed to thosesayng relaionships
had becomemore negative (three per cen) or tha there were a ‘mixed bag of
attitudes (eight per cen). This is in line with views from consultdions which
reported developmentand conolidation of relaionships betwea all sedors and
sccial parnes, increasng trustandconfidenceandfadili tating strongercontributions
from socialpartrerswithin theworking of the partnership.
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4.7  Representation and Accountability

Figure 4.6 illustraies views on how well sodal partnersare “plugged into their

constituecy”.
Figure4.6
How well do you feel social partnersare plugged into their constituency?
100%
10
90% 13
80% 30 o4 O D/K
70% 20 O Ineffectively
0,
60% O Mixed bag
20% Neutral
40% - = Neutra
30% m effectively
20% m Very effectively
0,
10% 11
0%
% SPs % Non-SPs All

Source: urvey Respondents (SPs= 27, Non-SPs= 45, All = 72)

Amongstsurveyresmnderts, 54 percert felt thatsoaal partnes wereeffectively (39
percen) or very effectively (15 percen) pluggedinto their consttuency Non-social
pariners(49 percen) werenot asstrongin this commendaton assocal partnerg63
percen). Additionally therewerea significantnumberthatrespondedineffectively’
(four percen), ‘mixedbad (24 percen) and‘don’tknow (10 percend.

Figure4.7

Towhat extent do you feel social partnersfeedback to their constituency?

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
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22
44 13
26
% SPs % non-SPs

15

10 O Don't know
O Ineffectively

32 O Mixed bag
m Neutral
m effectively

All

m Very effectively

Source: Survey Respondents (SPs= 27, Non-SPs= 45, All = 72)
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With regardto feedbackto constituegies, Figure 4.7 shows there were only a
minority of respondentswho felt sodal parihers fed-back effectively or very
effectively (28 per cen). This compareswith thosewho respondedmixed bag (32
percen), ‘ineffective’ or ‘very ineffectivé (14 pe cen), and‘don’t know (15 per
cen).

Eight out of the 10 respondingthat feedback was ineffective were non-social
parhers The numbersfeeling there was a ‘mixed bag suggesta significant
incongstency acrosssocial partnersin this regad. Notably a highe propation of
sccial partnersas opposedto statutoryrespondentslesaibed feedba& asa ‘mixed
bad. Ten out of the elevenresponderst saying they did not know the extent of
feedback werenonsocialpartners

It is notedthatamongg all thefeedback,boththroughthe survey andthe quditative
consultationsthis issue provided the most mixed resuls. The responserom both
non sociatpariners and social partners suggestedtha feedb&k processesare
incongstentand are not trangarent. These issuesare addressedn greaer detail in
the following sectiors, as their degreeof importance and pracicality is patly
deteminedby thelevel of body (i.e.. it is easier to feedbak to peoplein alocd area,
which might be the remit for someoneon a LSP, comparedto feedng backto a
secbr right acrosaNI which might be perceved as arequiral function of Monitoring
Committeemenbery.

It should also be pointedout that while the questionnae probedthe extent to which
sccial parnersarerepresentativef andaccountabé to their consttuendges, the same
guery was raisedby a numberof consiltees regardingfeedba& from steautory and
electedrepreserdtives The following querieswereraised:

[ ] to what extentdo Councillorsupdatetheir Councls on partnershigactivity?;

[ ] to what extent do Councillors bring back wholeCouncl opinion to the
partrership?(asopposedto their congituency’sopinion); and

] to what extentdo statutoryrepresentativ@feedback to their top managenent
(including Ministers) andtake on boardthe tax payer’'sopinionto feedbad
into the parinershp’s operation.

These isswes were raisedin the contextof asking why sud high expecttionsare
often placed upon social partners while these consulees felt that the same
requiremens werenot appliedto nonsocal parnerrepresenatives.

Concordia Social Partner Research Report — October 2005 26



4.8

Future Role/ Influence

Figure4.8
How would you like to see the role / influence of the social partners change within the
partnership in future?

100%
90%
80% -
70%
60% - O Unsure
50% m Remain the same
40% MW Increase
30% -
20%
10% -
0%

% SPs % Non-SPs % All

Source: Qurvey Respondents (n=72)

Figure 4.8 showsthe majaity of attitudes toward socal parinerinput are perceived
to havealwaysbeenpostive or to havebemmemorepostive, andthereis a similar

moderatemajority who would like to see the role andinfluence of sodal patnersto

increasewithin the partnersip bodies In total the majority of respondats (54 per
cen) wanted the role and influenceof the sodal partnes to increase.Non-social
pariners were maminally less supportiveof this as amost half sad the role and
influenceshouldremainthe same(44 percen) or were unsue (9 percent).

It was notable in consultations that the simple opporunity to meed regularly on
parinershipswas generallyconsdereda goodthing by almostall consultes. It was
notablethatcentraldepatmentofficials all spokeof engagenentwith socid partners
as somehing that was importantand somehing that would contnue, in line with
broadergovernnmentpolicy.

OneSocialParnerorgansationhighlighted tha it was keenfor socid partnerso be
involved in mainstream governage, not just EU governace, suggestig “an
increasedrole for social partnerswould crede stronge governmerit. Certral and
locd Governnentofficials largelytook the view thatappropride acessmechanisms
would bein place,outdde of EU structure for sodgal partne engagerant. However
the potentialreducton in influenceof EU strucuresremainsa considerale concern
for socialpariners.
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4.9  Summary of Findings

Theoverarching view on socialpartnercontributon to EU progranmestructureswvas
generdy a postive one. There are strong resuls from our survey and positive
feedback from consultatiors with regardto:

[ impacton effectiveness;

[ impacton efficiercy;

[ impactontailoring decisonsto meetlocd or secbr needs;
[ increasan impactovertime;and

[ improvedattitudestowardstheinput of socid pariners.

Howeverthereis amoremixed picturewith regad to:
[ how well socialpartnersarepluggedin to thar consttueng; and
[ how well socialpartnerdeedbacko their constitiency.

Thereis agreenentamongstonsulteeshatsodal partne inclusion within the public
policy processs highly likely to continuein NI atleast atthe currentlevd (including
statutory consultees)Howeverthereis perhapsa slight misalignmentof views on
how thatinclusionwill be achievedn future Stautory consuleestendedto feel that
regadless of what EU structuresexist post2006, there will be adequé& social
partnerinclusionin the public policy processjncluding domestt policy issues.On
the other hand, social partnerconsulteegendedto feel that their domestic policy
influence was limited, and had significant concens that with much reduced EU-
funding levels post2006 overall sccial partne influence on public policy dedsions
would besubstatially reducedn NI.
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5.1

5.2

MONITORING COMMITTEES

I ntroduction

Article 35 of Council Regulaton (EC) No 1260 /1999 addressesthe issue of
Monitoring Commitees statingthat “each Communty supportframework or single
programmingdocumentand eachoperationalprogramne shal be supevised by a
Monitoring Committee”. The Monitoring Commitee (MC) is “to satsfy itsef asto
the effectivenessand quality of the implementaion of assstance’ Therefae the
MCs areprimarily to monitortheimplementabn of the progranmes.

The threeMCs consideredn this studyarethosefor the Peae Il progranme, BSP
programmeandthe overaching CSF.

Thestructureof this sectionis asfollows:

] participationof socil partnersn MCs;
] role of socid parnersin MCs; and
] impactof socid partrersin MCs.

The analyss regardingthe participationis largely basedon desk research,whilst the
role and impact amalysis also draws in information from our consutatons and
survey.

Participation

Member#ip of the Peacdl MC is show in the Table bdow. Dueto the crossborder
natue of the progamme,thereis matching represetatons from NI and Rol. The
Peacell MC meetsquarterlyandis chaired by SEUPB.

Tabe5.1
Peacell MC
Sector EU Bodies NI Rol Total
Char 1 1
Sccial Parners 4 4 8
Governmen Departments 5 5 10
(PayingAuthorities)
HorizontalPriorities 2 2 4
Regonal Intereds/ locd 4 4 8
government
Total Members 31
Advisors 2 10 10 22
Observers 4
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The BSPMonitoring Committeeis differentin structure largdy asit doesnot havea
crossborderremit. The structure,aspresentedn its Rules of Procedurejs presented

below.
Tabeb5.2
BSPMC
Sector Number Representatives
Chair 1 DFP
Deputy Chair 1 OFMDFM
Sodal Partrers 4 Fou secbrs
Gowvernnert DepartmentgPaying 3 ESF ERDF, EAGGF/ FIFG
Authoritieg
Horizontd Priorities 2 Equality and Environment
Sub-regional(local goverrment) 4 Elededrepreseratives
Total Members 15
Advisers EuropeanCommission,NI
Departments
Observers DTI, IFI

The makeup of the CSFMonitoring Conmitteeis preserédbelow. The CSFmeets
twice ayear,andis chargedwith supervsing BSPandPeae Il MCs andreportingon
the progressof NI CommunityInitiatives A Co-ordinagion Steerng Groupwill be
established under the auspicesof the CSF Monitoring Committee, which will
promoteco-ordinaton acrosghesenterventons.
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Tabe5.3

CSFMC
Sector Number Representatives
Chair 1 Minister of Finance& Pasonnel
Deputy Chair 1 Jurior MinisterOFM/DFM
Chairsof ProgrammeViCs 2 Peacdl and BSPChairs(SEUPB ard
DFP)
Sodal Partrers 4
Paying Authorities 3 ESF, ERDF, EAGGF/FIFG
Horizontd Priorities 2 Equality and Environment
Sub-regional(local goverrment) 5
Total Members 18
Advisers EuropeanCommission,NI
Departments
Observers DTI, IFI

In total therefore acrossthe MCs, thereare 16 placesfor Socid Partrers,12 of these
from Northernlreland. This comparewith 17 placesfor local governmat andsub
regionalinterests 16 for governmentlepatmens andpayingauthorities, 8 placesfor
horizontal priorities.

Overall, whenincluding Chairsand Deputy Chars, Social Partners account for 25
per cent of member positions on the CSF, BSP and Peace Il MCs, which is
compaable with local government(25 per cen) and cential government(25 per
cen), albet if chairsandvice-chairsare includedwithin Cental Governmentthenit
becomeghe mostrepresentedectorwith almost40 per centof membersHowever
the horizontal principles representativesre arguaby more akin to sodal partnes
than statubry and herce could add significant influence to the sodal partner
repregntationonthe MCs.

It should alsobe notedthat thereis a significant numberof additionalatendeesn the
form of observes and advisers. The bulk of these are represerdtives from
governmentDepartmentsin the caseof Peae Il there are often over 50 people
attendng the MC meeting,including representiaves from each of the NI and Rol
governmentdepariments In consultationstherewassomeconcernwith the numbers
attendng, with views including that these people did not add arny value to the
meeting,and sone suggestionthat the presene of the largernumbe of officials,
eventhoughnot thereasmemberstendedto stfle ratherthanaddto discussiorand
debate.
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5.2.1 Monitoring Committee Working Groups

Social partnermembershawe participaed in all working groupsand have
takenchairingrolesin several,jncluding Information Socigy (Conmunity &
Voluntary representati®), Communicabns and Informaion (Business
representatie) and Distinctiveness(Agri-Rural represerdtive). Feedbak
from social partnersnotedthat ChairingWorking Groupswas a very posiive
experience.

Oneexampleprovidedwasthe DistinctivenessWorking Group,Chared by a
Social Partner, who deliberately held meeings away from SEUPB, in
community venuestha had been fundel through the Programme.This
provided an oppatunity to hear directly from people who were involved
which was generally felt to be worthwhie by al involved, making the
progammemore“real” for thoseadministemgit.

5.2.2 Roleof Social Partnerswithin Monitoring Committee

The following analyss providesa summary of the positions put forward by
individual consutees.This doesnot represena speified policy postion.

From consutations the following roles for socil partnerson MCs were
identified

[ ] provide sectoral expertise: The social partnersare thereto provide
an insight on the sector they represat. They bring specalist
knowledgeto the decision making processeshasaed on the direct
experienceof and links within their secor. In paticular one socal
partrer felt they neededto “communicde difficulties and conerns
being experiencedby thoseoutsidecertral govanment Thereforeto
adegreetheir role is to represent their particular secbr atthe MC. It
was noted that there is a bdance requirel between representng a
secta andlobbyingfor a sector;

[ ] provide realism: As membersf the MCs, socal partnersoringalink
between high level programmemonitoring and front line project
implemertation The congdituenciesrepresatedby the socid parners
includeindividuals andgroupswho areinvolvedin projed promotion
at alocal level This will allow for a transferof knowledgebetween
thoseinvolved in the monitoring standads at progranme level, and
those having to implementthe monitoring requremens at project
level One official saidthey allowed for decsions and acions to be
“opeatioralised” at a high level beforethey are implemented on the
ground. An alternative perspectiveon this wasto view socal pariners
on the MC asa marketresearchool, understading what the market
will bear,

] provide a challenge function: the social partnes providea view tha
isindependenodf governmenandindependat of party politics, which
can chalenge governmentdepartments The socid patners “keep
governmenton ther toes” by askingquestions, seekng clarification
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5.3

and requiting that decisionsare clearly accoungd for before being
taken and

[ ] targeting: to facilitate greaterand/or more effecive engagemaent with
targd groupson theground (i.e. partnershipsnspre moreconfidence
and facilitate more links with some groupsthan ‘pure governmen
bodies) especiallythosewhich “do notapproaclgovanment.

I mpact of Social Partners

This sectionwill presentan assesmen of the impad of sodal parnerswithin the
MCs, baedon consultation@ndmembersurvey.

In the consultation and survey questionswere askedregardingthe value addedby
sccial partnerson variows forums Results from MC questionnae returns are
provided in Apperdix Ill. In the cag of Monitoring Commitees, whilst there was
generallyageementthat the contribution was positive, it was difficult to isolate
tangble differences in outcomesfor exanple how spedfic decisionshave atered
due to social partnerinclusionwithin theMC’s decisionmakingprocess

5.3.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

Out of the 18 completed survey returns from MC menbers reldaing
gpecifically to MC experience the percepion is that socid patners have
contributedin a positivemannemwith regardto both effectivenesgn=17)and
effi ciency(n=15) The perceptions thattheimpada is stronger with regardto
effectiveness.This is reasonableonsicering the value consutees said sodal
partnes adced in debatingissuesandin chdlenging misinformedviews. One
social partnermember did recommendhoweve tha there should be “less
focus on spendand more subsantive focus on outcoomesand impacts in the
discussions” as this would be more chdlenging, as opposedo “discussions
aboutnumberswvhich oftenbecomeatechnich exacisefor depatments”

A small numberof governmentconsultes noted tha sodal partnersmade
information requeststhat were unrealistc given resourceconstaints. Othe
governmentconsulteesiotedthat several of the socid partnermembershave
beeninvolved in EU funding for a considerale period of time, and have
developedarangeof skills andexperiencewhich theycanbring to bearin the
MC. The majority of surveyresponders, (including the majority of non
social partnermemterg felt that social partnes have had a posiive impact
with regardto efficiencyof theMC.

5.3.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisionsto meet Sectoral Needs

The views provided suggesthat social partnes are having a positive impact
on tailoring the decisiongakenat MC level to better meet sed¢oral need.This
isin line with theviewsregardingefficiencyand effeciveness.

It was notabk in consultations with othe MC menbers including
Government consultees that the socal partrer membas were largely
consideredto havethe capacityto actat an appropriatly strategic level with
regard to their sector, without dexendng to personalor locd “hobby
horses” One GovernmentMC surwey respondenindicatd they did not feel
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this wasalwaysthe casesuggestinghatwhen“partnersimposetheir personal
lobbying role at partnershipeverythingfails”. However, generaly the view
was positive, with the scale of impad being detemined by the sodal

partneg’s “negotation skills” andknowledgeof the“art of the possibé”.

5.3.3 Changein Impact Overtime

In regad to impact over time, 15 out of the 18 respondentgelt the value
added by social partnershadincreasedslightly (n=10) or subsantially (n=5)
since the MC wasestablishedThis wasat least parially dueto anembeddng
period, during which time membersdevebped their understandig of their
role within the MC andsimultaneouly increaed their contibution. Secondy
consulteessuggestedhat this increasemay relate to improvedrelationshps
and stronger‘partnershipworking”. Thisis considereddow.

A total of 14 MC regondentsincluding al the socid partnerrespondats,
felt the attitudestowardssocial partnerinput hadbecmmemorepostive. This
is in line with the previousquestio’s view on changs in value added.A
governmentconsulteesuggestedhat this processwas a virtuous circle - as
valueaddedincreasd, attitudestowardssocid patnersimproved,andthisin
turn creatd more spaceand encouragment to add value These working
relaionshpsarefundamentato the partneship modeldesiral within the MC
structure.

Onerespondennoted thata muchbroade rangeof socialpatnersnow have
the confidene to engagefully in the debaes at Monitoring Commitees.
Another govermmert consilteehighlighted how certan departmentshadwell
establishedrelationships with their relevant socid partner counterparts
before the MCs came about while other departnentswho had needéd to
developrelaionshipsinitially in orderto movefrom posiions of suspig¢on to
relaionshpsbuilt ontrustandconfidence

Thereforethe MCs haveactedto both developrelationshipsand consoldate
pre-existingrelationships

5.3.4 Relationships

The views regardng the impact of MCs on relaionshipsbetween menbers
were consderedpositivein consiltations,as well assurveyresponsegn=14
thoudh attitudestowardssocial partnershad bemmemorepostive). Thekey
outcomeswere identifiedas

[ ] the development and “maturing” of reldaionships between socid
partnersand other MC membersespeally governmat departnents,
are demonstated throughthe “broaderrangeof socid partrers who
now have the confidenceto engagefully in the debae” andthrough
the meetingsthat take place “outside” the constaints of the formd
meeting.Thesecaneitherbe beforeor after the formal meetng or ata
different time altogether.It was highlighted by both socal partners
and governmat consulteesthat the MC had directly fadlitated a
numberof thesenetworks
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] certan Departmens highlightedthat they alreadyhad good relaions
with socialparner but thatthe MC meetnhgshave helpedconsolidate
thesethroughtheregularcontacttheyental,

] andher departnent official saidthattheir depatment hadbeengoing
through a processof relationip building with sodal partrers, and
that this relatonship had developedrom aninitial levd of wariness
andsugicion to oneof greaterespeciandtrust. It wasstaedthatthe
sacial parier presenceand contributionon MCs had contributed to
this;

[ ] the opporunity for engagementthrough the MC meetings was
appeciatedby all consulteesIn particulr the opporunity to med
faceto faceis considered significantimprovementon more distant
forms of engagementsuch as telephoneor emal, with regard to
dewelopingrelationships

[ ] ore electedrepreentativemembemotedtha the socid partnershave
brought a deepereconomicand social focus to the MCs, which has
contributed to facilitating greaterco-opeaation between Councllors
fromdifferentpolitical partieson economicand sodal issues;

[ ] one social partrer notedthat it was goodto med and network with
other members,‘i ncluding other social parners” indicaing that the
relationsips being developedarewithin the sodal partne groying as
well aswithout

Some challenges were also highlighted with regard to changes in
relaionshps:

[ ] one Depatmental official said there remaned significant scopefor
deweloping continuity of relation$ips partiaularly given the size of
meetngs,their relativeinfrequerty andmenberturnove.

5.3.5 Representation and Accountability

Eleven of the surney respondentthoughtthatsodal partnes were effecively
or very effectively pluggedin to their consituency, howeverfour didn't know
and three considered thereto be inconsistencyaaossthe socid partnes in
this respect.

Thedebategout forward by consuilteesis not primarily whetheronepersoncan
repregnt an entire social partner consituency (for exanple the whole
community and voluntary secbr) but rather whether someoneneeds to
repregnt the whole sector in order to serve as an effecive monitoring
committeemember. Consilteesgenerdly felt that wha was mostimportant
for an MC menber was a good gragp of the concernsand issues in their
sector,in otherwords thatthe socialpartne was“well plugged in”.

Therewas a larger spreadwith regardsto feedba&, with only four stating
social parners were effective or very effecive at feedng badk (including
only onesocal patner respondat), five considering themto be a mixed bag,
two neutral,oneineffectiveandfive not knowing (“it is notpossble for me to
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judge”). Therefore only a minority of respondentdelt able to comment
definitively on social paitner perfamane in this regard It was noted in
consultation however that there was beter undestanding betwea certain
Departmeits and social partnerssectors (e.g. DARD and the agri —rural
sector,with feedbackhroughthe Agri-Rurd Forum).

54  Summary of Findings

Our researchwith regardto social partner contribuion and partidpation within
monitoring committeesidentifiedthefollowing:

social partnershaveaddedvalueto the Monitoring Commiteesby providing
realismand/or anunderstandig of whatthe market will bear. Oneexanpleis
getting a clearerunderstandingsto what project promotes within the socid
partner consituencieswere ableto maragewith regardto application forms
and monitoring requirements

MCs have facilitated developmentof new relationshps with the social
pariners,andconsolidateaxiging ones

the socialpartner role sitswithin the predefinel role of the MC - amonitoring
function. Making the mod of the opportunty was considerd to be largdy
down to the capabiities of theindividual menber,

it is not clear to all membershow, if atall, sogal patners aregahering views
from within their sectorto presentat medings, and secondly providing
feedlack to therr condituency. Whilst strong represerdtion and feedbak
may be somehing of a moot paint with respetto MCs, it is a generc issue
for sacia partnersto addresdor building confidencewith regardto future
participationin governancestructureslt wasalso noted thatthereis no way
of knowing how effectively central and local governmat officials and
repregntatives are gatheringviews from and feeding back to their sec¢ors
and

the numberof peopleattendingthe Peacell MC meeting is percéved to be
too large when comparedwith the numberof peoplewho are visibly taking
part This hashadthe effectof stifling the debae withoutaddingvalue.
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6. REGIONAL PARTNERSHIP BOARD

6.1 I ntroduction

The Regional ParhershipBoard (RPB) replaceal the Northern Ireland Parnership
Boardthat operatedunderPeacel. The Peacell Operaional Progranme, agreedby
the Executve on 14.12.2000statedthat:

“ A Regional Partnership Board will be created by the NI Executive. Its functions will
be to:

[ promote the principles of partnership working at local level;

[ promote the sharing of best practice in the development and delivery of local
area strategies;

| assist different districts to work together on projects and actions which cross
the boundaries of two or more districts; and

[ promote effective working between districts and Intermediary Funding
Bodies.”

In this sectonwe:

] presentan analysisof the participationof socid parinerswithin RPB;
| considertherole of socialpartnerswithin RPB; and
[ assesgheimpactof socialpartnerson RPB.
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6.2

Participation of Social Partnerswithin RPB

Tale 5.1 present the membeship breakdowrof the RPB.

Tabeb5.1
RPB
Sector Number of Comment
Members
Agri-rural 4 4 memberdrom Agri-rural Forum
, Business 4 1 position was vacant at time of
Sodal Patners evaluation
TradeUnion 4 2 positions hadbeenvacant- 1 was
filled in time for June05 meeting
Voluntaryard 4
Community
Stautory Central 2 ORVIDFM
Government
DFP
Political Parties 9 2 electedmemters from DUP, SDLP,
SF,UUP ard 1 membe from Alliance
Local 2 2 Chief Executives - SOLACE
Government
IFB IFB 1 CE of NIPPA
Horizontal Environment 2 Equality positionvacantat presen
Principles and equalty

From Table 5.1 it canbe seenthat with 16 membersthe aggregatd socil partner
blockis largerthanstatutorymembersl3 menbers,whilst constituting 50 per centof
overallmembership(whenIFB andhorizontal principle membersareincluded)

The RPB, with its role of wideninganddeepenng patnershipwasto be chaired by
the JuniorMinistersof OFMDFM, to ensurestrategicinfluence Sincesuspensiomf
devolution the RPB hasbeenchairedby the Mini sterfor OFMDFM EconomicUnit,
currently Lord Rooker and former Minister lan Pearson.SEUPB provide the
Secretariatfor the RPB.

In additionto the Membersthereare a significantnumbe of advises and obsevers
who attendthe RPB. The advisersareseniorcivil servant{Grade5 andabove)from
eachof the NI GovernmentDepartmerd, and the observes are from a range of
bodiesincluding LSPWG andIFlI.

The RPB meest 3-4 times annually and alternaes between a Belfast and regional
venue It previously had a sub-committee strucure, but after reviewing this, moved
to a tasklinked working group approacho takeforward speific pieces of work. At
time of researchhereis oneon-goingtask which is preparng aresponseo the RPA
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6.3

6.4

ConsultationDocument. The RPB elects the Char of the Working Group, but
menbershipis opensoanymembertis free to atend.

Previous Evaluation Work on RPB

SEUPBand the PricewaterhousCoopersll mid-term evduation both sugget tha

the RPB’s primaryrole is to ensurethat parinershipworking could continuebeyond
the Peacdl programme howeverDeloitte’s mid-term evaluation of M3.1 and M3.2

found that the RPB has experiencedsignificant difficulty in devdoping its own

practcal role since initiation. By the time the RPB wasup andrunning,the focus of

most LSP programmeshad alreadybeenset and procedure put in place (andin

mary cases fine tuned). Added to this the LSPs had aready formed their own

working group and prgject officers’ forum in order to share best pradice and

formulate common policy postions. The LSP evduaton suggeted tha the late

arrival of the RPB had resultedin a significant missed opportunty to enhance
programmeeffectivenessandefficiency.

There was limited evidenceat the time of the MTE to sugget that this role hasyet
beenagreedby the menbersof the boardor thatthe RPB is in a better positionto
provide individual LSPs with the type of supportthat they requirefiesire One
symptomof thesedifficulties hasbeenlow attendanceand ongong challengeto get
vacanciedilled.

It is importantto be awareof thesewider issues with the RPB whenconsidenng the
role andcontributon of sccial partners.

Role of Social Partnerson RPB

Consultationswith social partnes and statubry menbersidentfied a rangeof roles
andsomeissueswith fulfilling thatrole.

Theroleincludesthe following:

] bringing secbral experienceand pergectve to the RPB from the four soadal
partner sectors(agrirural, business commnunity and voluntay and Trade
Uniong); and

| providing perspectie, experienceand insight from the operdion andmindset

of LSPs.Thisis atwo way flow between_SPsand RPB. This function tiesin
the role of the RPB, in particular with the sharng of best practice in the
developmentinddeliveryof local areastrategies, promoing the principlesof
partnershipworking at a local level objective. It is notedtha this role is not
specific to socal partnersbut also appliesto other RPB memberswho are
aso LSP menbers, for exampleeleckd representaves, and also SEUPB
who are Secretariatfor RPB and are also closely linked with the LSP
network throudh its implementingole.
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6.5 Impact of Social Partners

This sedion will setout anasgsmentof impactof socid partnes within the RPB,
basedon consultaions and membersurvey. Surveyresuls for RPB membes are
containedn AppendixIll.

In the consulation and survey questionswere askedregardingthe value addedby
sacial partnerson variousforums. In the caseof the RPB, as for the MCs, whilst
there was generallyagreementhat the contibution was posiive, it wasdiffi cult to
isolate tangble differencesin outcomesfor exanple how speific decsions have
altereddueto socal partnerinclusionwithin the Board’sdecisionmaking process.

6.5.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

Whilst the overall impact of the RPB has been questoned by many
commentatrs, the perceptionfrom the respondats s thatthe socal pariers
havehadalargely postive impactwith regardto effecivenessandefficiency.
One local governmentrepreentativedid say that the socil partnershave
brought a range of skills and knowledgesé to the dedsion making process
thatwould have beenmissing without their menbership.Their “non-politi cal
staus” was also noted by three consuleesas having a posiive impact on
efficiencyandeffectiveress.

6.5.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisionsto meet Sectoral Needs

Consideringthe natureof the role of RPB, with its sharng of bestpracice
and lobbying roles, it is difficult to idenify what tangible “i nterventons”
could betailoredto sectoraineeds Howeve thereis still a senseammgstthe
majority of respondentshatin therole thatit has, socid partnershavehad a
level of posiive impact. The key reasonsoffered for this was the sodal
partrers “grass roots links bringing a beter undestanding of socil and
communityneedto thetable”.

A social pariner who suggeted therewas only a neutrd or marginal impact
ressonedthat while social partnerswereincreasingthe RPB’s undestandng
of their seciors, theywereunableto get governmat to acton thar views, as
“governmentdepatmentsappearto havealread/ decidedin mary cases”.

6.5.3 Changein Impact and Relationships Overtime

Nine of the twelve regpondentdelt thatthe value addedby socil parinersto

the RPB had increased(including all nonrsocal partnerrespondats). This

may be related to the fact that social pariners are sone of the stronger
attendersat the RPB (andon Working Groups- asnotedin consulationwith

secretariat) but also to feedbackirom memberstha there hasbeena period

of reflection and review regardingthe body and that the menbers are
becomingclearerasto therole of the body and how they canbeter usetheir

influenceto impactuponpolicy.

Therewaspositive feedbackirom consuleeswith regardto the RPB’simpact
on relationshipbuilding. One local governma@t member said that the RPB
had helpal bring somerelationshipson, through more regular contect, whilst
a social partnermemberfelt that the RPB had allowed the bringing together
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of IFB and LSP views on delively structuresand facilitated developnent of
relaionshps with IFB sector. One respondentsad this had helped work
throughsameblurredlineswith regardto localdelivery.

One socialpartnermemberdid suggesthatthe way RPB operded did create
faultlinesbetveenSEUPB andDFP at the top table (alongsideDepatmental
advisors) and the rest of the RPB members.Ilt was noted that whilst this
“unity in oppostion” assistedrelationslips amongstcouncl represerstives,
social partnersIFBs andhorizontalprinciplesrepresetsatives thatattendel, it
had not helpedfosterrelationshipsvith governmat departnens.

Other issuesnoted by consulteesincludedthe “diffic ulty of having didlogu€’
particularly with “Departmentabhdviers who atended, who often remained
silent, but espe@lly wheneverthe Minister is there” Whilst this was the
perceptionof a social partner,it comesback to the point made in several
strategic consultatons, (including that with an EU officia), that sodal
partnes face a challengein beingableto makethe mostof the opportunity
for engagementvith departmentshroughsuchpatnerships.

It wasalso generallyfelt that while the direct accessto ministerial decision
making waswelcomed,the level of influenceover a direct rule ministerwas
limited in practcal terms.Howevertherewas a posiive view asto a local
ministe of a devolvedgovernmentattending, anda moreoptimistic view that
this couldfacilitatea dialoguewith the heartof government

6.5.4 Representation and Accountability

Only a minority of surveyrespondentselt that social partnerswereeffecive
or very effecive with regad to being“pluggedin” or feeding backto their
constituency.This was an issue for one local governnent official who sad
therewas uncertanty asto who or whatsodal partne memberswerethere to
repregnt. The suggegion madewasthatthereneedsto be beter recanition
as to what socal partnes can and cannotrepresent.At RPB level, whilst
acknowledghg that social partnersin attendanceare “higher profile”
individuals, who are generallywell pluggedinto networks,there are still
limitationsasto whatandwho theyrepresent

A sccia partnermemberfrom the community and voluntary sector agreel
with this view, and admitted that thee were nuances regardng
“representatbn” that requiredclarification In the caseof the four community
and voluntary sector repregntatives, it was explained tha two were
nominatedfrom NICVA andNorth WestCommunty Network andtwo from
the LSP Working Group. The latter wasundersbod to ensurea link with the
L SP sector.One of thesemembes said they felt capabk of represening the
community and voluntary sector in ther local LSP area, and the LSP
Working Group, but not the communityand voluntary sector NI wide. Yet
whensitting at the RPB, the memberis labdled as a generc commnunity and
voluntary sectorrepresentative
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An EU official commentingon the makeup of the partneships acrossthe EU
programmes,agreedwith the principle that it was not possibé to be truly
repregntatve, howeverfor ssmeoneconsderingthe membeship for thefirst
time, it would appearto providea rea®nablesprea of socidal interess and
perspectives,the point being whilst the situaton isn't perfed¢ there are
reasonableefforts with regardto representdon and feedbak across the
sectors.

In termsof representatiorandfeedbackguestons,therewas uncertanty asto
how other social partnersgatheredand fed back views with regard to their
constituency.This mirrors the representadn and feedba& issuesraisedin
assessent of Monitoring Committeespanely whilst theseprocessesnay be
in placeto varying degreesthis is not well undestood by other partneship
memlers

6.6 Summary of Findings

Findingsaresumnarisedasfollows:

] the socialparinershavebeenamongsthe strongesparticipantswith regardto
attendanceandparticipationin working groups;

] with centralgovernmentrepresentedand occasionaly the Minister, the RPB
repregntsa significant opportunityfor engagerant between socil patners
and centralgovernrment howeverto datethere hasbeen limited dialogue and
debate

[ it is acknowedged thata working groupis consicering the RPA consulation
documant at time of researchThis is a goodexanple of a strategic issuethat
should be dealt with by the RPB, particularly given its role to ensuretha
partnerdip working could continuebeyondthe Peacdl programne; and

| thereremansalackof clarity asto who andwhatthe socid parhermenbers
are representingand how theyarefeedingback to their consttuency.
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7.1

1.2

LOCAL STRATEGY PARTNERSHIPS

I ntroduction

The Local Straegy Partnerkip (LSP) Model evolved from the District Parhership
Model of Peacd. The Peacdl OperationaProgramne statdthe LSPmodel wasto
be “basedon a moreintegratedand sustanablke approachto planningand managng
the useof resaurcesavailableunderPriority 3 of the Programne”.

The guidarce on the establishmenbf Local Strategy Partnershipsvas that there
should be anequalpartnergip betweentwo strands:

] local governmentird the main statutoryagen@esoperaing atlocd levd; and

| four pillars of the social partners privatesedor, trade unions,community and
voluntary andtheagi-rural sector.

The model was not fixed with regardto absolue numbers, ratheg there was a
deliberatedecisionto allow for alocal agreenent. Loca processs were put in place
to determinehow membercould be sought. Thesewere approved by Concordia,
providing regonal endorsementThe 26 structures and nomination procedurs were
approvedby SEBJPB andConcordia.

Social Partner Participation

A previous discussionpaper by the RPB? provided the sectoral breakdown of
membersacrosshe26 LSPsshown in Table 7.1.

Tale 7.1
Sectoral Composition of L SPs

Sector Number Per centage (%)
Statutory 159 24.2
Council 168 25.6
TradeUnion 52 7.9
Business 76 116
Agri-Rural 57 8.7
Community& Voluntary 144 22.0

3 Regonal Parherstlip Board, DiscussionPaperDP0103 Memnbership and Paticipation
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7.3

74

Whilst the numbers may have changedmargindly sincethe report, it is clear that
there is a good balancebetweenstatuory and councl (49.8 pe cent) and social
pariners (50.2 per cend. It is also clear that within the sodal parnersthe largest
represataion is from communityand voluntary, which hassignificantly more than
businesstradeunion or agri-rural sectors.

With over300socialpartnermembersacross26 LSPs,many of which havemontly
Board meetngs, and additionalsub-committee or working group meeings, the LSP
secor is clearly a sector into which socid parners have provided a very large
contributionin termsof resourcean the form of their time andskills.

Role of Social Partners

Thekeyrolesof socialpartnersvereconsderedin consultéionsto be:

| bringing locd knowledge that could assistwith regard to targetirg of
interventions

[ bringing local netvorks andrelationshipsthat could assistwith targeing and
accessindlifficult to reachcommunitiesandsecors,

] bringing secbral perspective in so doing providing compkementary
knowledge and

| providing a chek andbalanceto avoid LSPsfollowing a purely statubry or

councitled agenda.

I mpact of Social Partners

This sedion will preentanasssnentof impactof social patnerswithin the RPB,
basedn consutationsandmembersurvey (for full resuls seeAppendk lIl) .

7.4.1 Impact on Efficiency and Effectiveness

The large majority of surveyresponders (including the large majority of
nonsocial parners) think that social patners have had a mgor posiive
impacton effectivenessandefficiencyin LSPs.Evidence providedin survey
retums, consuliationsandcasestudiesof Larne DevebpmentPartneship and
Derry Local StrategyPartnershigo supportthisincluded:

] netvork of community and voluntary workers bring awarenessof
service gags facing the local communty. For exanple in Larne
DevelopmentParnership, the communiy secbr was aware of an
absence of supportfor womenreturningto the workforce in the area,
and agreel supportfor 20 womento undertike childcae NVQs. This
would not have occurred through Coundl or statubry agencis
without the socal partnerengagemernthrough the LSP,

] sacial partnerscan provide sectoralexperise that statuory secor do
not posess, for example “knowledge of volunteging in the
community and voluntary sector,in which volunteering is critical, is
largdy unknownamongsttatutorybodies”;
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] severalsocial partrer membershave taken on the responsility of
Chairper®n, both of the full Board meetng and of subcommitees.
Larre LSP has beenchaired by Commnunity and Voluntary sector
representate sincethe late 1990s.This follows a ddiberate decision
to avoid potential dominaton by statutoryor council members.The
Derry LSP mockl has had co-chairsfrom its outsd, with one socal
partrer and one from statutory/ council. The Co-Chairsonly serve
oneyearbeforebeingreplaced,;

[ ] a significant proportion of social partnersare there in voluntary
capacity, giving their time and skills for free, enhadng the cost
effi ciencyof the LSP. In both LarneandDerry it washighlighted that
whilst expensesvereavailable,social partnes rarely avaled of them
This was comparedwith statiuory membersvho were often there“as
part of their paid employment” and councilors, who would g& an
allowancefor atendanceOthersurveyrespondergtdid highlight this
as a limiting factor on their involvemen, paricularly asthey or their
employerwerenot compenatedfor lossof earnngswhilst they were
attendingLSP bushess

[ ] the local knowledge brought by the socid partnes argudly
complementsthe local knowledgeof the councillors. For exanple
social partrerscanaddvalueto the applcation assessent processas
they will often bring an experienceof the practicality of enterprises
being asessedAdditionally they will often bring “more specalised
knowledge, for example regarding funding requirements of local
associatios” bringing greatertransparengto thetable

[ ] manysocialpartners'bring alongtermcommiment to thearea”;and

[ ] one LSP officer noted that social partnersbring a “commitment to
partrerdhip ethos and practicé. A socal patner from another LSP
perceivedsuchanethosto be“limited amongsstatutory menbers”.

As well asthesepostive commentsthere were seveal consutees, largdy
statutory officials, who pointedout that the value addedwasinconsistat. In
particular:

[ ] adced value is parly determinedby the comnitment sogal partners
were able to offer the partnership.This can rangefrom those who
werein chairing roles,and participatingin assessmeranes, to those
who could not makeit to meetingdueto othercommitmens;

] adced value is also partly determined by the capacty of the
individuals to contribute. This inconsisteng was mentoned by
various respondent@and consulteeswith regard to the full rangeof
social partnerpillars;

[ ] however,both theseissueswerealsoraisedasalsobeing applicable to
certain council and statutory members.As a result it was felt
impartant that supportand developmentacivities beng offered by
Concordiawasavailablefor all membersn a partneship, asstatuory
and council representativesould both be equaly in need of this. It
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was recognsed that Concordia’s devebpment actvities has been
available for all members,with non sodal-partnershaving to pay
whenthereis a fee, but attendingfreely whenit is a seminar. One
consulteewas not aware thesedevelopnent acivities were available
for non-social partners

There was also a suggestionfrom a respondentwho, largely positive
regardingthe contibution of social patners suggesté that “continuous
improvementcomes from congantinvolvementso it is essenal thatall are
encourgjed to be active memberswith, perhapsa harsherline being taken
with thosewho do not actively participatein eithermeetingsor assessmest’

7.4.2 Impact on Tailoring Decisionsto meet L ocal / Sectoral Needs

A total of 28 respondentgincluding 19 nonsocil partnes) felt that socid
parinershadhada substantiapositiveimpad on tailoring LSP interventions,
whilst a further 11 said they hadhada minor posiive impact.An exampleof
positive impactis desribedin the LarneDevdopment Parhershp casestudy
below.

Case Study — Larne Development Partnership

Lame Devebpment Partnership highlighted community and voluntary
repregntatves facilitating engagemenin the Craighill areain Larne a
disadvantagd areathat had beenstigmatisedby antisogal behaiour anc
sectarianism.lt had beenseen as an areathat was diffi cult to access for
statutory agencies, who had limited existing relationshps with the area
Some memberswere reluctantto work with the community due to its
perceivedlinks with paramilitaries The community and voluntary sectot
repregntatives on the LSP disagreed,arguingthat there was a signfican
need here with regad to community developnment and peace anc
reconciliation,andthatit wasappropriatehe LSP becane involved.

A communityrepresentativeon the LSP facilitated an initial link with the
area.On the backof this otherLSP menbershave becone involved. NIHE
hasprovided a communityproperty,andfurther specalist supporthasbeer
broughtin throughPSNI and Youth Sewvice, statubry authorties thatwould
not have beenwelcomedwithout thetrustandcrediblity devebpedbetweer
the communty and the LSP throughthe comnunity and voluntar sector
LSP members.lt was noted that there was also somehing of a learning
experiene for the statutorymemberdn this, asthey needto ensue tha the
emphasisof this intervention was on “local support” rather than “local
supervision”.

Whilst the very large majority viewedsocid parnersashaving somedegree
of positive impact, there were some counger voices. In consulations, one
“frustrated” socid partnerviewed “the influene of socid parnersto be
underminedby the overall influenceof the LSP” which he continued“has no
authority to deliver the local stratgy” and has“no influence with statubory
sector”. Another addedthe difficulty in “infl uencng the statubry sectorwas

Concordia Social Partner Research Report — October 2005 46



heightend by the lack of co-terminosity, whilst the cental governnent
departmentsvere often representedby junior staff with no influencein their
own organsation”.

Discusson regardingtailoring decisionsaroundlocd needded to discussion
regardingthewider questionof the medium- long term position of LSPswith

certainconsulees.The Chairof oneLSP wasnot optimistic, notingthatif the

“RPA led to orgarisationat a wider area, for exanple County Antrim, how

will social partners repreent the local issuesof Larne or Carrik or

Ballymoney?”. However another consulte, and current LSP membe

guestionedhe sustainabilityof LSPs suggesing there“was no point keepng

themif theydid not getgreaterauthority”.

7.4.3 Changein Impact Over Time

The mostcommonrespons in this instanceis thatthe valueaddedby soaal

partngs on LSPshasremainedconstan (n=14), with thoseconsdering it to

have increasedslightly (n=11) or substantially (n=10) outhumberng those
whothink it hasdecreasdsdlightly (n=5) or subsantially (n=1).

Of the minority who thought that the value addel had decrased, one
explanationfrom a surveyrespondat was therewas difficulty in filli ng the
social partnervacanciesn their LSP with six out of twelve vacantat time of
writing. Theylinkedthis to the fact thatfundingwasspentand the pereption
that therewasno remainingincentivefor them(e.g. attendancellowance)

Survey responderst were generaly positve with regard to changesin

attitudeswith 11 sayingtheir alwayswas a positive view and 13 becomng

more postive. Conailteeslinked positive attitudes with good relationships
and betterpartnershipworking (one LSP officer repored the “socid pariners
are now consideredhe equalof the othermembes”). In addtion a consutee
highlighted the interface between “participatve democracy and formal

repreentatve democacy” as helping devebp capaity, suggestig tha a
reasorfor increasedmpactovertime wasincreasedsocialpartne capacity.

Therearea numberfor whom perceivedatiitudesremain anissue with three
social partrers reponding “mixed-bag” and two non-socid partnes sayng
attitudesto socialpartnerinput hasbecane more negaive. Thisis in line with
those who feel social partner value addel has decrased. One survey
respondensaid “All membersshould be treaed with respectand equaity.
Sometimesthis is not the caseegecially with somestatuory and council
memlers”

7.4.4 Relationships

Sodal parthermembersip of LSPshasfacilitated:

] the developmentof new relationshipsacrossall membes at a local
partnergip level;

- local issueseffect all partnerkip membes, and consideation of
common issues can assst in bonding betwea& menbers. For
example relevantconsulteesuggestedhat Derry LSPs menbers
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had initially built strongrelationshipy comingtogeterto lobby
central governmentregardinga perceivel skewing of resoures
and infrastructireawayfrom northwest

- Barbridge LSP inveded in relationshp building through away
days and straegy days A council official repored that this has
paid off, with the LSP operatingvery much as a team. The
relaionshipsbeweencouncillorsandsocid partnersaregeneally
strong, with Councillors praisng sodal partnes for their
commitmentto the LSP (especiallythroughtheir efforts on the
assesment pands). The official notedthatthe coundl has working
relaionshipsin placewith social partnersthroughseveal forums
including LSP, Leackr+, MourneHeritage Trustand Community
Safety Partnership, and that these working relationshps are
important for local level knowledge and communty buy-in.
Looking aheadhe suggestd that suchrelationshipswould remain
critical when couwncilS community planning roles become
formalised,;

] the develgomentof new relationshipsbetveensodal partnes;

- In Derry LSP, community membersfacilitated visits to certin
areas, in which private sector partnerswere wary of investirg.
Thesevisits devebpeda betterunderstandin@f the situaions and
their needfor private sectormembersand devebpednew bonds
betweenprivate andcommunitysector;

- Derry LSP supportsan InteragencyPlay Strakegy. This is a
partnership betwveen community, voluntary and private sector.
Previously the Derry City Children’s Commission had no links
with the private sector,but throughthe LSP, new links between
the sectorsverefosteredfacilitating the newplay partnership

] the developmenof relationshipdetweenpolitica representatves;

- social partnershaveallowedthe partnership to becone bodies in
which, as one consulteeput it, “party politics can be left at the
door’. A consstentview wasthat councllors could operaé more
freely within the confines of the LSP, a different opeating
environment to the competitive party politics found in other
forums. Part of this was due to the nonpolitical focus socal
partnersbrought to socialandeconomicissueswhich helped take
the “heat” out of political issues;

- one LSP chair notedthat he viewed the LSP modé as a vehicle
that had “moved decisionsoutsidethe traditiond Northen Ireland
political arena’

- one LSP membersaid the social partnes were in a posiion “to
broker working arrangementsnd relationshipsbeween political
representatves within the LSP, and this included periods of
heightened political polarisation andtension,andat election time,
when new courcillors would join the LSP”. A membe from
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anather LSP highlighted that “Sinn Fein and DUP councillors sit
together at the LSP”, althoughthis relationshipwasnot perceived
to have “transfered beyondthe LSP’;

] the consolidation of relation$ips

- it was noted that by someof the local govenmentofficials that
councillors get on perfectly well in certain forums outside of
LSPs, including some council chambers,suggestingtha good
working relationships betweenpolitical parties arein somecases
aready estabishedat local levels andthat theseare consoldated
throughLSPs

Howeverit wasnotedby one LSP memberwho had beena member of two

LSPs, that in one LSP “social partnes had to refer to other membersas
Councillor or Chair, creating formal barrigs that did affect relationships,
comparel to the otherLSP wereit wasbasedon first nameterms.”Sheadded
the second_SP “hada chair from the communty sec¢or who would not have
stoodfor that'.

7.45 Representation and Accountability

The issue of representationand feedback was brought up on seweral
occasions Thereis clearly an ongoingdebde with regardto this. Howeve
this debateappeardo be more“tense”in certan areas.

The majorconcernswith socialpartnergaking pat in LSPsregardpereived
mandatdassuesandtheir accountability

[ ] one local government Chief Executve spoke of an individual,
perceivedto be linkedwith paramilitarismwho hadstoodfor council
and had failed to be elected yet manayed to get onto the LSP. The
consulteefelt that this providedthe individual with an unduelevel of
credibility and influence,whilst alienatingsome of the councillors.
Others, however, highlighted that while councllors were given an
electoral mandag¢ in the local governmentelecion, councillors were
subsequeny nominatedratherthanelecedonto the LSP body, in line
with the selecton procesof socialpartnes;

[ ] some perceivedthe nominationprocessto be driven centraly rather
thanlocdly, with members'parachutedl in. One Chief Executive felt
thatthe selecton proces “needsto belocdised”;

[ ] there was perceivedto be inconsistencywith respectto how socid
partrerswerefeedingbackto their constiiencies, and uncertainty as
to whetherthere were any accountabiliy mechanismsfor the sodal
partrers ard

] Derry LSP was succesful in a sef-applicaton to fund a
Communicaton Strategy.This allowed for feedbak proaesss into
eachof the sectorghroughregularnewskttersandweb site, aswell as
direa feedbackby membersinto their neéwork bodies. The strategy
has helpedcreateformal feedbackprocessesand heightenthe degree
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of accounability. The Task Groupsin chargeof seleting menbers
for the repecive social partner pillars for Derry LSP, are aso
responsibldor annualperformanceeviews of thar secbr’'s menbers,
including attendanceecord

The mix of social partners, courtillors and governnent officials was
considerechealhy by manyconsulteesThereasongivenfor thisincluded:

sacial partnerdoring sectoralexpertise andperspeate;

sacial patners help bring a serse of reassurane to decisions over
fundng. For example one LSP spokeof how “sodal patneas can
bring anecdatal informationfrom the grassrootso the LSP, providing
additional reassuranceeven in situations when gpplication criteria
havebeenmet’;

sccial partnersoring wider conrectionsandacaessinto varioussectors
of the local commurity;

inclusion of socil partnersin the applicaion assessmenprocesses
provides a greater senseof transpareay. This is particularly helpful
for some local applicant groupswho will relate and respord more
positively to social partrers partly becausdhey are consderedto be
neithergovernmentor partypolitical;

the eleded membersselectedonto the partneship do not represent
everyone the mandateheygetis from a proporton of the populdion,
social partners “helped provide a voice for a disenfranchised
population’;

social patners are perceivedto bring a freedom and independene
with regardto opinion that is useful for a fuller debate Councillors
may be restrctedby party allegiarce, or concernwith how sonething
may be percevedby their electoratewith regad to addresang certain
issues

- In Derry LSP it was suggestedthat communty and voluntary
repreentatves and local councillors experiened a “healthy
tensiori regarding the issue. However it was argued that
community and voluntary did provide a different range of
knowledge regarding the reality on the ground from eleded
membes. In particular it was arguedtha the community and
voluntary represatatives provided a compkementary perspeate
on community development,namely tha they were freer to
promote longer term solutions rather than the shorter term
solutions percevedto be heldor requiredby elected memlers.
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Case Study —How Derry L SP Selected its Social Partners

Derry LSP investedin developig processe to provide transparacy in their
nomindion andselectionproceses

Community and voluntary — A Communiy andVoluntay Task Group (a range
of st&keholders)was establishedto design and implement a locally agreec
nomindion processAfter public consiltations North West Community Netwak
wasselectd by the TaskGroupto adminster the process. The TaskGroupagree!
that the equdity proofing for gendershoull as closeto 50:50 as possble, anc
religious background 4:3 “catholic and non€ and “protestant” respectiely.
Spatial representan was also to be consdered. Nominations - Nomindions
were sought for representativedrom formaly consituted groupsfor the sevel
poss of: Women, Social Economyand Labour Market, Area BasedRegenerabn
(2 pogs) and Secton 75 (3 posts).Elections —Posté ballot paperswere issuedto
all groupswho had registeredto vote Each group could vote for one nominee
undereachof the sevenpods. The four highestsmring nomineeswereelectedto
the LSPandtheremainingthreewereselected to meet with theequadity criteria

Business - Five key businesgroupswithin the area formed a taskgroupto desigr
and implement a nomination process. The Task Force agree criteria for
nomindions based on the experience of the nomnees. Nominations were
corsidereddiscussedndagreed.The period of office is to betwo years(pending
anrual performancereview including record of attendane). The Task Group is
responsiblefor thereneval process.

Trade Union - It was agreedthat Derry Trade Union Council (DTUC) shoulc
select the represerdtivesfor the LSP. Membersof DURC wereinvited to submi
expressonsof interes, in which to demongtatespecifiedcriteria

Agri-Rural - UFU andNIAPA completedtheir nomindion processessepardely.
A UFU Group Committeeselectedtheir represerdtive on agreed criteria NIAPA
workedwith the Local LeaderGroupto sekecttheseondagrirural representate.

Conclusion - Derry LSP investedsignificanttime and resour@sinto this proces
to ensurethe selection processsprovideda levd of transpareng inclusivity anc
representaveness Social partnersconsiderthat they have beentreated as equals
whilst the relationship betweenthe socid parinersandthe elected memberswas
describedss respedul, with alevel of “healthy tension”.
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7.5 Summary of Findings

A sunmary of findingswith regardto sodal patnerspartidpation in LSPsare as
follows:

with over 300 social partnermembersacross26 LSPs, many of which will
have morthly Board meetings and addtiond subcomnittee or working
group meeting, social partnershave provided a very large contribution in
termsof resourcean theform of their time andskills.

socia partnershaveaddedsignificant valuewith regardto effectivenessand
efficiency, through thelocal andsectoraknowledgetheycan bringto bear,

there is inconsistencywith regardto the capadty and commitmert of the
social partnersin someL SPs, however this was also felt to be the case for
non-sodal patnermembers

thereis eviderce of socialpartnershavingpositive impactwith regardto:

- bringing resource and skills for assessent panes§, charing roles often
on anentirelyvoluntarybasis;

- accessng disengagedommunities;

- dewvelopmentof new relationshipsbetweensocid partnersand stautory
sectorofficialsandelectedrepresentative

- consolidationof existing relationships;
- facilitationof relationshipsbetweenndividud elecedrepreserdtives;

social partnersface challengesregardng ther manda¢ and accourtability
mechanismsThis can have detrimentalaffects on the relaionship betwveen
social pariners and other members.Derry LSP has investedin ensuring
selection processesre trangarentand in ensurng there is a strategy tha
formalisesfeedbackinto constituenciesThis hasundoubted} helpedbring a
serse of a more equal partnershipto the LSP. Whilst Derry LSP is
significantly largerthanmostothers,andhasthe ecmnomiesof scak to alow
for such investnent in proceses it is noted that the RPA proposesto
rationaliselocal governmentareadoringing them to a similar size;and

thereareconcernswith regardto socialpariner processedor replacenent and
reneval of membes. This is perceivedto be paricularly acute “after the
moneyis spent”.
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8. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FORUM

The primary focusof this researcthasbeen uponthe contribution of socal patners
in the governancestructuresof EU programnes. In this sedion we consider a
parinershipbodythathasbeenestablishd purelyto dealwith domesticpolicy issues
— the Economc Developmentorum.

The Economic DevelopmentForum (EDF) was estdlished in 1999, following a
recommendabn in the Strategy 2010 Repat, to provide a formal mechanism
through which a wide range of organisatns could advise Ministers on issues
relating to the dewelopmentand future compditiveness of the Northen Ireland
economy.

8.1 Membership of the Economic Development Forum

The Termsof Referencefor the EDF setdown the following membeship structure

for the Forum

n four government public sector;
] four trade unions;

[ ] four employers;

[ ] two community/ voluntary;

[ two rural/ farming;and

[ | two educaion.
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Theactualmentbershipof the Forumat thetime of this researchis presen¢din Table

8.1

Tabe 8.1

M ember ship of the Economic Development Forum

Sector

Organisation

Number of Members

Government/ public
secor

Local Government

Ministersfor

2

- Enterprise, Trade and (asonedired rule
Industry minister (Angela
_ Smith) has
- Employmen@ndLearning | yegmnsibility for both
- Regpnal Development Enterprise Tradeand
Investmentand
Employmentand
Leaning
InvestNI 1
SOLACE (localgovernment) 1

PemanentSecretariesor DETI,
DFPandDE

3 (ex-officio menbers)

of FurtherandHigher Education

TradeUnions NI Committee/ Irish Congress 3
of TradeUnions
Business Institute of Directors, 5
Confederation  of British
Industry, NI Chamber of
Commerceand Industy, Centre
for Competiiveness,Federation
of SmallBusiness
Community and | NICVA 2
Voluntary
Agri-rural UFU, NIAPA 2
Education QUB, Newry & Kilked Institute 2

Source: Economic Development Forum website 30.6.05

The Forumis chaired by the Minister responsibldor econonic devebpment. The
PemanentSecretaryof DETI is a menber ex officio and acts as Chairman of the
Forumin theabsencef the Minister.

Scacial parinersmake up the majority of menbership,with the businesspillar having
the largestrepresentatiomvith five memberslt is noted thatmembeship is different
from the structureset out in the terms of reference notably with an addtional
businesssectorrepresentativeandonelesstradeunionist.
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8.2

8.3

Role of Forum / Role of Social Partners

Therole of the forum aslaid downin its Termsof Referene is “to adviseand make
recommendabnsto the Northernlreland Administraton on all matte's affecting the
developmenandfuture competitivenessf the economyof Northernlreland. The
agendawould be drawn from the principles and recommendatons in the Report of
the Econamic DevelopmentStrategy Revien Steering Group, “Strategy 20107,
publishedin March 1999. The Forum would aso take account of “conempoary
informationandadvice”

Thetermsof referencecontinueto definethatin paricular, the Forumshal:

[ ] advise on how the recommendationsf targes contaned in Straegy 2010
which have beenadoptedby the Administraion may be most effecively
implemented,;

[ ] monitor progresswith the implementationof theserecommendaions and

towardsthe achievemenof the targetsproposedn Strakegy 2010,and make
any necessarpropaalsfor correctiveadion;

[ ] advise on ways to balancethe objectives of improving compettiveness,
maximising economic growth, achieving sustanable devebpment and
promoting socal cohesionandinclusionthroughan equitable distribution of
the benefis of ecoromic growth; and

[ ] as requestedy Governmentto offer advice on public expenditurealocations
in the light of economicdevelopmenpriorities.

The two issuesarisingout of the EDF role that are mostperinentto sogal partners
arethebreadh of perspectivesequiredandthe monitoringrole.

The role stated in the Terms of Referace, relates to “all matters affecting
developmentandfuture compeitivenessof the ecanomy of NI”. The third specifc
point talks about “balance”, “sustainate devdopment and “sodal cohesionand
inclusion”, recoquisingthe needfor a broaderrangeof perspetivesthatthe spreadof

sccial parinersshouldbe ableto provide.

Hencebasedntheanalysisof the Forum’srole, therole of the socal parnerscanbe
largely seenastwo-fold:

| to contribue secbral expertiseandperspetive; and

| to provide an independentchallengefunction, partiaularly importantwith
regardto the monitoringof implementatiorof recomnendatons.

I mpact of Social Partners

As notedabove therole of the Forumwasto be advisory,the bodywasstructuredo
include a broadrangeof stakeholdersncluding sodal partnes, to provideadvice for
Ministers within the Assembly. Clearly suspengin of devoltion has changedthe
wider context
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Analysis of socid partner involvement and input to EDF would highlight a
relationship that has developedover time with enhaned confidence in the forum
contributingto a changingdynamicovertime.

The early stages of Social Partnerinvolvement were characerisedby ther anxiet
and concernover the 2010 strategywith mary questionsraised on the extent to
which this was offered an appropria¢ platform for econonc growth and
dewelopmentwith, we understandmany feeling they couldn’t sign up to the 2010
agenda. Thusin the early stageshe focus of debae wason the appropriaenessof
2010 ratherthan on developingon the role and remit of EDF and the natureand
proces of Socal Partneninvolvement.

In tandem,the central governmentoutlook was changirg with DETI and other
Departmentsepresentedyettingusedto working collaboratvely throughthe forum
and this called for greatertranspareng and opennss of the Depatmental padlicy
agendaanddecsion making proceseswith the Sodal Partnes. This hasalso led to
the discwssion and debate of issues which have strongly chdlenged the
approprigdeness of government’s policy response directly through EDF.
Departmentalmembershawe expresed the view that this has provided a healtly
tensionwithin theoverallEDF dynamic.

Ove time it would appearthat Social Partnerinvolvementhas stebilised with EDF
matring and strengtheningto the extent that it has developal and relessed its
economicVision’ for NorthernandIrelandandreconstititedto ensureit comprises
amembershipcapableof overseeinghe progressiorof the vision.

Anocther interestng developmenhasinvolved EDF’s engagerant with the political
partes with the objective of facilitating a construtive exchame of views on
economidssues.

A key challengefor EDF is to progressts thinking on the NI economyasarticulated
within the Vision documentthroughto straegy. This will cdl for coninuedactive
involvement of all its partnerstogetherwith the resoure commitment of DETI.
DETI hasexpressedts commitmentto the future of EDF and recognisesbeneit in
the work conpletad to date. Key benefitsbeingdefined as:

[ ] the stimulus to increaseopennes and transpareng in policy agenda and
decisionmaking processes

] the direct Socil Partnerchallengeon policy issuegelevantto the sector they
repregnt;

[ ] a maturing of relationships and debae fadlitated through a greate

understandig of eachother's postion/perspetive and as eviderced by the
developmenbf anEDF agreedeconomicVision for NI.

DETI highlights that EDF is now effectively manstreanedandembeddd within its
proceses EDF is to be consultedandresourcedve the forthcomning periad of the
Departmeris CorporatePlan
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9. CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

This sectiondraws upon the findings of research and presens an anaysis of key
conclusionsaandrecommendationfor thefuture

9.1  Strategic Context — L ooking Forward

The two key strategicdrivers with regad to the position of social partnersin
Northernlrelandin comingyearsarethe RPA andthe shrinking EU progranmes:

| Future of European funding in Northern Ireland:-The presentcyde of
Europeanfunding is comingto anendin 2006.It is not clear how Northern
Ireland will beneft from thefuturecycle. It is clearthatdueto the stepstaken
towards normalsationand prosperitycoupledwith the influx of netredpient
accessionstates, Northern Ireland will move out of the highest funding
bracket, mostlikely reaulting in a substantibdeaeasean EU funding; and

[ Review of Public Administration: - a key issuefor socal partnerswith
regardto the scopeof the RPA s the proposedationdisation of courtils and
the relationshp of the new structurego the LSP structures.The new councl
structuresareto be in placefor 2009. Whilst thereare no recomnenddions
within the RPA asto how Councilswould meet revisedrespondiilities there
is potentialfor developmentof a processwhich includessocal patners.

9.2 Major Achievementsand Outputs of Social Partnersin Peacell Programme

On the basisof our analysiswe conclude that in termsof efficiency, effectiveness
andtailoring of interventimsthe positiveimpad of socialpartnes has been:

[ participationand commitment,often in a voluntary capadgty, not just on the
main bodybutalsoin working groupsandsubcomnittees;

| the provision of realism. In particularther understandag of their sec¢or or
local areaprovidesthe body with aninsightasto whatis achevabk andwha
isnot;

| the provision of a challengefunction, asking questionsensuringthere is

clarity andjusification atanearlystagein thededsion making processand

[ additional transparencyand credibility of the process and the progranme,
facilitating accesgo, and buy-in from difficult to reach groups(seelLarne
District Partnerstp casestudy).

Whilst the feedbackfrom the surveyshasbeenlargely positive, a few respndents
highlighted negative feedback In particula it wassuggstedtha:

| the value addedby social partnersis not consistent It was suggested the
social patner value is partly due to the compeency of the individud
membersandther commitment.The qualitative feedback indicaied this was
most variabk at LSP level. It was notedtha it was also varidble amongst
electedmembersand statutorymembers.
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9.3

9.4

Pr ocesses | nvolved

The key issuesregarding social partnerprocesseshave been how they are selected
onto partnershps, and how the socal partng members feedback to their
constitueries Onthe basisof our analysisve condudetha:

therearevarying degreef uncertaintyregardingthe processs of selegion.
This uncerainty can simply arise from not knowing what the processesre
(evenwhenthey exist), which wasparticularly truefor stautory secor survey
respondents

in more severeinstancesconcernregarding‘mandag” can lead to a level of
suspcion, which has the effectof undemining the statusof the socil parner
member and limiting partnersip working. Othas noted that councllors,
although electedonto council, weresubsequenyl nomnated or selected onto
LSPs,NIRPB andMCs in a similar mamerto socid patners,counteringthe
“mandate’division; and

the Derry LSP casestudy provided an exanple of sdection and feedback
processesba®d on formal procedurestha were agreed upfront This

provided a degee of trangarencythatwasimportantfor their constituenies
and for the other membersof the partnershp. It is noted that Derry LSPis a
body with significantsizeandresourcescomparel to otherbodieshoweverif

theseisauesareto beresolvedit is importantthatthere is proporionat effort

given to ensurng transparencyegardingtheseprocessedt is also noted tha

the future environmentmight include a rationdisation of LSP strudures
bringingthemto a similar size.

An additional discusfon issuein consulations was clarity regardng who social
parinersrepresent.

it wasnotedfor exampleat the RPB thata voluntarly andcommunity member
said they could repreent their LSP and the community sector in their locd
areabut could not represent anythingwider. Whilst this is quite reasonald
thereis a concernthat othersmay think the menberis thereto representthe
voluntary andcommunitysecta acrossNI. Thereforeit wasnotedthatsocid
partnerson the RPB, whilst memberof paricular sectorsare not necessarly
fully representave of those sectoss; and

it was alsonotedin consultationghatit wasdifficult to asses$iow effecively
other non-social parthermembersof various parinerships were represening
and feedingbackto their respective‘constituendes”.

Relationships and Partnership Working

An underpnning rationale for social partne inclusion in EU progranmesis to
further devdop relationslips and partnershipworking. This assgnment required
identification and considerationof evidence of paricipation of sodal patners
creatinganimpacton relationsipsandpartnershipwvorking.
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From our analsis we concludethefollowing:
| social partnersand central government departments:

- consultationshighlighted that relationshipsbetwe@ sogal partrers and
central governmentdepartmentsvere being devdoped and consoidated
largelythroudh the MC structureswith only limited devebpmentthrough
the RPB;

- whether the relaionship wasbeingdevelopedor consoldated depeaded
on whatrelatonships hadhistorically been in place;

- informal meeings and linkagesnow taking place outside the confinesof
theMC meetngs;

- onedepartmenbfficial saidthattheir departnenthad been goingthrough
a processof relationship building with sodal pariners, and tha this
relationshiphad develogd from an elementof warinessand suspicon to
one of greaterrespectand trust. It was staed that the sccial pariner
presene on MCs hadcontributedto this;

[ social partnersand local gover nment:

- thestrongesimessagesegardingconcernfor sodal partne represataion
and accountabilty processeemanatedrom thelocalgovanmentsector;

- there were repors of relationshipsdeveloping into mutud respet,
particularlywithin anumberLSP environnents;

- the RPB provideda opportunityto link with locd governmat officials
“onthesane sideof thetable™;

[ social partnersand statutory agencies:

- relationshipdbetweensocialpartnersandstautory agencies wererepored
to be generaly good in the LSP cas® studies. The exceptons to this
occured when statutory agencies’representiéves were perceived by
social partnersto have limited interes in the area and were infrequent
atterdersat meeings;

[ between social partners:

- social partrers brought togetherin partrershp strudures are able to
develop new netwaks between themseles. These can often lead to
additional networks

[ elected representatives:

- it was noted acros the partnerkip strucures, that the socid and
ecoromic focus that social partnersbrought to the table facilitated a
different operatingenvironmento the conmpetitive party politics foundin
other forums. This environmentin turn largelyassised relationshipsand
partnershipworking betweenelectedrepreserdtives and other members
and within electedrepresentativeshemseles. The extent of this was
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diffi cult to measureas some consulteesnoted tha councllors already
enjoyedgoodworking relationshipsn certain council chambes;

- the relationships between councillors and sodal partnes are not
consistent. The seng from consultations was that in most LSPs the
relationshipetwveencouncillorsandsccia patnersaregeneally strong,
howevea there are a number where there are significant degrees of
friction. In one casethis was explainedto be due to concen over the
mandateof paticular socialpartners

| need to invest in building relationships:

- the need to invest in relationip building was highlighted by
Departmenal officials and social partners In paricular there remaned
significant scopefor developingcontinuty of relaionships,particularly
given the sizeof meetingstheir relativeinfrequency (MCs andRPB) and
memberturnover(certainLSPs).

9.5 Changesin Attitudes and Potential I mplicationsfor the Future

The key conclusionswith regardto changesn attitudestoward socal partner input

are:

[ ] a significant number of respondentdelt tha the atitude towards sodal
partne input hadgrownmorepositive(n=31),ascomparedto just 2 who felt
it hadbe@mme morenegative;and

[ ] as outlined in the previoussectionthis posiive inertia is in line with views

from consutatons which reported devebpment and consoldaton of
relaionshps betweerall sectorsandsocid pariners.

Lookingto thefuturerole/ influenceof socid partnersit wasconcudedthat:

[ thereis a moderatemajority who would like to see the role andinfluenceof
social partnersincreasewithin the parinershipbodies. Non-sodal patners
wereeveny split onthis;

[ in consultaibns certral departnent officials all spoke of engayement with
social parners as somethingthat was importantand somehing that would
continuein thefuture in line with broade govanmentpolicy. This included
engagemenbutsice the parametersf EU structures (for exampleAgri-Rurd

ForumandEDF),

[ certral andlocal Governmenbfficials largely took the view tha approprate
accessmechamsms would be in place, outsideof EU structues for soaal
partnerengagement and

[ the reducion of EU structuresremairs a consderableconcen for sodal

partnerswith regardto how theyperceiveit will reducether influenceon the
public policy process
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9.6

9.7

L essonslearned for Wider European Context

Our key conclusionshereareasfollows:

Northern Ireland has suffered from a polaised socieyy and a number of
decales of inte-community and intraccommunity violence. The EU Peae
programmehas focus&d on addresing pea@ and reconciliation through a
rangeof supportmeasuresvithin NI. The inclusion of socid partnes within
the implementng structuresof this programme has helped bring econome
and social focusto processs The social and econome focus has allowed
fuller engagementrom political represersdtives from opposing sidesof the
political spectum;

it is widely accepéd thattherehasbeensomedegre of “democréic defiat”
in Northern Ireland. The challengesand shortconings of represerdtive
demacracy within a conflict / postcorflict sodety creaed additional spae
and needfor patticipative democecy provided through partnershipbodies,
such asthosewithin this study;

the inclusion of social partnerswithin progesse can provide access and
relaionships with target communities and sedors which government
departments and agencies struggle to engage with, including those
communitieshathavesufferedsignificanty from the conflict; and

social parhers needto presentthemseles to othas in partneshipsin a
trarsparenimannerwith regardto their sekecion, feedbackand ac@ountaility
mechanisms.

Recommendationsfor Social Partnership in NI

Fadlowing from theseconclusionstherearea numbe of recommendaions for social
parinerswithin Northernireland

Strategic recommendations:

currently a significant amount of socid parthe engagement takes place
within parinershipstructuregied into EU progranmes.With thefuture of EU
programmesuncetain it is importantthat Con@rdia and the sccial partners
useresearctsuchasthis studyto articulate the value they canadd to public
policy processes nonEU arenasaandparticularly how theycan addvalue to
local processesespecially in communityplanning and comnunity relaions,
in apog-RPA localgovernmenenvironnent; and

social patnersneedto be realistic that thereis a desire to normalse local
politics anda subsequentlesre to involve local represerdtive politics more
fully in decsion making. It is thereforeimportantthat Concorda and its
social partners are preparedto articulate how participative democray
compementsrepresentativelemocracyoffered throughfully electedbodies.
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Operational recommendations:

| it is recoquised that Concordids dewelopnent acivities are open to all
partnership members,not just social parners. With evidence of variable
contributions from both social partnersand eleded and statubry membes of
some partnershipsywe recommendhat this practice, of making suchsupport
opento all, is continuedand is marketel clearly so tha all menbers are
aware of this;

[ it is recomnendedthat Concordiawork on ensurhg tha processesegardng
selectionof socid partnersonto partnershifodies,andproessedor feeding
back to consttuencies are in place for sccial partners,are understoodby
social parnersandaremadeclearto all parihershp membersandsecretariats
including non-socil partnersand

[ whilst thelongerterm future of EU struduresis uncertdn, it is recommended
that social pariers bodies continueto make the most out of the current
membersip oppatunities on EU stuctures, including the RPB, which
provides an oppotunity for engagementvith senior civil servans and with
the Minister. It is recommendedhat Conmrdia consder presening the key
isstes raised in this study to social partners in the various bodies as
recoqition of their effort, but alsoto restde therole theyareto play on thear
respectivebodies, namelyto:

- providesectorl experti®;
- providean independenthallengefunction;
- provideconnecion andacces to targe groupsandsectorsand

- dewelop partnershps and relationshipsthat can be continued outsde the
confinesof theformal partnership.

EU Recommendation:

| Concordiaengagewith DG Regio to ensuretha the story of sodal partner
engagementin Northen Ireland is acknowlelged, and also to offer the
lessms of socialpartnerengagemengspeially to regionswith progranmes
that are addressingcomparablesccietal issues, for example a polaised
political environmentor a postconflict situgion.
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CONSULTATIONS

Interviews were undertakenwith strategic policy makersand st&keholdes at a regonal
level, eithe by face to face, telephoneor written interview. The following organisations

wereinterviewed:

Social Partners

° NICVA

. UFU

° ICTU

° CBI

Central Government

° DARD

° DFP

° DETI

° DSD

° OFMDFM

Rol Central Government

° DETE

L ocal Gover nment

° NILGA

° Armagh City & District Council
° Banbridge District Council

° North Down District Council
° Magherafelt District Council
° Derry City Council

EU Bodies

° SEUPB

° DG Regio

Case Studies

CEO (faceto face)

CEO (facetoface)

Deputy Assistant Secretary (face to face)
Director (faceto face)

faceto face)

(faceto face)
(faceto face)
(faceto face)
(faceto face)

(telephone)

CEO (faceto face)

CEO (telephone)

Director of Development (telephone)
CEO (telephone)

CEO (telephone)

Direct of Development (written)

Deputy CEO (faceto face)
Desk officer (telephone)

As partof casestudiesconsultatims werealsotakenwith membes and secretaiat of the

following:

° Derry LSP

° LarneLSP

° Northern Ireland Regional
Partnership Board

° Economic Development Forum

L SP Manager & three Board members
L SP secretariat & two Board members
Central government, local gover nment
and community sector representatives
Permanent secretary of DETI
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CONCORDIA SOCIAL PARTNER RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

RESPONDENT BACKGROUND

Pleaseindicate which of the fAS(l:: BSPMC | Pl MC | NIRPB I:A\SnP EDE
following bodiesyou personallyhave
been(or currenty are)amemberof:

Centra . .
Gout. Other Council Comm | Private Unions Agri-
Sectoryou represent: Dept. Sta. Vol Sedor Rural

SURVEY
- Pleasecomplet thereg of this questionnake with referene to your experenceof the partnership
that you hawe recevedthis quesionnairethrough;

- Pleasenotethattheterm‘partnership’is usedthroughouthe questonnare to include monitoring
committeesanddevelopmentora;

- Pleasecircle the optionwhich most closely reflects your opinion;
- Pleaseseled only oneoption perquesion unlessdireded otheawisein thetext.

1. Do you feel your positionhasbeenrefleciedin the decsionsmadeby the partneship
sinceit wasestablished?

- My position has not been reflected at all in the decisions made

- My position has rarely been reflected in the decisions made

- My position has frequently been reflected in the decisions made
- My position has been entirely reflected in all the decisions made

ArIWIN|IPF

2. Overall,howwould you ratethe balane of influencewithin the partneship sinceit was
estdlished?

- It has been dominated by one sector 1
- It has been dominated by a number of sectors 2
- It has not been dominated by any of the sectors 3




(circle all that apply)

2a. If it hasbeendominatedby a secta or sectorswhich oneshavedomindged?

- N/A — it has not been dominated by any sector

- Central Govt Depts

- Other statutory agency partners

- Councillors

- Community/Voluntary Sector

- Private Sector

- Trade Union Sector

- Agri-rural Sector

OINOO PR WIN|PF

3. Do you feelthatall Boardmembershave ‘pulled their weight’ sincethe partnershipwas

estdlished?

- Only a minority of members have pulled their weight

- The majority of members have pulled their weight

- All members have pulled their weight

3a. Haveanyparticuar sectorsot pulledther weight? (circle all that apply)

- N/A —all sectors have pulled their weight

- Central Govt Depts

- Other statutory agency partners

- Councillors

- Community/Voluntary Sector

- Private Sector

- Trade Union Sector

- Agri-rural Sector

OINO ORI WIN|PF

4. To whatextentdo you feel Social Partne participaion hasimpaceduponthe

partnership’sffectiveness overall?

Substantial Minor negative | Neutral/marginal
negative impact impact impact

Minor positive
impact

Substantial
positive impact

1 2 3

4

5




5. To whatextentdo you feel Social Partne participation has impaceduponthe

partnership’sfficiency overall?

Substantial Minor negative | Neutral/marginal | Minor positive Substantial
negative impact impact impact impact positive impact
1 2 3 4 5

6. To whatextentdo you feel Social Partne participation has impacedupontailoring the
partnership’sinterventions appropriately to meet local/sectoral needs?

Substantial Minor negative | Neutral/marginal | Minor positive Substantial
negative impact impact impact impact positive impact
1 2 3 4 5

7. How effectively do you feel the SocialParherson the partnershipfeedbackto their

constituecies?
Very : , Very ‘Mixed Don't
I neffectively Ineffectively Neutral Effectively Effectively Bag' Know
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. How well do youfeelthatSocialParnersare ‘pluggedin’ to thar consttuencie? (i.e.
bringingrepresatative opinion to the partneship)

Very : , Very ‘Mixed Don’t
I neffectively Ineffectively Neutral Effectively Effectively bag’ Know
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Do you feeltheoveralllevel of valueaddedby SocialPatnersto the partneshiphas
changedsince it was established (or aslong asyou hawe beena member)?

- The value added by the Social Partners has increased substantially

- The value added by the Social Partners has increased slightly

- The value added by the Social Partners has remained constant

- The value added by the Social Partners has decreased slightly

- The value added by the Social Partners has decreased substantially

a|lbhlwWw NP




10. Do you think thatthe attitudesof other menbers have changedtowardsSoadal Partner
input since the partnership was established (or aslong as you havebeena membery

- Other partners have always had a positive view of the value added by the 1
Social Partners

- Other partners’ view of the value added by the Social Partners have not really 5
changed

- Other partners' view of the value added by the Social Partners have become 3
mor e positive

- Other partners’ view of the value added by the Social Partners have become 4
mor e negative

- ‘Mixed bag’ 5

- Don't know 6

11. How would you like to seetherole/influenceof the Socid Partnershangewithin the
partnershipn future?

- | would like the role/influence of the Social Partnersto remain the same

- | would like the role/influence of the Social Partnersto increase

- | would like the role/influence of the Social Partnersto decrease

AW IN P

- Unsure

12. If you haveany specific ideasabouthow the value addedby Social Partnes can be
continuallyimproved pleag summarisebelow?

13. Please sunmarisewhat you think arethe mostsignificantcontribuions that the Social
Patners havebrought to partnershipsn Northernirelandoverthelastfive yeas.
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Monitoring Committee Survey Results

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the MC’s
effectiveness overall

Extent of Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
impact negative negative /mar ginal positive positive
SP 0 0 0 2 3
Non-SP 0 0 1 6 6
All 0 0 1 8 9

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)*

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the MC’s

efficiency overall

Extent of Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
impact negative negative /mar ginal positive positive
SP 0 0 0 3 2
Non-SP 0 0 4 8 2
All 0 0 4 11 4

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring the

M C intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need?

Extent of Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
impact negative negative /mar ginal positive positive
SP 0 0 0 3 2
Non - SP 0 1 2 8 3
0 1 2 10 5

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

4 Of the 18 reppordents9 were from certral governmer, 5 were socialpatners,3 from other statuory bodies
(e.g. SEUPB)ard 1 was a councillor.




Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partnersto the M C has changed
sinceit was established?

Value added Decr eased Decreased Constant | Increased Increased
substantially dightly dightly substantially
SP 0 0 0 3 2
Non-SP 0 0 4 7 3
All 0 0 3 10 5

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
since the M C was established?

Attitudes | Alwayshada | View not Become Become Mixed D/K
positive view really more more bag
changed positive negative
SP 0 0 5 0
Non-SP 0 1 9 0
Change 0 1 14 0
overtime

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)

How well do you feel social partnersare plugged into their constituency?

Very Ineffectively | Neutral | Effectively Very Mixed | Don’t
ineffectively effectively bad know
SPs 0 0 2 1 0
Non-SPs 0 0 2 2 4
All 0 0 4 3 4
Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)
How well do you feel social partnersfeedback to their constituency?
Very Ineffectively | Neutral | effectively Very Mixed | D/IK
ineffectively effectively | bad
SP 0 0 1 1 2 1
Non-SP 0 1 1 0 3 5
Feedback? 0 1 2 1 5 6

Source: MC Members Survey (n=18)




Regional Partnership Board Survey Results

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon the RPB’s

effectiveness over all

Extent of impact Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
negative negative | /marginal positive positive
SP 0 0 2 1 5
Non-SP 0 0 2 0 2
Effectiveress 0 0 4 1 7

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)°

Towhat extent do you feel social partner participation hasimpacted upon the RPB’s

efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial | Minor Neutral Minor | Substantial
negative | negative | /marginal | positive positive
SP 0 0 2 2 4
Non-SP 0 0 2 0 2
Efficiency 0 0 4 2 6

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon tailoring
RPB intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need

Extent of impact Substantial Minor Neutral Minor | Substantial
negative negative | /marginal | positive positive
SP 0 1 1 5 1
Non-SP 0 1 1 1 1
All 0 2 2 6 2

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

5 Of the 12 RPB returnsthere were 6 sodal partner members,3 councillors, 2 statutorymembersand 1

environmert representative.




Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partnersto the RPB has changed
sinceit was established?

Value added Decr eased Decr eased Constant Increased Increased
substantially dightly dightly substantially
SP 0 1 2 4 1
Non-SP 0 0 0 3 1
Change 0 1 2 7 2
overtime

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)

Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
sincethe RPB was established?

Attitudes Always View not Become Become Mixed | D/K
had a really more more bag
p0§itive changed positive negative
view
SP 2 2 3 0 1 0
Non-SP 1 1 1 0 1 0
All 3 3 4 0 2 0
Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)
How well do you feel social partnersare plugged into their constituency?
Very Ineffectively | Neutral | effectively Very Mixed | D/K
ineffectively effectively | bad
SP 0 0 1 3 1 2 1
Non-SP 0 1 2 0 0 1 0
Pluggedn? 0 1 3 3 1 2 2
Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)
Towhat extent do you feel social partnersfeedback to their constituency?
Extent of Very Ineffectively | Neutral | effectively Very Mixed | D/K
impact ineffectively effectively | bad
SP 1 0 2 2 0 3 0
Non-SP 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Fealback? 2 1 2 2 0 5 0

Source: RPB Members Survey (n=12)




Local Strategy Partnerships— Survey Results

To what extent do you fed social partner participation has impacted upon LSPs
effectiveness and efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
negative negative | /marginal positive positive
SP 0 0 2 4 8
Non-SP 0 0 3 3 21
Effectiveness 0 0 5 7 29

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

To what extent do you feel social partner participation has impacted upon LSPs
effectiveness and efficiency overall

Extent of impact Substantial Minor Neutral Minor Substantial
negative negative | /marginal positive positive
SP 0 0 1 6 7
Non-SP 0 1 2 9 15
Efficiency 0 1 3 15 22

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

Towhat extent do you feel social partner participation hasimpacted upon tailoring L SP
intervention appropriately to meet local / sectoral need

Extent of impact Substantial Minor Neutral Minor | Substantial
negative negative /mar ginal positive positive
SP 0 0 2 3 9
Non-SP 0 0 0 8 19
All 0 0 2 11 28

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)

Do you feel the overall level of value added by social partnersto your L SP has changed
sinceit was established?

Value added Decr eased Decreased Constant Increased Increased
substantially dightly dightly substantially
SP 1 0 5 5 3
Non-SP 0 5 9 6 7
All 1 5 14 11 10

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)




Do you feel the attitudes of other members have changed towards social partner input
since L SPswer e established?

attitudes Always View not Become Become Mixed | D/K
had a really more more bag
p0§itive changed positive negative
view
SP 5 1 5 0 3 0
Non-SP 6 7 8 2 0 4
All 11 8 13 2 3 4
Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)
How well do you feel social partnersare plugged into their constituency?
Extent of Very Ineffectively | Neutral | effectively Very Mixed | D/K
impact ineffectively effectively | bad
SP 0 0 0 9 0 5 0
Non-SP 0 2 1 9 6 6 3
Pluggedn? 0 2 1 18 6 11 3
Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)
Towhat extent do you feel social partnersfeedback to their constituency?
Extent of Very Ineffectively | Neutral | effectively Very Mixed | D/K
impact ineffectively effectively | bad
SP 0 1 0 5 1 7 0
Non-SP 1 4 3 8 0 6 5
Fealback? 1 5 3 13 1 13 5

Source: LSP Chairs, Officers and Focus Group Attendees (n=41)
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GLOSSARY

BSP Building SugainableProsgerity

CBI Confederatiorof British Industry

CSF CommunitySupportFramewok

DARD Departmenbf Agricultureand Rural Development

DETE Departmenbf Enterprise,TradeandEnvironmert (Rol
Depatment)

DETI Departmendf Enterpriselradeard Investment

DFP Departnentof FinanceandPersonnel

DSD Departmenfor SocialDevelopmert

DTI Departmenbf TradeandIndustry

EAGGF Europea Agricultural GudanceandGualanteeFund

EDF EconomicDevelopmehForum

ERDF Europea Regional Development Furd

ESF Europea SocialFund

FIFG Financial Instrumentfor FisheriesGuidance

IFB Intermediary Fundirg Body

IFI Internaiond Fundfor Ireland

LSP Local StrategyParnhership

LSPWG Local StrategyParnhershipWorking Group

MC Monitoring Committee

MTE Mid-Term Evaludion

NIAPA Northen Ireland Agricultural ProducersAsscciation

NICVA Northen Ireland Councilfor Voluntary Action

NIC/ICTU Northen Ireland Committee, Irish Congressof Trade
Unions

NILGA Northen Ireland Local Govanmern Asscciation

NIRPB Northen Ireland RegionalPartneship Board

ORMDFM Office of First MinisterandDeputyFirst Minister

RPA Reviewof Public Administration

RPB Region& Partnersip Board

SEUPB SpecialEuropeariJnion ProgrammesBody

SOLACE Societyof Locd Authonty Chief Executives

UFU

UlsterFarmers Union




