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In conducting this research a telephone methodology was employed. The fieldwork
began on 5™ November and concluded on 18" November 2010. The 7-8 minute
questionnaire was designed in conjunction with the Special EU Programmes Body.

(Full questionnaire can be found in the appendix)

Throughout the fieldwork period, Millward Brown interviewers worked under direct
supervision, with approximately 10% of all interviews being monitored by the Call
Centre manager using remote ‘listening in’ facilities. This process ensures that the
quality and consistency of interviewing is maintained at all times, fully complying with
the standards enshrined within IQCS (Interviewer Quality control Scheme). During
each shift, interviewers provided feedback on an ongoing basis so any issues arising

could be resolved and dealt with in real time.

The survey comprised of a total sample of 750 general public respondents across the
three areas specified — Northern Ireland (NI), border counties in Ireland and Western
Scotland. To ensure the sample structure was consistent with the survey conducted
in 2007 and again in 2009, the sample was broken down accordingly — Northern

Ireland n=450 / Border counties in Ireland n=150 / Western Scotland n=150.

This general population survey was complemented by a telephone survey conducted
amongst 50 approved stakeholders of the programmes. The stakeholder sample
incorporated:

10 PEACE Il and INTERREG IVA Monitoring and Steering Committee Members

9 INTERREG IVA Monitoring and Steering Committee Members

9 PEACE Il Project Directory Contacts - Consortium of Community Relations

Council and Pobal - PEACE 1.2

8 PEACE Ill Monitoring and Steering Committee Members

8 PEACE Il Project Directory Contacts

6 INTERREG IVA Project Directory Contacts



The sample in each area was fully representative of the individual adult populations
(16+), with stratifications being carefully constructed using official government census
information. Full geographical representation was included throughout Northern
Ireland as a whole, as well as the border counties in Ireland and the western
Scotland counties. A proportionate number of interviews were conducted by county,

in keeping with the population in each.

In Northern Ireland, the sample consisted of slightly more females than males (52%
vs. 48%) and more 35+ year olds than the younger age groups of 16-34 year olds
(65% vs. 35%). In terms of social class®, 46% (almost half) were ABC1s, while 23%

(almost a quarter) were C2s and 31% (almost a third) were DEs (figure 1).

Figure 1

ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE

Northern Ireland

& Mt Lieter Base: 450 Respondents

! The social class of a respondent is determined by the skill level and managerial
responsibility of their occupation. The social classes are split into the following
groups: A, B, C1, C2, D and E. For comparative purposes, best practice suggests
analysing social class by the groupings ABC1, C2 and DE.



The border county sample consisted of an equal amount of males and females, while

the sample of those aged 35+ was greater than those aged 16-34 (62% vs. 39%). In

terms of social class, 41% of the border county sample were ABCL1s, while 23% were
C2s and 27% DEs (figure 2).

Figure 2
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In western Scotland the sample was made up of slightly more females than males
(52% vs. 48%). Of those interviewed 71% (over 7 in 10) were 35+ while 30% (3 in
10) were aged 16-34. There were slightly more ABC1s than C2DEs in the sample
(55% vs. 45%) (figure 3).

Figure 3
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Figure 4 shows that 52% (over half) of the stakeholders surveyed stated they had
more involvement with PEACE I, while 32% (almost a third) mentioned being more

involved with INTERREG IVA. Sixteen per cent were involved with both programmes

equally.

Figure 4

PROGRAMME MOST INVOLVED WITH

Stakeholders

PEACE Ill

INTERREG IVA 32%

16%

Involved with both

Which of these two programmes are you most involved in, or would you say you are involved with them

& Mibward Ulsses  both equally?
Base: 50 Stakeholders




3. AWARENESS OF SEUPB

Awareness of the Special EU Programmes Body was slightly higher in the border
counties than the other areas sampled, with awareness having increased from 2009
(13% vs. 15%). In Northern Ireland, 9% (almost 1 in 10) of respondents were aware
of the Special EU Programmes Body. This awareness level had remained consistent
with the previous year. Among western Scotland residents, 5% were aware of the

organisation, again remaining consistent with November 2009 (figure 5).

Figure 5

AWARE OF SEUPB
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9% ENov-09
@Nov-10
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Have you ever heard of the Special EU Programmes Body?
5 i Lile*ss  Base per wave: 450 NI Respondents / 150 Border County Respondents / 150 Scottish Respondents
*Don't K DEen &X £ Please see detailed table




Ninety one per cent (Over 9 in 10) of Northern Ireland respondents had not heard of
the Special EU Programmes Body. This level had remained consistent with 2009.
Figure 6 reveals those unaware had remained fairly consistent across all

demographics.

Figure 6
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Figure 7 demonstrates that 90% (over 9 in 10) of border county respondents had not
heard of the Special EU Programmes Body. This was a 3 percentage point increase
from the previous year. While in 2009 females were more likely to be unaware of the
organisation than males, the trend has shifted in 2010. The November 2010 findings
revealed that males were more likely to be unaware of the organisation than females;
however the gap had tightened (92% vs. 88%). The number of ABC1ls who claim
they had not heard of the Special EU Programmes Body had declined since 2009
(92% vs. 89%).

Figure 7
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In western Scotland, the number of those unaware of the Special EU Programmes
Body had remained stable since 2009. Similar to border county findings there had
been a shift in the gender trend, with males more likely to be unaware of the
organisation than females (97% vs. 92%) in 2010. There had been a decline in the
number of 16-24 year olds unaware of the organisation since November 2009 (from
100% to 95%). There had been an increase in the number of 35-54 year olds who
stated they were not aware of the Special EU Programmes Body. In terms of social
class, C2DEs were more likely to be unaware than ABC1s (97% vs. 93%) (figure 8).

Figure 8
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Have you ever heard of the Special EU Programmes Body?
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The PEACE Ill Programme is the EU Programme for Peace and Reconciliation in
Northern Ireland and the Border Region of Ireland. The main aims of the programme
include:

the reinforcement of progress towards a peaceful and stable society

to promote reconciliation by assisting operations and projects which help to

reconcile communities and contribute towards a shared society for everyone.

Figure 9 reveals awareness of the programme was higher in the border counties than
in Northern Ireland. However, while there was an increase in awareness among
Northern Ireland respondents (38% vs. 41%), there was a decline across those

interviewed in the border counties (58% vs. 52%).

Figure 9

AWARE OF PEACE Il
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Have you heard of funding programme - PEACE Il - Programme for Peace and Reconciliation?
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& Mibward Base per wave: 450 NI Respondents / 150 Border County
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In Northern Ireland, there had been an increase in awareness of PEACE Ill across
both males and females. Males (43%) were more likely to be aware of PEACE IlI
than females (39%). While the base size for those aged 16-24 was small, the findings
indicated an upward trend in awareness among this age group (14% to 26%) since
November 2009. Of those aged 55+, 51% (over half) had heard of the PEACE Il
programme, again increasing from November 2009. ABC1s were more likely to be
aware of the programme than C2DEs (46% vs. 37%). This trend had changed since
2009 when more C2DEs than ABC1s were aware (figure 10).

Figure 10

AWARE OF PEACE llI
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Have you heard of funding programme - PEACE Il - Programme for Peace and Reconciliation?

Base: 172 Nov-09/ 185 Nov-10 NI Respondents aware

* Small Base
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Figure 11 demonstrates that awareness of PEACE Il was higher among females
than males in the border counties (61% vs. 43%). There was a notable increase in
awareness among females (from 53% to 61%), while a sharp decline in awareness
was evident among males (from 63% to 43%). Awareness remained considerably
higher among ABC1ls than C2DEs (64% vs. 39%). Among ABCl1ls there was an
increase in awareness since November 2009 (from 59% to 64%), while C2DE
awareness decreased (from 53% in November 2009 to 39% in November 2010).

Figure 11
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Among the Northern Ireland respondents, the most commonly cited aim of the
PEACE Ill programme was ‘trying to create peace in Northern Ireland / join
communities’ with 67% (almost 7 in 10) of those aware (n=185) mentioning this. This
perceived aim had increased considerably from 47% in November 2009. There was a
sharp decline in those claiming to be familiar with the name only (from 20% in
November 2009 to 1% November 2010). Those stating the aim as ‘funds cross
community projects / regeneration’ also dropped substantially (from 16% in
November 2009 to 3% November 2010). Other aims cited, but to a lesser extent,
among the Northern Ireland respondents are revealed in figure 12.

Figure 12

WHAT PEACE Il AIMS TO ACHIEVE

Northern Ireland

Trying to create peace in Ni\join commuinitie. [ e 7%
Familiar with name only [fEE———20%
Funds cross community pojects/regeneration [IEESSG——16%
Integrate smaller ethnic groups into NI communities 3%
Fund programmes\projects for children '2§Z’
Does not work\ Waste of time and money ™ 3%

Fund educational/Sports projects B 2%,

Fund cross border projects M2/, ENov-09

Supportfor victims of The Troubles B 2% ZNov-10

Stop Secterianism ¥ 1%
Help improve economy\increase employment/teawork W’4%
Gives money to paramilitary groups to help them keep..! 1%
Make country safer 1 1%
Promoting understanding / respect mm 30,
More cooperation between EU countries/funded by EU g 20,

Bringing industy & Gov departments together g 4o,

What do you think the PEACE Ill Programme aims to achieve? What s it trying to do? Anything else?

& Mibward Uizt  Base: NI Respondents aware of PEACE Il 172 Nov-09/ 185 Nov-10
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Among the border county respondents the most commonly cited aim was ‘join
communities / improve cross community relations’ with 29% (almost 3 in 10)
mentioning this. Of those aware (n=78), 27% stated the objective of the programme
as ‘cross border co-operation’. A quarter (25%) cited ‘trying to achieve peace in
Northern Ireland/Ireland’ as the aim. Other objectives mentioned, but to a lesser

extent, among the border county respondents are revealed in figure 13.

Figure 13

WHAT PEACE Il AIMS TO ACHIEVE

Border Counties

Join communites\ Improve cross community relations ﬂ 20%
Trying to achieve peacein NNlreland m 25%
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o
Similarto Peace | M8 1%
Improve cross-border business 1%

Achieve peacein all EU Countries | 1%

Money goes to paramilitariesto kept them from returningto | 1%
violence

Assist businessesin border region | 1%

What do you think the PEACE Ill Programme aims to achieve? What is it trying to do? Anything else?

& Mibward Uizt  Base: Respondents aware of PEACE Il 87 Nov-09 / 78 Nov-10 Border County Respondents
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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In terms of the perceived impact of PEACE Ill, there was a considerable increase,
among Northern Ireland respondents aware of the programme, who believed it was
having a positive impact (42% in November 2009 compared to 57% in November
2010). Those claiming PEACE Il made no difference fell from 29% (almost 3 in 10)
in November 2009 to 17% (fewer than 1 in 5) in November 2010 (figure 14).

Figure 14

IMPACT OF PEACE Il

Northern Ireland
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More border county than Northern Ireland respondents perceived the PEACE Il
programme as having a positive impact (60% vs. 57%). However, while a
considerable increase was experienced in Northern Ireland, in relation to perceived
positive impact (42% vs. 57%), border county findings had remained fairly consistent
(58% vs. 60%). Those claiming PEACE Ill made no difference increased from 9% in
November 2009 to 18% in November 2010 (figure 15).

Figure 15

IMPACT OF PEACE Il
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The INTERREG IVA Programme for Northern Ireland, the Border Region of Ireland
and Western Scotland is a European Union supported Structural Funds Programme
which attempts to address the economic and social problems which result from the
existence of borders. It also supports strategic cross-border co-operation for a more
prosperous and sustainable region.

Awareness of the INTERREG IVA programme was higher among those living in the
border counties than in Northern Ireland or western Scotland. Awareness was higher
among border county residents (42%) compared to Northern Ireland residents (19%)
and those living in western Scotland (1%) (figurel6). Awareness levels have

remained consistent since November 2009.

Figure 16
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In Northern Ireland, those unaware of the INTERREG IVA programme declined with
age; with more 16-24 (88%) and 25-34 year olds (87%) unaware than any other age
group. However, there was a decline in those aged 16-24 who were unaware. There
was also a notable decrease in the number of 55+ year olds unaware of the
programme. Slightly more C2DEs (81%) were unaware than ABC1ls (78%) (figure
17).

Figure 17
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Within the border counties, males were more likely to be unaware of INTERREG IVA
than females (61% vs. 53%). This trend had shifted since November 2009 when
females were slightly more likely to be unaware of the programme. As with Northern
Ireland, C2DEs (64%) were more likely to be unaware than ABC1s (48%) (figure 18).

Figure 18
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Figure 19 demonstrates that in western Scotland there was minimal difference across
demographics as all but one of those surveyed were unaware of the INTERREG IVA

programme.

Figure 19

UNAWARE OF INTERREG IVA
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Among the Northern Ireland respondents, the most commonly cited perceived aim of
INTERREG IVA was ‘promoting cross border cooperation’ with 29% (almost 3 in 10)
mentioning this, a substantial increase since November 2009 (15%). For 13% (over 1
in 10) the main aim was ‘bringing people together / cross community projects /
encouraging peace’. While in 2009, 29% (almost 3 in 10) of the Northern Ireland
sample felt they were only familiar with the name, in 2010 none of the sample
responded in this way. Other aims cited, but to a lesser extent, among the Northern
Ireland respondents are revealed in figure 20.

Figure 20

WHAT INTERREG IVA AIMS TO ACHIEVE

Northern Ireland

Promote cross border co-operation [ EE———— Ly 500,
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What do you think the INTERREG IVA Programme aims to achieve? What is it trying to do?
ﬁ' bbb Warer Base: Respondents aware of INTERREG IVA 78 Nov-09/ 84 Nov-10 NI Respondents

*Don’t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Among the border county respondents, the most commonly cited aim was ‘join
communities / improve cross border relations’ with almost 29% mentioning this, a
considerable increase since November 2009 (10%). For 12% (over 1 in 10) of the
border county sample ‘cross border cooperation’ was felt to be an objective of the
programme while 8% stated that the aim was to ‘promote / achieve peace in Northern
Ireland / Ireland’. Other aims cited, but to a lesser extent, among the border county
respondents are revealed in figure 21.

Figure 21

WHAT INTERREG IVA AIMS TO ACHIEVE
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In western Scotland, 1 person had heard of the INTERREG IVA programme and

cited the objective as ‘cross border development'.
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In terms of the perceived impact of INTERREG IVA, there was a notable incline,
among Northern Ireland respondents aware of the programme, who felt it was having
a positive impact; a third (33%) in November 2009 increasing to 42% (over 2 in 5) in
November 2010. Those claiming INTERREG IVA made no difference decreased
from 26% in November 2009 to 18% in November 2010 (figure 22).

Figure 22
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There was a decrease, among border county respondents aware of the programme,
who felt it was having a positive impact (from 47% in November 2009 to over 43% in
November 2010). Those claiming INTERREG IVA made no difference inclined from
8% in November 2009 to 13% in November 2010 (figure 23).

Figure 23

IMPACT OF INTERREG IVA
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In your opinion, is the INTERREG IVA Programme having a positive impact, a negative impact, or making no difference?
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*Don't knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

In western Scotland the person aware of the programme believed it was having a
positive impact.

24



6. FUNDED PROGRAMMES

Figure 24 demonstrates that awareness of funding to help promote cross border
working and co-operation, and to encourage peace and reconciliation was higher in
Northern Ireland and border counties than in western Scotland. Almost half of
Northern Ireland (47%) and border county (48%) respondents were aware, compared
to 9% (fewer than 1 in 10) western Scotland respondents. There was a considerable
increase in awareness across the border counties. This question was asked of those
unaware of either PEACE Il or INTERREG IVA.

Figure 24
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Respondents aware of either PEACE Il or INTEREGG IVA were asked if they knew
funding came from the European Union. The results revealed that more border
county respondents than those from Northern Ireland were aware; 64% of border
county respondents were aware, compared 55% of Northern Ireland respondents.
However, while awareness was higher among border county residents, the Northern
Ireland awareness level had increased considerably, whereas others had remained
consistent. The western Scotland residents were aware of where the funding came

from (figure 25).

Figure 25
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Respondents were asked to comment on the type of projects they perceived as
receiving funding under PEACE IIl and INTERREG IVA. Figure 26 demonstrates the
programmes the Northern Ireland residents believed benefit from funding. The most
commonly cited included ‘cross community projects/ encourage peace’ with a quarter
(25%) mentioning this. ‘Local youth clubs / youth groups / children’s trips away’ were
thought to benefit by 17% (almost 2 in 5), while 7% (almost 1 in 10) stated ‘sports
projects’ receive funding. Other projects cited, but to a lesser extent, among the
Northern Ireland respondents are revealed below (figure 26).

Figure 26

TYPE OF PROJECTS THAT RECEIVE FUNDING
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Across border county residents, aware of either programme, 14% claimed ‘youth
clubs / youth groups’ and 13% stated that ‘community groups / community
development programmes’ benefit from funding. The attribution of funding to ‘youth
clubs / youth groups’ had increased considerably since November 2009 (5%). ‘Cross
border community development’ was believed to receive funding by 8%, while
educational projects and developments in infrastructure were mentioned by 6% and
5% respectively. Other projects cited, but to a lesser extent, among the border county

respondents are revealed below (figure 27).

Figure 27

TYPE OF PROJECTS THAT RECEIVE FUNDING
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In western Scotland, the person aware of INTERREG IVA, mentioned cultural and

social projects.
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7. PERCEIVED IMPACT OF EU FUNDING

The respondents, aware of either programme, were asked to rate the extent to which
they agreed or disagreed that ‘EU funding is making a positive difference to
communities’. Among Northern Ireland residents 73% (almost three quarters) either
strongly agreed or agreed; a notable increase since November 2009 (64%). Those
strongly disagreeing or disagreeing had declined from 15% in November 2009 to 8%
in November 2010 (figure 28).

"“EU FUNDING IS MAKING A POSITIVE DIFFERENCE TO
COMMUNITIES
Northern Ireland
Aware of Either Programme Aware of Either Programme
Nov-09 (192) Nov-10 (200)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither/Nor
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
Base: Respondents aware of PEACE Il and/or INTERREG IVA 192 Nov-09 / 200 Nov-10

*Don't knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Overall agreement with the statement ‘EU funding is making a positive difference to
communities’ was higher among border county (86%) than Northern Ireland residents
(73%). Level of agreement had increased with 86% having strongly agreed or agreed
with the statement, increasing from 81% (over 4 in 5). There had been a sharp incline
in those strongly agreeing with the statement since last year (up from 28% November
2009 to 41% November 2010) (figure 29).

Figure 29

EU FUNDING IS MAKING A POSITIVE DIFFERENCE TO

COMMUNITIES

Border Counties

Aware of Either Programme Aware of Either Programme
Nov-09 (99) Nov-10 (92)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither/Nor
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

Base: Respondents aware of PEACE IIl and/or INTERREG IVA 99 Nov-09/ 92 Nov-10 Border Counties
*Don’t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

In western Scotland, the individual aware of INTERREG IVA strongly agreed that the

‘EU funding is making a positive difference to communities’.
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Figure 30 shows the extent of agreement with the statement ‘EU funding is investing
in your future’. Overall agreement among Northern Ireland respondents had
increased since November 2009 with 68% either strongly agreeing or agreeing; up
from 55% (over half) in November 2009. Those who strongly disagreed or disagreed

had declined from 19% to 15%.

Figure 30

EU FUNDING IS INVESTING IN YOUR FUTURE

Northern Ireland

Aware of Either Programme Aware of Either Programme
Nov-09 (192) Nov-10 (200)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither/Nor

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
Base: Respondents aware of PEACE Il and/or INTERREG IVA 192 Nov-09 / 200 Nov-10

*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Overall agreement with the statement was higher across the border counties than in
Northern Ireland with 79% (almost 4 in 5) strongly agreeing or agreeing; with strong
agreement increasing considerably (from 16% in November 2009 to 33% in
November 2010). Disagreement with the statement ‘EU funding is investing in your
future’ among border county residents had remained fairly consistent since 2009
(figure 31).

Figure 31

EU FUNDING IS INVESTING IN YOUR FUTURE

Border Counties

Aware of Either Programme Aware of Either Programme
Nov-09 (99) Nov-09 (92)

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither/Nor
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
€ il Lty Base: Respondents aware of PEACE IIl and/or INTERREG IVA 99 Nov-09 / 92 Nov-10 Border County

*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

In western Scotland, the individual aware of INTERREG IVA strongly agreed with the

statement ‘EU funding is investing in your future’.
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8. FINDING OUT MORE

All respondents were asked whether they think people should be given the
opportunity to find out more about these projects. In Northern Ireland, 90% (9 in 10)
felt they should; a decline on last year’s figure (95%). The opinion that everyone
should be given the opportunity to find out more was almost universal in the border
counties (97%). In western Scotland, 85% (over 4 in 5) of residents felt the

opportunity to find out more should be made available (figure 32).

Figure 32

OPPORTUNITY TO FIND OUT MORE ABOUT
PROJECTS

Northern Ireland

90%
®Nov-09
B Nov-10

99%

Border Counties

97%

89%

Western
Scotland

85%

Do you think people should be given the opportunity to find out more about these projects?
Base per wave: 450 NI Respondents / 150 Border County Respondents / 150 Scottish Respondents
't kpow Nave Dean &x ded Please see detailed table

*|
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In relation to the piece of information Northern Ireland residents were personally most
interested in receiving; overall project aims were most popular with 59% expressing
an interest in them. Over half the respondents in this region were interested in
information about outcomes (53%), areas affected (53%), financial support received
(51%), and proposed future projects (51%). Information about timescales was
mentioned by 38% (almost 2 in 5), while 15% (almost 1 in 5) claimed they had no

appetite for information (figure 33).

Figure 33

INFORMATION MOST INTERESTED IN RECEIVING

Northern Ireland

Overall project aims

0,
Outcomes 59%

Areas affected

How much financial support was 58%
received 51% ®Nov-09

B Nov-10

53%
51%

Proposed future projects

0,
Timescales 44%

2%

Other 206

None\Not interested

Which of the following pieces of information would you be interested in receiving regarding these projects?

& Mibward Lismr | Base
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Figure 34 reveals that in the border counties the areas of most personal interest were
the overall project aims (58%), the outcomes (56%) and level of financial support
received (55%), with almost 3 in 5 mentioning these. For 51% (just over half)
information about the areas affected would be of interest, while just under half
expressed an interest in proposed future projects (49%) and timescales (42%). Over

1 in 10 did not have any interest in additional information (figure 34).

Figure 34

INFORMATION MOST INTERESTED IN RECEIVING

Border Counties

73%

Overall project aims 58%

66% B Nov-09
@Nov-10

Outcomes

How much financial support was 64%

received 55%

68%
Areas affected 51%

69%

Proposed future projects 49%
: 55%
1%
Other L 3%

) 11%
None\Not interested - 11%

Which of the following pieces of information would you be interested in receiving regarding these projects?

) Mubrprd WNiter er wave: 150 Border County Respondents
K een ex ed Please see detaile
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The chart below (figure 35) reveals a similar pattern in western Scotland with the
most popular area of interest identified as the overall project aims with 57% (almost 3
in 5) mentioning this, while 51% (just over half) expressed an interest in the
outcomes. Just under half were interested in financial support (47%); the areas
affected (45%) and proposed future projects (45%), while 39% expressed an interest

in timescales. Over a fifth (21%) were uninterested in any information (figure 35).

Figure 35

INFORMATION MOST INTERESTED IN RECEIVING

Western Scotland

Overall project aims

Outcomes

How much financial support was
received

0,
Areas affected 51%

45%

Proposed future projects 52%

45%

41%
39% mNov-09
= Nov-10

Timescales

1%
1%

Other

22%
21%

None\Not interested

Which of the following pieces of information would you be interested in receiving regarding these projects?

1 Mibrard Ulstyr er wave: 150 Scottish Respondents
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Figure 36 reveals the most popular preferred communication method, for receiving
information, among Northern Ireland respondents, was via TV programmes with 53%
citing this. Local newspapers / magazine articles was the favoured method by 44% of
the Northern Ireland sample; a notable decline since November 2009 (53%).
Communicating via leaflets / flyers was mentioned by 32% while 28% stated radio
feature or via website (27%). For 22% the preferred method of communication would
be a local councillor, while 19% mentioned community leader or group. A written
report was the least desirable method of communication with only 15% having cited
this.

Figure 36

PREFERRED COMMUNICATION METHOD

Northern Ireland

Via TV programmes

Local newspapers \ magazine
articles

Leaflets \ flyers

Radio features

E Nov-09

: 26% .

) 17%
Via community leaders \ _18%
Community groups 19%
. 12%

How would you prefer this information to be communicated to you?
A Mt Uistes  Base per wave: 450 NI Respondents
'tk ave beep excluded Please see detaile
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Among border county residents, local newspapers / magazine articles remained the
most popular method of communication with 52% (over half) mentioning this. For
49% (almost half) the preferred way to learn about the programmes would be via TV
programmes. Leaflets and flyers were mentioned by 31%, while 29% (under 3 in 10)
would have preferred to hear via radio features. The internet was the preferred
learning method for 21% of the sample, whereas 15% mentioned local councillors
and 13% stated community leader or group. Again, similar to Northern Ireland,
written reports were a less popular choice with only 7% citing this as their preferred
communication method (figure 37).

Figure 37

PREFERRED COMMUNICATION METHOD
Border Counties

Local newspapers \ magazine
articles

50%

Via TV programmes %

Leaflets \ flyers 31%

36%
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Website 29%
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Local Councillors 5%

Via community leaders \
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Community groups 13%
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11%

Written reports T
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Other 2%

How would you prefer this information to be communicated to you?

) Mg WNiter er wave: 150 Border County Respondents
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Figure 38 reveals that local newspapers / magazines articles were the preferred
method of communication for 47% (almost half) of the western Scotland respondents,
while 35% (over a third) preferred to get information via TV programmes. Websites
(24%) and leaflets (23%) were cited by almost a quarter, whereas 19% (just under a
fifth) would have preferred to hear via radio. The personal touch, namely local
councillors (12%) and community leaders/groups (8%) were less popular methods of
communication than in the other areas. Yet again, a written report was preferred by
few, with only 6% mentioning this.

Figure 38

PREFERRED COMMUNICATION METHOD

Western Scotland

Local newspapers \ magazine
articles

Via TV programmes

B Nov-09
Leaflets \ flyers ” 21% @ Nov-10

’ 35%
" 18%
Local Councillors m
Via community leaders \ F 21%
Community groups 8%
. 9%
Written reports m

How would you prefer this information to be communicated to you?

[V T Lilstes  Base per wave: 150 Scottish Respondents
'tk ave beep excluded Please see detaile
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The analysis of the stakeholders survey incorporates those involved with PEACE Il
and INTERREG IVA. As well as reporting on these results by all stakeholders
additional analysis has also been done by each individual programme. Please note
that some of these bases are quite small and therefore should be treated with a hint

of caution.

Stakeholders were asked to rate the extent to which they of agreed or disagreed that
each of the programmes were meeting their objectives. There has been a notable
increase in the level of agreement with 48% (almost half) of the stakeholders having
strongly agreed or agreed that PEACE Ill was achieving its objectives; up from 38%
in November 2009. Level of agreement that the programme was achieving its
objectives increased to 70% (7 in 10) among those directly involved with PEACE IlI;
again a considerable increase since last year (51% November 2009). Of the
stakeholders surveyed 38% (almost 2 in 5) strongly agreed or agreed that
INTERREG IVA was achieving its objectives; consistent with last year’s findings. This
agreement increased to 79% (almost 4 in 5) among those directly involved with the
programme; a notable increase since November 2009 (59%) (figure 39).

Figure 39
| think PEACE Il is | think that INTERREG IVA
achieving its objectives is achieving its objectives
Allinvolved in INTERREC
All Stakeholders Allinvolved in PEACE IlI All Stakeholders IVA
Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50)  Nov-10 (34) Nov-09 (31) Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50) Nov-10 (24) Nov-09 (27)

4%

Strongly Agree 12% 19%
Agree 56%
4%
32%
0,
26% a0
28% 33%
Neither/Nor 32% 35% o
9
Disagree 8% 4%
10%
Strongly Disagree 7%

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

Base per wave: 50 Stakeholders
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Among all 50 stakeholders sampled, 84% (over 4 in 5) were either very satisfied or
satisfied with the level of information they receive from Special EU Programmes
Body; up from 58% in November 2009. Those involved with PEACE Ill were more
likely to be very satisfied than those involved with INTERREG IVA with the level of
information received (47% vs. 38%). Of those involved with PEACE IIl, 85% (Over 4
in 5) were either very satisfied or satisfied; increasing from 65% in November 2009.
Across those involved with INTERREG IVA 88% (almost 9 in 10) were either very

satisfied or satisfied; an uplift from 52% (over half) last year (figure 40).

Figure 40

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH LEVEL OF INFORMATION

RECEIVED FROM SEUPB

All Stakeholders Allinvolved in PEACE Ill All'involved in INTERREG
Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50) Nov-10 (34) Nov-09 (31) IVA

Nov-10 (24) Nov-09 (27)

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neither/Nor

Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied 0 6% 7%

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the level of information you receive from the Special EU Programmes body?

{: Plibwaed Llares Base per wave: 50 Stakeholders
*Don't knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

Overall, only 4 stakeholders were either very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with the level
of information received. The reasons cited for dissatisfaction included:
Information provided is very complicated - should be clearer (2 stakeholders)
Too many agencies\programmes (2 stakeholders)
Quicker delivery of information \ Less delays (2 stakeholders)
No response to emails or phone calls (1 stakeholder)

Information you do get is no good (1 stakeholder)
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Seventy two per cent of stakeholders were either very satisfied or satisfied with how
funding calls were managed and communicated. This level of satisfaction had
increased from 56% (almost 3 in 5) who were very satisfied or satisfied last year.
Those involved with PEACE Il were more likely to be very satisfied or satisfied than
those involved with INTERREG IVA. Of those involved with PEACE Ill, 77% (over
three quarters) were either very satisfied or satisfied, compared to 59% (almost 3 in
5) of those involved with INTERREG IVA (see figure 41). This trend had shifted from
last year when more involved with INTERREG IVA than PEACE Il were very
satisfied or satisfied (71% vs. 51%).

Figure 41

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH HOW FUNDING CALLS ARE

MANAGED AND COMMUNICATED

All Stakeholders Allinvolved in PEACE IlI All'involved in INTERREG

Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50) Nov-10 (34) Nov-09 (31) Nov-10 (24) IVA Nov-09 (27)

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neither/Nor

Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied 4% 3% 4%

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way funding calls are managed and communicated?

Lilgses Base per wave: 50 Stakeholders
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

Overall, only 4 stakeholders were either very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with how
funding calls were managed and communicated. The reasons cited for dissatisfaction
included:

Reduce length of time\better timescale (2 stakeholders)

Rules should be made clearer\needs to be more transparent (2 stakeholders)

Perceived level of bureaucracy (1 stakeholder)

Not enough done at times (1 stakeholder)

Better feedback (1 stakeholder)

Stakeholders were required to assess the overall level of support and guidance they

received about the programmes. Over 76% (three quarters) rated the guidance as
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either very good or fairly good; this increased from 56% (over half) (November 2009).
Among those involved with PEACE Ill almost 79% (4 in 5) rated the guidance as
either very good or fairly good; an increase since last year (58%). Among those
involved with INTERREG IVA, 71% (over 7 in 10) rated the level of support and
guidance as either very good or fairly good. This had increased from 52% (over half)
in November 2009. Average was the rating given by 16% of stakeholders overall,
while 12% (over 1 in 10) of those involved with PEACE Il gave an average rating.
Those involved with INTERREG IVA giving an average rating was slightly higher at
just 21% (over a fifth). Only 3 of the 50 stakeholders gave a rating of fairly poor in

relation to the support and guidance they receive about the programmes.
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Of the 50 stakeholders surveyed 58% (almost 3 in 5) either strongly agreed or
agreed that they were kept well informed about the progress of the PEACE Il
programme; up from 46% (almost half) in November 2009. Agreement declined when
questioned about INTERREG IVA with 40% (2 in 5) either strongly agreeing or
agreeing that they were kept well informed about the progress of the programme.
This level was similar to last year. Of stakeholders involved with the PEACE Il
programme, 85% (almost 9 in 10) either strongly agreed or agreed that they were
kept well informed about the progress; a notable increase since last year (67%
November 2009). In relation to INTERREG IVA, 84% (over 4 in 5) either strongly
agreed or agreed that they were kept well informed about the progress; again an

incline since last year (63% November 2009) (figure 42).

Figure 42
| am kept well informed about the I am kept well informed about the
progress of the PEACE Ill Programme progress of the INTERREG IVA Programme
Allinvolved in INTERREG
All Stakeholders Allinvolved in PEACE IlI All Stakeholders IVA

Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50) Nov-10(34)  Nov-09 (31) Nov-10 (50) Nov-09 (50)  Nov-10 (24) Nov-09 (27)

Strongly Agree 15%
22%
48%
14%
Agree 35%
26%
24%
Neither/Nor
) 18% 10% 15%
Disagree 13% 16% 15%
’ 8% 8% 7%
Strongly Disagree
gly g 6% 6%
4% 8%

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

Base per wave: 50 Stakeholders
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables

Figure 43 reveals that the vast majority of stakeholders received programme
information via email from the Special EU Programmes Body. While last year 84%
(over 4 in 5) of all stakeholders claimed to receive information this way, this year 90%
(9 in 10) obtained information via this method. Of those involved with PEACE lII,
91% (over 9 in 10) received information in this way compared to (over three quarters)
(77%) who stated this method last year. Of those involved with INTERREG IVA, 92%

(over 9 in 10) got relevant information about the programmes this way, remaining
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consistent with November 2009 (93%). Online / SEUPB website content / downloads
were how over 32% (almost a third) of stakeholders received information; a
considerable decline from (62%) (3 in 5) in November 2009. Information was
received via meetings / committee meetings for 22% (over a fifth) of stakeholders.

Other communication methods utilised, but to a lesser extent, are revealed below.

Figure 43

HOW INFORMATION IS CURRENTLY RECEIVED

) . 90%
Via e-mail from SEUPB 91%
92%

On-line\ SEUPB Website Content \
Downloads

m All Stakeholders
u All involved with PEACE Il

16% = All involved with INTERREG IVA
SEUPB Publications - 18%
17%
16%
SEUPB representatives 18%
17%

Press releases 15%

Word of Mouth 12%
B 49

Meetings \ Committee Meetings

25%

How do you currently receive information about the programmes?

£ Mibwarsd Ulsmes  Base per wave: 50 Stakeholders
'tk ave beep excluded Pleace see detaile

The preferred method of receiving information for the majority was via email from
SEUPB (see figure 44). As figure 43 demonstrates most of the stakeholders desired
methods were being recognised.
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Figure 44

PREFERRED METHODS OF RECEIVING INFORMATION™

Via e-mail from SEUPB
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Downloads
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SEUPB Publications 3%

What are your preferred methods of receiving information about the programmes?
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|
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Forty six per cent (46%) of stakeholders regarded the PEACE IIl programme as
falling under the European Regional Development Fund; increasing from 32%
(almost a third) since November 2009. This figure increased among those involved in
PEACE Il to 56% (over half) and declined to 33% (a third) of those involved in
INTERREG IVA. A small proportion of the stakeholders believed the programme

comes under the Cohesion Fund (4%) and the European Social Fund (8%) (figure

45).

Figure 45

STRUCTURAL FUND PEACE Il FALLS UNDER

Nov-09

0
46% 32%

The ERDF (European Regional
Development Fund)

56% 35%
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6%

6% m All Stakeholders
4% = Al involved in PEACE IlI %
u All involved in INTERREG IVA

The Cohesion Fund

4%

The ESF (European Social Fund) 12% 3%

4%

Can you name the structural fund that PEACE 11 falls under?

5 Mibard Ulsser  Base: 50 Stakeholders
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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While 40% (2 in 5) stakeholders regarded the INTERREG IVA programme as falling
under the European Regional Development Fund, this figure increased to 63% (over
3 in 5) of those specifically involved in the programme and declined to 26% (over a
quarter) of those involved in PEACE Ill. A small proportion of the stakeholders
believed that the programme comes under the European Social Fund (4%), whereas

none of them believed it fell under the Cohesion Fund (see figure 46).

Figure 46

STRUCTURAL FUND INTERREG IVA FALLS UNDER

Nov-09

42%
40%
The ERDF (European Regional 26%
26%
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= All involved in INTERREG IVA

2%
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Can you name the structural fund which INTERREG IVA falls under?

& Mibward Ligtes  Base: 50 Stakeholders
*Don’'t knows have been excluded. Please see detailed tables
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Stakeholders were asked to consider ways in which they felt their knowledge of the
programmes could have been improved and any additional information they would
have liked to know. Forty per cent (2 in 5) of stakeholders appeared to be content,
claiming they were ‘fine or happy with the ways things are’, a small proportion were

unable to comment (6%).

The improvements suggested by stakeholders are listed below. These are verbatim
comments.
Information on website about what programmes are currently running / More
advance notice of upcoming projects (6%)
More cohesion between departments and funding agency (6%)
Simplify information / Information or handbook for lay people, i.e. people who
aren't solicitors or accountants (4%)
Information regarding whether the programme is going to be extended /
Discussion about direction that will be taken after 2013 (4%)
More feedback on project implementation (4%)
More information about other projects and programmes / you have to go
separately to find out about certain projects (4%)
More contact between the North and South (2%)
More information required on other programmes under PEACE Il (2%)
Cross referencing needs to be improved to reduce duplication of information (2%)
A newsletter listing beneficiaries (2%)
More communication (2%)
More seminars to provide information (2%)
A notification process, rather than having to go on website (2%)
More transparent evaluation process (2%)
More project visits (2%)
A monthly (rather than quarterly) bulletin (2%)
Government agencies are jumping in - it should be concerned with local
programmes (2%)
Information on funding and operations of SEUPB (2%)
Information on project delivery (2%)
More details about budgets (2%)
More youth and community organisations rather than politicians (2%)

Make the application processes to get funding more user friendly (2%)
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Reach out to Protestants (2%)
Knowledge from the ground up could improve (2%)
No simple method (2%)

Stakeholders were also asked to suggest how, in their opinion, the programme
delivery could have been improved. Almost half (46%) were unable to suggest any

improvements as they were happy with the situation.

Suggestions for improvements in programme delivery are outlined below. These are
verbatim comments.
Make it less bureaucratic / Less red tape (10%)
Better communication (10%)
Application\awards process should be quicker / more simplified (6%)
E-mail notification is best way / Email is fine (4%)
More networking events (2%)
More teamwork / co-operation (2%)
Improve cross-referencing between programmes and investors (2%)
Assessment system should be less time consuming and costly (2%)
Feedback / Peer-review of output reports (2%)
Earlier planning for start up projects (2%)
More cohesion between funding bodies and departments (2%)
More clarification on implementation (2%)
Methods of partner delivery should be made more efficient and cohesive (2%)
More simplistic\less technical explanation of the system needed (2%)
More newsletters (2%)
Change the funding structure (2%)
If they came out to more of our events we have run (2%)
Get more people with front line experience at the top table in the EU (2%)
There needs to be a person who is knowledgeable about the programmes (2%)
A quicker turn around in relation to payments (2%)
Go back to support community groups (2%)
More accessible and approachable (2%)

If the assessor could take on a more hands on approach (2%)
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Awareness of the Special EU Programmes Body was higher in the border
counties than the other areas sampled

0 15% awareness in border counties

0 9% awareness in Northern Ireland

0 5% awareness in western Scotland
Awareness of PEACE Ill was also higher in the border counties

0 52% awareness in border counties

0 41% awareness in Northern Ireland
More border county than Northern Ireland respondents aware of the PEACE IlI
programme believed it was having a positive impact

0 60% of those from border counties

0 57% of Northern Ireland respondents
Awareness of INTERREG IVA was also higher in the border counties

0 42% awareness in border counties

0 19% awareness in Northern Ireland

0 1% awareness in western Scotland
More border county than Northern Ireland respondents aware of the INTERREG
IVA programme believed it is having a positive impact

0 43% of those from border counties

0 42% of Northern Ireland respondents
Among those unaware of either PEACE Il (NI and border counties only) or
INTERREG IVA, more border county and Northern Ireland residents were aware
of the areas receiving funding to help promote cross border working and co-
operation, and to encourage peace and reconciliation

0 48% awareness in border counties

0 47% awareness in Northern Ireland

0 9% awareness in western Scotland
Among those aware of the programmes 86% of border county respondents
agreed ‘EU funding is making a positive difference to communities’; while 73% of
Northern Ireland respondents agreed
Among those aware of the programmes 79% of border county respondents
agreed ‘EU funding is investing in your future’; while 68% of Northern Ireland
respondents agreed

Almost everyone surveyed agreed people should be given the opportunity to find
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out more

The most popular topic to find out more about was the overall project aims
Preferred methods of communication included via TV programmes and in local
newspapers / magazines

Among stakeholders involved in PEACE IIl 70% agreed with the statement ‘I think
PEACE Il is achieving its objectives’; while 79% involved in INTERREG IVA
agreed with the statement ‘I think INTERREG IVA is achieving its objectives’

84% of stakeholders were satisfied with the level of information they received
from Special European Programmes Body

72% of stakeholders were satisfied with the way funding calls were managed and
communicated

Among stakeholders involved in PEACE Ill 85% agreed with the statement ‘I am
kept well informed about the progress of the PEACE Ill programme’; while 84%
involved in INTERREG IVA agreed with the statement ‘I am kept well informed
about the progress of the INTERREG IVA programme’

Most information was received via email from SEUPB and this was the preferred
method across the majority

46% of stakeholders stated the PEACE Il programme fell under the European
Regional Development Fund; while 40% claimed the INTERREG IVA programme

fell under the European Regional Development Fund
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APPENDIX

GENERAL PUBLIC QUESTIONNAIRE
Good morning /afternoon / evening, | am ..... from the research agency Millward
Brown, and we are conducting a very short survey about funded programmes. The
survey should take no more than 5 minutes to complete

Have you ever heard of the Special EU Programmes Body?

Have you heard of any of the following funding programmes

PEACE Il - Programme for Peace and Reconciliation

INTERREG IVA Cross -border Co-operation Programme

Yes / No / Don’t know
IF NO TO BOTH PROGRAMMES —
NI / ROI - Are you aware that Northern Ireland and the Border Region of Ireland
receive funding to help promote cross border working and co-operation, and to
encourage peace and reconciliation?
SCOTLAND - Are you aware that Western Scotland, along with Northern Ireland and
the Border Region of Ireland receive funding to help promote cross border working
and co-operation?

Yes / No / Don’'t know
AWARE OF PEACE Il
- What do you think the PEACE Ill Programme aims to achieve? What is it

trying to do? Anything else? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM

In your opinion, is the PEACE Ill Programme having a positive impact, a

negative impact, or making no difference?
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Positive impact / making no difference / negative impact / Don't

know

AWARE OF INTERREG IVA
What do you think the INTERREG IVA Programme aims to achieve? What is
it trying to do? Anything else? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM

In your opinion, is the INTERREG IVA Programme having a positive impact,

a negative impact, or making no difference?

Positive impact / making no difference / negative impact / Don't

know

AWARE OF PEACE Ill and / or INTERREG IVA
The PEACE lll and INTERREG IVA programmes are funded mainly by the

European Union. Were you aware that the EU funds these programmes?

Yes / No / Don’'t know

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement.....
“EU funding is making a positive difference to communities”

“EU funding is investing in your future”

Strongly agree /agree / neither agree nor disagree / disagree / strongly disagree / Dk

The PEACE IIl and INTERREG IVA programmes fund a number of different
projects designed to benefit your area. Part of the funding is allocated to
partnerships formed by local authorities and other organisations that are responsible
for delivering locally relevant plans.

What types of projects do you think receive funding under PEACE III /
INTERREG IVA? Any others? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM

ASK ALL - (Intro for those not asked previous question- The PEACE Il and
INTERREG IVA programmes fund a number of different projects designed to benefit
your area.) Do you think people should be given the opportunity to find out more
about these projects?

54



Yes / No / Don’t know

Which of the following pieces of information would you be interested in
receiving regarding these projects....READ OUT
Overall project aims
Outcomes
Areas affected
Timescales
How much financial support was received
Proposed future projects
Others specify..........

None / not interested

How would you prefer this information to be communicated to you?....READ
ouT
Via TV programmes
Website
Leaflets / flyers
Local newspapers / magazine articles
Radio features
Written reports
Via community leaders / Community groups
Local Councillors

Others specify........
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SEUPB — STAKEHOLDER QUESTIONNAIRE

Good morning / afternoon / evening, | am...... from the research agency Millward
Brown Ulster, and we are conducting a very short survey on behalf of the Special EU
Programmes Body, to seek the opinions of regular stakeholders. The survey should
take approximately 5 minutes to complete.

- Which of these two programmes are you most involved in, or would you say
you are involved with them both equally?

PEACE Il
INTERREG IVA
Involved with both

- To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements....

| think PEACE lll is achieving its objectives
| think that INTERREG IVA is achieving its objectives

Strongly agree / agree / neither agree nor disagree / disagree / strongly disagree / Dk

- How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the level of information you receive
from the Special EU Programmes body?

Very satisfied / satisfied / neither satisfied nor dissatisfied / dissatisfied / very

dissatisfied

- |IF DISSATISFIED — Why do you say this? How could this be improved?
Anything else? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM

- How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way funding calls are managed
and communicated?

Very satisfied / satisfied / neither satisfied nor dissatisfied / dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied
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- IF DISSATISFIED — Why do you say this? How could this be improved?
Anything else? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM

- In your opinion, how would you assess the overall level of support and

guidance you receive about the programmes.

Very good / fairly good / average / fairly poor / very poor

- To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements....

| am kept well informed about the progress of the PEACE Il Programme
| am kept well informed about the progress of the INTERREG IVA Programme

Strongly agree / agree / neither agree nor disagree / disagree / strongly disagree / Dk
- Can you name the structural fund that PEACE llI falls under?
The ESF (European Social Fund)
The ERDF (European Regional Development Fund)
The Cohesion Fund
Don’t know
- Can you name the structural fund which INTERREG IVA falls under?
The ESF (European Social Fund)
The ERDF (European Regional Development Fund)
The Cohesion Fund
Don’t know
- In what ways, if at all, could your knowledge of the programmes be improved?
What additional information would you like to know? Anything else? PROBE
FULLY AND RECORD VERBATIM
- How do you currently receive information about the programmes?

Word of Mouth
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Via e-mail from SEUPB

SEUPB representatives

On-line / SEUPB Website Content / Downloads

Press releases

Meetings / Committee Meetings

SEUPB Publications, for example Your EU and euroPA
Other, please specify...........

Don’t receive any information

- What are your preferred methods of receiving information about the
programmes

Word of Mouth

Via e-mail from SEUPB

SEUPB representatives

On-line / SEUPB Website Content / Downloads

Press releases

Meetings Committee Meetings

SEUPB Publications, for example Your EU and euroPA
Other, please specify...........

- In your opinion, do you have any suggestions as to how the programme
delivery could be improved? Anything else? PROBE FULLY AND RECORD
VERBATIM

Thankyou for taking part in the survey
Special EU Programmes Body would like to be made aware of which
stakeholders participated in the survey. Would you like us to inform them of

your participation or remain anonymous? | can assure you responses will not
be attributable.
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PEACE Ill ELIGIBLE AREA
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INTERREG IVA ELIGIBLE AREA
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