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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On 6 October 2011, the European Commission tabled the draft package of Regulations for 
the reform of Cohesion policy after 2013. The objective of this study has been to critically 
assess these proposals - based on a review of recent research and policy documents and 
budgetary modelling - and to propose recommendations to inform the position of the 
European Parliament in the negotiations. Following the introductory chapter, which provides 
more detail on the legislative context, objectives, methodology and structure of the study, 
a further six chapters review the reform proposals according to key thematic blocks. 

In Chapter 2, future eligibility and allocation scenarios under EU Cohesion Policy are 
presented. These use Eurostat data available as at end February 2012. Regional economic 
growth trends in the current period and the use of EU27 averages would reduce
significantly the population coverage of the Convergence regions in 2014-2020. The 
introduction of a new definition of transitional region will also alter the pattern of 
intervention, creating a category of assisted area covering over 11 percent of the EU15 
population. Overall, the Budget 2020 proposals suggest a modest decrease in the Cohesion 
Policy budget. This is largely borne by a reduction in Convergence spending, although per 
capita spend on Convergence would rise slightly; Regional Competitiveness & Employment
spending would rise significantly both in absolute and per capita terms; and Transitional 
region spending would increase by half. Aid intensities will vary widely between former 
Convergence regions, which will receive at least two-thirds of their previous allocation, and 
other Transition regions, for which the allocation mechanism is not clearly specified. 
Financial capping will play a key role in determining financial allocations, especially for the 
least prosperous Member States. For these countries, the cap proposed is substantially 
lower than it was in 2007-13 and has perverse impacts on countries with lower growth.

Chapter 3 reviews the objectives of Cohesion policy. The Commission has not proposed 
significant changes to the objectives of Cohesion policy. The new Treaty commitment to 
‘territorial’ cohesion is now more explicit, but remains ill-defined, and there is a strong 
emphasis on the thematic objectives of Europe 2020 throughout the draft Regulations. At 
the level of the policy architecture, a rationalisation of the objectives is proposed through 
the (re)formulation of two core ‘goals’: investment for growth and jobs in all regions; and 
territorial cooperation. This simplification merits support as it helps to distinguish policy 
objectives from the different categories of regions that are the targets of support. However, 
the treatment of objectives in the legislation is confusing and incoherent due to the lack of 
a clear statement on the objectives of the different Funds in the common provisions and 
the inconsistent use of terms relating to objectives (‘mission’, ‘goals’ and ‘tasks’) across the 
different Fund Regulations.

The territorial dimension is examined in Chapter 4. The Commission proposes more 
localised and integrated interventions through Community-Led Local Development and 
Integrated Territorial Investment instruments, an integrated approach to territorial 
development in the planning architecture and a more strategic approach to territorial 
cooperation. There is unease among Member States at the top-down prescriptiveness of 
the provisions, notably the expectation of the incorporation of all the territorial instruments 
in Partnership Contracts and programmes and the ring-fencing of 5 percent of funding to 
urban development. Further concerns arise about the administrative capacity required for 
implementing an integrated territorial approach. More generally, the strong thematic 
orientation of the draft Regulations and Common Strategic Framework, focused on Europe 
2020 objectives, raises justifiable concerns about losing a strategic approach to territorial 
development and cohesion. Thematic concentration on Europe 2020 is also problematic for 
the European Territorial cooperation goal, where programmes often have to address 
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complex combinations of needs and challenges; and it is unclear how territorial cooperation 
will be strategically coordinated in Partnership contracts and with those of other Member 
States.

Under the heading of strategic coherence and programming, the focus of Chapter 5 is 
on the proposals for a new planning framework and thematic concentration. A draft 
Common Strategic Framework has been tabled by the Commission, offering the potential to 
increase strategic coordination across different funds and EU policies. However, the political 
ownership and legitimacy of the document at national level may be reduced if the Council 
and European Parliament are not formally involved in its legislative adoption. The strategic 
planning architecture is criticised for lacking a territorial dimension and its over-emphasis 
on Europe 2020. Related concerns arise about excessive contractualisation and 
centralisation, including the use of coordination mechanisms in areas where the EU has 
weak competences. While there is a strong case for greater concentration of expenditure, 
the ring-fencing proposals - both within and across the Funds - are complex and 
incoherent, and have been strongly criticised by Member States and other stakeholders for 
not adequately reflecting territorial needs. 

Chapter 6 reviews the new performance framework as part of the results-driven 
agenda. Ex-ante conditionalities are a key component, but must be focused on improving 
effectiveness, linked to Cohesion Policy investments, limited in number, respectful of 
subsidiarity and based on a joint and consensual agreement. Some of the ‘general’
conditionalities proposed are more geared towards ensuring compliance with the rules of 
other EU policies than with ensuring effective attainment of programme objectives. The 
extension of macro-economic conditionalities from the Cohesion Fund to the Structural 
Funds is not well-justified.

Closely linked to conditionalities are the proposals for a performance framework and 
performance reserve. If the aim is to improve the results-orientation, a more explicit focus 
on ‘results’ indicators is needed as opposed to spending or outputs as the Regulation seems 
to suggest. Questions also arise about the timing of the performance review, the quality of
performance data, methodological challenges in demonstrating performance, and gaming 
(the temptation to set easily-achievable targets). Monitoring systems need to be adapted to 
this results turn. The proposed ex-ante conditionality on the existence of an effective 
system of result indicators should be welcomed, but common indicators at EU level should 
also clearly differentiate between output and results indicators. The evaluation proposals 
provide a good balance between the need to ensure flexibility so that the evaluations are 
adapted to Member State needs, and a requirement to undertake evaluations during the 
period to account for the effectiveness of spending. More could be done to ensure that all 
evaluation reports are publicly available at EU level in a timely manner.

The regulatory encouragement given to Member States in the 2007-13 period to reinforce 
their administrative capacity for implementing the Funds is strengthened in the legislative 
proposals for the 2014-20 period. The Commission’s draft concept of how capacity should
be measured is, however, still rudimentary. 

Joint Action Plans represent a new performance-oriented instrument based on the output-
based approach of expenditure reimbursement. While there are a range of potential 
challenges, mirroring those of the performance reserve, the initiative provides scope to test 
options for enhancing the performance orientation of parts of programmes and should be 
encouraged. Systematic monitoring and evaluation is necessary in the future to draw out
the lessons and potential for mainstreaming to other types of interventions (such as 
infrastructure support under the ERDF). 
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Lastly, an area where the draft Regulations and the recent reform discussions have been 
relatively silent is on how to strengthen high-level political debate and accountability over 
performance at EU level especially to the European Parliament. The introduction of an EU 
Performance Accountability Framework is proposed to redress this gap.

Chapter 7 turns to the proposals for simplification and assurance. Considerable efforts 
have been made by the Commission to simplify, streamline and harmonise systems and 
rules, particularly through the establishment of common regulatory frameworks and 
requirements across different Funds. Other measures are geared more towards enhancing 
assurance of the legality and regularity. Overall, the primary focus of the legislative 
proposals is on simplification for beneficiaries, whereas the simplification for national or 
regional programme administrators remains elusive. There is no easy solution to the 
problems associated with administrative complexity and error in Cohesion policy, but more 
balance is needed between the (often competing) goals of simplification, assurance and 
performance. The legislative proposals and amendments must be grounded on a thorough 
ex-ante assessment of the measures’ effects and subject to equally rigorous, on-going 
monitoring and evaluation during the 2014-2020 period.

A final chapter brings together the conclusions of the study and provides policy 
recommendations to inform the position of the European Parliament. 

 Eligibility and allocations 

1. The European Parliament should ask the Commission to provide an assessment of 
the feasibility of a mid-term review of eligibility and the options for addressing the 
problem of significant volatility.

2. The Commission should be asked to clarify the criteria for allocating funds under the 
Transition and More-developed regions.

3. The Commission should be requested to clarify its proposals for capping and set out 
how it intends to deal with the perverse impact of capping.

 Objectives

4. The European Parliament should seek to introduce specific regulatory clarifications 
and amendments: a new, stand-alone Title or article on ‘objectives’  in the Common 
Provisions stating the objectives of each CSF Fund; an additional paragraph(s)  
under (‘definitions’) specifying the objectives and/or  clarifying the distinction 
between the terms ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ ‘goals’ and ‘tasks’; and standardisation in 
the terminology used across the Fund Regulations, avoiding the interchangeable and 
inconsistent use of the terms and headings of ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ and ‘tasks’.

 The territorial dimension 

5. The European Parliament should seek to strengthen the territorial dimension of the 
draft legislative package. In particular, the CSF should contain a specific section -
and sub-sections under each of the thematic objectives (Annex I of the draft CSF) -
on the territorial dimension, setting out territorial principles, priorities and actions 
using the Territorial Agenda 2020 as a reference point and indicating key linkages 
between this Agenda and  Europe 2020; and Partnership Contracts should be 
required to set out, at a strategic level, how they are using Cohesion Policy 
interventions to exploit territorial potential to achieve the aims of the Europe 2020 
strategy, in line with the Territorial Agenda, and increase territorial cohesion at 
regional, national and European levels.
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6. Operational Programme implementation reports should be required to provide 
information on the territorial distribution of funding at the sub-regional level (i.e. 
NUTS III/IV boundaries or the lowest level at which data on operations is 
automatically collected in monitoring systems) for each thematic objective in the 
programme. 

7. The European Parliament should advocate: making the use of territorial instruments 
optional and subject to appropriate justification by the Member States of their 
relevance, in the regulatory provisions referring to specific territorial instruments in 
the content of the Partnership Contract (Article 14); and providing greater flexibility 
to Member States in their approach to sustainable urban development, by stipulating 
that the level of ring-fencing should be negotiated with the Commission on the basis 
of  Member State justifications of need, and that the required list of cities should be 
indicative.

8. The Regulations should require the implementation of Community-led Local 
Development and Integrated Territorial Investments to be supported by specific 
evidence in the Partnership Contract and subsequent ex-ante evaluation of 
programmes of appropriate administrative capacity.

9. The Regulations should provide greater flexibility for ETC programmes with respect 
to the thematic focus of interventions, either by increasing the number of thematic 
objectives that can be included, or by restricting the concentration requirement to a 
percentage of the allocated resources (e.g. 75 percent). Further, provision should be 
made for a coordination mechanism between the Partnership Contracts of Member 
States participating in a common ETC, for example a ‘territorial memorandum of 
agreement’ setting out the main priority areas for cooperation and taking account of 
relevant macro-regional and sea-basin strategies.

 Strategic coherence and programming 

10.The Common Strategic Framework should be proposed by the Commission and 
approved by the Council and the European Parliament with consultation of the 
Committee of the Regions and European Economic and Social Committee, preferably 
as an Annex to the general Regulation.

11.The European Parliament should ensure that the Treaty objectives of cohesion are 
adequately reflected in the content of Partnership Contracts and Operational 
Programmes, including a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach: The general 
Regulation should make clear that Partnership Contracts and especially the 
Operational programmes should set out first and foremost a strategy to pursue the 
EUs objectives for economic, social and territorial cohesion; the content should be 
required to demonstrate a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach; and provisions 
should be included to allow the adoption of multi-fund programmes including all CSF 
Funds, an increase in the cross-financing threshold to at least 10 percent and for 
priority axes to combine investment priorities from different objectives under all 
Funds.

12. It is necessary to avoid overlaps and duplication in the content of Partnership 
Contracts and Operational Programmes. Consideration should be given to which 
elements and types of information could be included only in programmes, and 
whether the scope of the Commission’s decision should be narrowed to certain key 
aspects of the Partnership Contract; and the procedures for planning and adopting 
Partnership Contracts must be sensitive to territorial specificities and governance 
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arrangements, especially in countries where regional development competences are 
partly or fully devolved to regions.  

13.Provisions should be included in the Regulation to require Member States and 
regions to provide a justification of the increased level of thematic concentration for 
all CSF Funds and to explain how this would contribute to achieving greater critical 
mass for the types of investment selected. The justification should be provided in 
the Operational Programmes and assessed in more detail in the ex-ante evaluations.

14.The European Parliament should request that the Commission’s report on the 
programme negotiations and outcomes provides analysis of the increased level of 
thematic concentration across the Member States and at EU level in comparison to 
the 2007-13 period.

15.ESF allocations should be determined on the basis of a sound analysis of territorial 
needs and absorption capacity and negotiated consensually by the European 
Commission, Member States and regions.

 Performance framework

16.The European Parliament should support the introduction of ex-ante conditionalities. 
However, the weak justification for macro-economic conditionality – from a Cohesion 
Policy viewpoint – argues for it to be reconsidered. If broader political pressures 
make this impracticable, macro-economic conditionalities should not impose 
obligatory amendments of the Partnership Contracts or programmes and should 
cover all payments from the EU budget to the Member States. 

17.The European Parliament should support the proposed performance 
framework/reserve, subject to it being: linked to results; carried out at a point in 
the programme implementation calendar when significant results can reasonably be 
expected; applied with credible monitoring information and assessment 
methodologies; and allocated to high-quality projects. Without these conditions 
(especially regarding data), the administrative workload associated with a reserve is 
difficult to justify.

18.The Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for effective results-
based monitoring and evaluation systems and ensure that the Council does not 
weaken the ex-ante conditionality on statistical systems and result indicators during 
the negotiations. The proposed use of common indicators at EU level and 
programme-specific indicators at Member State level should also be supported, 
subject to ensuring consistency of approach across the Funds. The European 
Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for strengthening evaluation 
and, indeed, should seek maximum transparency and accessibility for all evaluation 
outputs to help inform decision-making.

19.The Commission should develop effective benchmarks and indicators to measure 
and monitor the state and progress of administrative performance and capacity; this 
is a critical task before the next round of programmes are launched in 2014.

20.The Joint Action Plan initiative should be supported as it could provide a useful 
testing case in the future of how to enhance the performance orientation of parts of 
programmes.



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

18

21.The European Parliament should require, as a matter of priority, the establishment 
of an EU Performance Accountability Framework for Cohesion Policy including: 
annual reporting to the Parliament by the Commission; annual debate in the Council 
and peer review in a new High Level Group; and a re-focusing of Member State 
implementation reports towards results.

22.The performance orientation of reporting mechanisms should be increased through: 
(a) revision of the Commission’s annual report on Cohesion policy to give more 
prominence to performance issues; (b) strengthened and binding obligations on 
minimum standards for performance reporting in Member State implementation 
reports (specified in the Regulation and in the Commission’s guidance on the content 
of the reports); and (c) increased transparency through a regulatory provision  
requiring all annual implementation reports to be published online in their entirety 
by June of the following year.

 Simplification and assurance 

23.Given the strong emphasis on finding administrative savings for beneficiaries in the 
Commission proposals, the key priority for the European Parliament in formulating 
regulatory amendments must be to simplify the day-to-day administration for 
Managing Authorities, including sensitivity to different administrative set-ups at 
national and regional level.

24.The Parliament’s position must be informed by a systematic assessment of the 
administrative costs of reform. To this end, the Commission’s external studies on 
administrative costs should be made available to the Parliament or published as 
soon as possible, and follow-up studies should be commissioned to periodically 
assess the effects of the simplification measures during the 2014-2020 period. 

25.Simplification should be a core feature of the Performance Accountability 
Framework. A structured system of reporting by the Commission to the European 
Parliament is needed on the effects and outcomes of the simplification measures in 
2014-2020. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Objectives and methodology

The objective of this study is to provide a critical assessment of the draft legislative 
package for Cohesion Policy in 2014-2020, tabled by the Commission on 6 October 2011,
and to offer recommendations to inform the position of the European Parliament (EP) in the 
negotiations. It is an update of the earlier ‘Comparative Study on the Visions and Reform 
Options for Cohesion Policy after 2013’ which was finalised prior to the publication of the 
Commission’s legislative proposals1. In addition, this study addresses a series of 
requirements specified in the terms of reference for the study:

 to take into account the questions posed by Members of the REGI Committee during the 
presentation of the earlier study regarding the favoured reform vision, the future of 
macro-regional strategies, the limits of ring-fencing and the role of the European 
Parliament;

 to validate and develop the budgetary modelling scenarios regarding the effects of the 
Budget 2020 proposals (e.g. check GNI or GDP, COM data) with further detail on issues 
such as phasing in/phasing out and Transition regions, long term trends, the impact of 
new capping rules, comparison with current funding period;

 to identify the options/positions presented in the study that have been taken up in the 
legislative proposals of the Commission and the most important new aspects;

 to take into account the implications of different political and administrative systems of 
Member States; 

 to highlight and analyse the aspects of the legislative package susceptible to be of 
special interest for the EP;

 to provide concrete recommendations for MEPs for amendments to the Regulations on 
Cohesion Policy;

 to indicate how to strengthen the role of the EP in the strategic debate and multi-level 
governance aspect, by amendments and by political negotiations;

 to provide recommendations in view of a CSF for all funds; 

 to indicate what further studies/methods (counterfactual or other) would be needed in 
order to assess the impact of the legislative proposals and the effectiveness of EU 
Cohesion Policy; and

 to highlight the contribution of Cohesion Policy to Europe 2020.

The methodology for this study has combined desk-based analysis of primary and 
secondary sources and budgetary modelling. The documentary analysis included a 
structured analysis of key themes of interest to the Parliament (as outlined in the previous 
report) on the basis of the draft legislative texts, the Commission’s impact analysis, 
available information on the informal and formal Ministerial debates at EU level including 
the Polish Presidency Conclusions, inputs from the conferences organised by the Polish 

                                        
1 Mendez et al. 2011.
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Presidency (expert papers, key messages etc.) and other recent academic and policy 
literature relating to the post-2013 reform. 

The second component of the methodology is budgetary modelling. This expanded on the 
approach of the previous study in several ways. First, it used the data specified in the draft 
regulation for GDP (2006-8), as opposed to the estimates for 2007-9 used in the first 
report. In principle, the results should coincide with Commission figures, although this is 
not always so. The draft Regulations also clarified some points in relation to the Budget 
2020 proposals. This has enabled the commentary on this aspect of policy to be refined, 
but a number of important uncertainties remain. This study assesses the impact of capping 
of possible allocations, which the previous version did not cover in depth; this is a crucial 
issue as the total allocations of around one-third of the Member States are likely to be 
determined by the absorption cap rather than by the allocations arising from the various 
distribution formulae. The principal weaknesses of the budgetary analysis relate to 
information gaps in the detailed allocation mechanisms envisaged by the Commission, and 
possible contradictory statements in Budget 2020 and the draft Regulation. For example, 
based on information in the public domain as at end February 2012, it is unclear whether 
capping is set as a percentage of GNI or GDP; there is no precise mechanism given for the 
allocation of funds to Transition regions or former Convergence regions; it is unknown 
whether any a priori breakdown between the Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds is 
envisaged at country level; and it is unclear how the funding allocations intersect with 
capping. It should therefore be borne in mind that both the clarification of the basis for the 
calculations and updated GDP data will have a significant impact on outcomes.

1.2. The legislative state-of-play 

On 6 October 2011, the European Commission adopted the draft legislative package for EU 
Cohesion Policy for the period 2014-2020 comprising:

 an overarching Regulation setting out ‘common provisions’ for the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund, the 
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), the European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund (EMFF), and further ‘general provisions’ for the ERDF, ESF and Cohesion 
Fund;2

 three specific regulations for the ERDF, the ESF and the Cohesion Fund;3 and 

 two regulations for the European territorial cooperation and the European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC).4

                                        
2 European Commission (2011a) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying 

down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund,  the European Social Fund, the 
Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions on the 
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing 
Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, COM(2011)0615, Brussels.

3 European Commission (2011b) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
specific provisions concerning the European Regional Development Fund and the Investment for growth and 
jobs goal and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006,  COM(2011)0614, Brussels; European Commission 
(2011) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Social Fund 
and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006,  COM(2011)0607, Brussels; European Commission (2011) 
Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the Cohesion Fund and repealing 
Council Regulation (EC) No 1084/2006, COM(2011)0612, Brussels.

4 European Commission (2011c) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
specific provisions for the support from the European Regional Development Fund to the European territorial 
cooperation goal, COM(2011)0611, Brussels; European Commission (2011d) Proposal for a regulation of the 
European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1082/2006 of the European Parliament 
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The main differences with respect to the current regulatory situation are the establishment 
of common rules for all the Funds (the EAFRD and EMFF were not previously bound by the 
Structural Funds’ General Regulation) and the creation of a specific regulation for European 
Territorial Cooperation (including rules that had been previously subsumed within the 
General and ERDF regulations and other guidance).

Another key step in the preparation of the legislative framework is the adoption of a 
Common Strategic Framework (CSF), which would provide an overarching strategy for 
closer alignment and integration of the Structural, Cohesion, Rural Development and 
Fisheries Funds and with other EU policies than in the past. A Commission Staff Working 
Document on the ‘Elements for a Common Strategic Framework’ was published on 14 
March 2012 ‘as a basis for discussion with the Council and European Parliament’5. Unlike 
the current Community Strategic Guidelines for Cohesion, which were approved by the 
Council, the draft Regulations state that the CSF would be adopted as a Delegated Act by 
the Commission within 3 months of the adoption of the Regulations. There has been strong 
opposition to this procedure and the proposed timing. 

Following the tabling of the legislative package, the Polish Presidency launched the formal 
negotiations in the Structural Actions Working Party of the Council of Ministers. The whole 
legislative package was presented and explained by the Commission and detailed 
discussions were held on key negotiation blocks: strategic programming; thematic 
concentration; ex-ante conditionalities and performance review; and territorial 
development. Compromise texts were drafted by the Presidency on strategic programming 
and thematic concentration and a first formal exchange of views by Ministers responsible 
for Cohesion Policy at the Council was held in mid-December 2011. Denmark took over the 
EU Presidency at the start of 2012, tasked with advancing the negotiations to a relatively 
final state of agreement; at time of writing, negotiations were underway on all blocks. The 
outstanding issues would be finalised during the Cypriot Presidency in the second half of 
2012. However, a final agreement on the legislative package in the Council and then with 
the European Parliament will only be possible once the budgetary elements have been 
approved as part of the broader multi-annual financial framework negotiations. The history 
of budgetary negotiations and the turbulent economic governance context suggests that 
this could extend well into 2013.

1.3. Structure of the study

As noted above, the main objective of this study is to provide an assessment of the draft 
legislative package for Cohesion Policy in 2014-2020. A structured analysis of the existing 
strengths and weaknesses of Cohesion Policy was already undertaken in the previous study 
and will not be revisited here6. Instead, each chapter begins with an overview of the key 
features of the legislative proposals in relation to the main thematic blocks of interest, 
followed by an assessment on the basis of the previous study’s findings, the latest available 
data, policy reports, institutional positions and reactions. The conclusions and 
recommendations are presented at the end of each chapter and synthesised in a concluding 
chapter. 

                                                                                                                                  

and of the Council of 5 July 2006 on a European grouping of territorial cooperation (EGTC) as regards the 
clarification, simplification and improvement of the establishment and implementation of such groupings, 
COM(2011)0610, Brussels.

5 European Commission, 2012a/b.
6 Mendez et al. 2011.
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The chapters are organised as follows:

 Chapter 2 explores future eligibility and allocation scenarios under EU Cohesion Policy 
on the basis of the latest statistical data;

 Chapter 3 reviews the overarching objectives of Cohesion Policy and how they are 
addressed in the legislative package;

 Chapter 4 examines the territorial dimension of Cohesion objectives in more detail, 
focusing on the main governance proposals in relation to the local agenda, European 
territorial cooperation, and as a cross-cutting principle; 

 Chapter 5 turns to the issue of strategic coherence and programming, focusing on the 
proposed planning architecture and thematic concentration;

 Chapter 6 reviews the performance framework, including conditionalities, the 
performance review/reserve,  monitoring & evaluation and capacity;

 Chapter 7 examines the simplification agenda and assurance proposals, including the 
harmonisation of rules and instruments; and

 Chapter 8 brings together the conclusions of the study and provides policy 
recommendations to inform the position of the European Parliament.
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2. POLICY ARCHITECTURE: ELIGIBILITY AND 
ALLOCATIONS

KEY FINDINGS

 Under the Commission’s proposals for future Cohesion Policy, the coverage of 
Convergence (now called Less-developed) regions would fall from 32 percent to 24 
percent of the EU population. This is mainly due to regional economic change, but 
also the use of EU27 (not EU25) GDP thresholds. There would be 64 such regions.

 A new Transition region category is proposed. This comprises all regions with 
GDP(PPS) per head in the range 75-90 percent of the EU average. According to 
calculations in this chapter, there would be 52 such regions, of which 17 had 
Convergence status in 2007-13. 

 Regional Competitiveness and Employment would be replaced by More-developed 
regions comprising all regions with GDP(PPS) per head exceeding 90 percent of the 
EU average. Of these, three regions have Convergence status in 2007-13, two of 
which are in the EU12.

 According to the proposals, the Cohesion Policy budget would fall in real terms by 
4.5 percent between 2007-13 and 2014-20. 

 Aid intensity would rise, for Less-developed regions (from €188 to €195 per head 
per annum), on the basis of calculations in this chapter.

 Former Convergence regions would receive “at least” two-thirds of current 
allocations. Uncertainties surrounding how this is calculated make it difficult to 
predict aid intensities for Transition and More-developed regions. However, the 
treatment of former Convergence regions, especially those in the EU12, is likely to 
be a major issue in the negotiations.

 Capping is proposed at a flat rate of 2.5 percent of GDP (rather than on a sliding 
scale up to 3.7893 percent of GDP, as for 2007-13). This would have a major impact 
on allocations to most of the EU12, in some cases reducing future funding to well 
below 2007-13 levels.



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

24

2.1. Legislative proposals

The analysis in this chapter takes as its starting point the Commission’s budgetary 
proposals published in June 20117 and the draft General Regulation issued in October 
2011.8 In addition, it draws on the Impact Assessment accompanying the proposals.9

Together, these documents provide broad indications of future coverage, budgetary 
allocations and distribution criteria under the Structural and Cohesion Funds.10 Importantly, 
however, the calculations presented here are based exclusively on information in the public 
domain as at end February 2012. 

Regarding coverage:

 the draft Regulation distinguishes between Less-developed, Transition and More-
developed regions11

 the definition of Less-developed region is the same as Convergence region, save for 
being based on the EU27, rather than the EU25 average;

 the current Phasing-out and Phasing-in categories are abolished, and a new 
Transition region category is established comprising regions where GDP(PPS) per 
head is 75 to 90 percent of the EU27 average (irrespective of status in 2013);

 all regions with GDP(PPS) per head exceeding 90 percent of the EU27 average would 
be classed as More-developed regions; and

 the eligibility criterion for the Cohesion Fund would remain the same, except that it 
would be based on the EU27 rather than the EU25 average.

The draft Cohesion Policy Regulation states that the three categories of region (ie. Less-
developed, Transition and More-developed) would be determined on the basis GDP data for 
2006 to 2008 and that eligibility for the Cohesion Fund would be based on GNI for 2007 to 
2009.12 The calculations in this chapter are based on the same data in order to replicate as 
closely as possible the Commission’s current approach.

Regarding budgetary allocations:

 the global resources provided for Cohesion Policy amount to some €336,020 million 
(2011 prices) for 2014-20;13

 of this, some €324,320 million (2011 prices) is allocated to ‘Investment for growth 
and jobs’, with a breakdown between the various objectives as set out in Table 1.

                                        
7 European Commission (2011) A budget for Europe 2020, COM(2011)500 final of 29 June 2011.
8 European Commission (2011) Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying 

down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the 
Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions of the 
European Regional Development fund, the European social fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing 
Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006, COM(2011)615 final of 6 October 2011.

9 European Commission (2011) Impact Assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European 
Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, 
the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the 
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general 
provisions of the European Regional Development fund, the European social fund and the Cohesion Fund and 
repealing Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006, SEC(2011) 1141 final of 6 October 2011.

10 However, it should be noted that in key areas the documents are unclear, or even contradictory.
11 COM(2011)615 final, Article 82(2).
12 COM(2011)615 final, Article 82(2) and (3).
13 COM(2011)615 final, Article 83(1).
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Table 1: Proposed commitment appropriations by objective (2011 prices)

Objective Commitment appropriations (€m)

Less-developed regions €162,589

Transition regions €38,951

More-developed regions €53,142

Outermost regions €926

Cohesion Fund €68,710

Total €324,320

Source: Draft Cohesion Policy Regulation

The proposed absorption cap is set at a fixed percentage, in contrast to the sliding scale 
based on GNI(PPS) per head, used for 2007-13 allocations.14 However, while the budget 
proposals15 set the cap at 2.5 percent of GNI, as does the Impact Assessment,16 the draft 
Regulation17 sets it at 2.5 percent of GDP.18 None of the documents specifies the base year 
to be used or what growth rates, if any, are to be applied.

Regarding distribution criteria, the following implications derive from the proposals.

 The distribution criteria for Less-developed regions are ostensibly unchanged in the 
draft Regulation19 compared to the current Regulation.20 These are: eligible 
population; regional prosperity; national prosperity; and unemployment rate. The 
same basic criteria are also to apply to the Transition regions.

 The Cohesion Fund distribution criteria are also unchanged insofar as an allocation 
key using eligible population, national prosperity and surface area is applied. 
However, no mention is made of the requirement that, in the EU12, one-third of 
Cohesion Policy allocations should be accounted for by the Cohesion Fund.

 Regions losing Convergence status are to receive an allocation equal to “at least 
two-thirds” of their 2007-13 allocation.

 For More-developed regions, an additional criterion – educational level – is added to 
the list in the draft Regulation, these being eligible population, regional prosperity, 
unemployment rate, employment rate and population density. However, in practice, 
the educational level of the workforce was used as a criterion for 2007-13.21

An important point to note regarding distribution criteria is that these are expressed in very
general terms; there is therefore considerable scope for change while retaining these basic 
parameters.

                                        
14 Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the European 

Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) 
No 1260/1999, OJEU No L 210 of 31 July 2006, Annex II para 7.

15 COM(2011)500 Part I at p. 13 and COM(2011)500 Part II at p. 24.
16 SEC(2011)1141 at p. 26.
17 COM(2011)615 final at p 11.
18 For 2007-13 it is expressed as a percentage of GDP.
19 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(2)
20 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 19.
21 Regulation 1083/2006, Annex II, para 4.
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2.2. Assessment

The Commission’s Impact Assessment examined three sets of options on geographical 
eligibility and financial allocations for the 2014-2020 period: ‘no policy change’, maintaining 
the current eligibility arrangements; an adapted version of the existing arrangements 
including the new, extended Transition category of regions; and a more radical ‘lagging 
countries focus’ option, restricting funding to the poorest EU Member States.22 The main 
advantages and disadvantages of each option are set out in Table 2, based on the 
commentary in the impact assessment. 

                                        
22 SEC(2011)1141 at p26 et seq.
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Table 2: Geographical eligibility – Commission impact assessment

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1 – Baseline scenario - No policy change

 Convergence 
(lagging regions)

 Phasing-out of 
convergence

 RCE (in more 
and less 
developed 
regions)

 Positive estimated 
effects on growth in 
less and more 
developed regions

 Coverage of entire 
population of EU

 High aid intensity

 Phasing-in/out system is complex and 
unfair

Option 2 – Baseline scenario plus a new Transition category

 Current aid 
intensity for CF, 
Convergence 
and  RCE

  New transition 
category of 
regions with 
extended 
coverage (75-
90% of EU GDP)

 Softens the 
transition from 
Less-developed to 
More- developed 
status 

 Ensures fairer 
treatment for 
regions with similar 
development

 Higher growth in 
countries/regions 
with transition 
regions

 Coverage of entire
population of EU, 
but more 
comprehensive 

 Maintains high aid 
intensity

Option 3 – Focus on lagging countries

 Current aid 
intensity for 
countries with 
GNI/head < 
90%

 Phasing-out/in 
and RCE would 
not be eligible

 Concentration on 
smaller number of 
countries with 
saving to the EU 
budget

 Low coverage of EU population (23%), 
loss of allocative function across the EU

 Less incentive to foster cross-border 
spillover effects

 Few incentives to contribute to EU-wide 
priorities

 Lower growth effects than other options

Source: based on SEC(2011)1142.
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The Commission also provided some broad estimates on the financial characteristics of the 
policy options (Table 3). Note that Option 3 (not shown in Table 3) would only be available 
to Member States eligible for the Cohesion Fund (population 113 million), involve an overall 
budget of just €198 billion and would result in aid intensity (per capita allocations over 
seven years) of €1756.

Table 3: Financial characteristics of policy Options 1 and 2

Option 1: Baseline - No policy change Option 2 – Baseline + Transition regions

Objective Budget Pop 
(m)

Aid per 
head €

Objective Budget Pop 
(m)

Aid per 
head €

Convergence 70.3% 119.2 1756 Less devd 67.9% 119.2 1842

Phasing-out 8.4% 35.6 699 Transition 13.5% 72.4 604

RCE 21.3% 344 184 More devd 18.6% 307.1 196

Total
100%

€298 bn
498.7 597 Total

100%

€324 bn
498.7 649

Source: SEC(2011)1142.

As noted, Option 2 including the new Transition category of regions was preferred. In 
comparing the options, this choice is justified by the Commission on the basis that it would 
provide ‘more comprehensive population coverage’ and ‘achieve the highest GDP growth of 
all the options’.

Member State views on some these issues were reviewed in the last study by the authors 
based on the reactions to the Fifth Cohesion Report and Budget 2020 document, which 
revealed divided views on the overall size of the Cohesion budget, geographical eligibility 
and allocations and the new transition category of regions23.

In the last formal meeting of Ministers on Cohesion policy in December 2011, eligibility and 
financial issues were not on the formal agenda, although several Member States used the 
opportunity to voice specific concerns or support for Commission proposals: 

 Cohesion policy should focus only on the least prosperous Member States and regions of 
the EU (Netherlands), i.e. option 3 in the impact assessment; 

 sparsely-populated areas need strong EU support (Finland, Sweden);

 the proposed safety-net for regions exiting the Convergence objective is necessary 
(Spain); and

 strong opposition to the reduced capping rate (Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania).

More recently, Ministers from 12 Member States signed a joint letter in February 2012 
calling for a ‘strong’ Cohesion policy focused on the ‘less developed areas’:24

 Cohesion policy must remain a strong, independent EU policy. Slashing its resources 
would dangerously increase territorial disparities in an era in which these funds may be 
an important source of growth for years to come in many regions of Europe and clearly 
display the added value of the European Union.

                                        
23 Mendez et al, 2011.
24 The letter was published in the European Voice on 16 February 2012 and was signed by Ministers from 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and 
Slovenia.
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 Resources should be concentrated on the less-developed areas, ensuring fair treatment 
to all EU member states and regions, while recognising the need to help the regions in 
transition to a higher level of development

Turning to the views of other EU institutions, the Committee of the Regions has 
endorsed the creation of a category of transition regions in its recent opinion on the 
legislative package25. It considers that this would make it possible to provide better support
for regions moving out of the Convergence Objective and to adjust EU support in line with 
the different levels of development. It also calls for other indicators in addition to GDP
to be used to ‘establish more accurately the real level of development of European regions 
and thus contribute to more equitable distribution of resources between the Member 
States.’

By contrast, the European Court of Auditors does not take a stance on the transition 
regions category. It does, however, take issue with the capping proposals. The reduction 
of the capping rate is considered to be a ‘significant policy change, whose impact 
needs to be assessed by the Commission.’

The rest of this chapter provides a more detailed assessment of the implications of the 
proposals on the basis of the latest available data. It is first necessary to provide an 
overview of the current position as the basis for comparison (0) before going on to consider 
the implications for spatial coverage (0) and financial allocations (0).

2.2.1. Current position

The current architecture of Cohesion Policy is set out in the General Regulation on the 
Structural Funds.26 It has three objectives:

 Convergence, which aims at “speeding up the convergence of the least-developed 
Member States and regions” and which is considered the “priority of the funds”;27

the Convergence objective is financed by the European Regional Development Fund 
(ERDF) the European Social fund (ESF) and the Cohesion Fund;

 Regional competitiveness and employment, (RCE) which aims at “strengthening 
regions’ competitiveness and attractiveness as well as employment by anticipating 
economic and social change”,28 and is financed by the ERDF and the ESF.

 European territorial cooperation, (ETC) which aims at “strengthening cross-border 
cooperation… …. transnational cooperation… …and interterritorial cooperation”;29

ETC is financed by the ERDF.

The overall resources available to Cohesion Policy for 2007-13 are €308,041 million (2004 
prices).30 Within the Regulation, this is broken down between the objectives as set out in
Table 4.

                                        
25 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
26 Regulation 1083/2006, Articles 5 to 7.
27 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 3.2(a).
28 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 3.2(b).
29 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 3.2(c).
30 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 18.
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Table 4: Commitment appropriations by objective 2007-13

€ m (2004 prices) % of objective % of total

Convergence

Regional 
convergence

177083.6 70.5 57.5

Phasing-out 12521.3 5.0 4.1

Cohesion Fund 61558.2 24.5 20.0

Total 251163.1 100.0 81.5

Competitiveness & Employment

C&E regions 38742.5 78.9 12.6

Phasing-in 10385.3 21.1 3.4

Total 49127.8 100.0 15.9

Territorial cooperation

Cross-border 5576.4 72.0 1.8

Transnational 1581.7 20.4 0.5

Interregional 392.0 5.1 0.1

PEACE 200.0 2.6 0.1

Total 7750.1 100.0 2.5

TOTAL 308041.0 100.0

Source: General Regulation Articles 81 to 21 and Annex II para 22.

Allocations for the current period distinguish between eligibility for the Cohesion Fund, 
which is determined at the national level, and eligibility for the various strands of policy 
determined at the regional level.

Cohesion Fund

In 2007-13, eligibility for the Cohesion Fund is restricted to Member States where gross 
national income (GNI) per head measured in PPS is less than 90 percent of the EU25 
average for the period 2001-3. Recipients of the Cohesion Fund in 2000-6 were Greece, 
Portugal and Spain. Ireland ceased to be eligible at the end of 2003, following a mid-term 
review. For 2007-13, Spain successfully made a case that special arrangements should 
apply to Member States subject to the ‘statistical effect’ of enlargement on the threshold 
for the Cohesion Fund, and Spain accordingly benefits from a special allocation.

Structural Funds

Eligibility in 2007-13 for the regionally-based elements of Cohesion Policy is illustrated in
Figure 1, and coverage as a percentage of population is given in Table 5. As is well-known, 
four categories of assisted area can be distinguished:

 Convergence: those regions where GDP(PPS) per head for 2000-2 was less than 75 
percent of the EU25 average;
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 Phasing-out: those regions squeezed out of eligibility for Convergence status as a 
consequence of enlargement – the ‘statistical effect’ - these being regions where 
GDP(PPS) per head was between 75 percent of the EU15 average and 75 percent of 
the EU25 average;

 Phasing-in: former Objective 1 regions which had outgrown Phasing-out region 
status; and

 Regional Competitiveness and Employment: the remaining territory of the EU.

It is important to note that while Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU on 1 January 2007, 
the averages used for 2007-13 were for the EU25, not the EU27.
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Table 5: Cohesion Policy coverage 2007-13 (% of population)

Cohesion 
Fund Convergence Phasing-out Phasing-in RCE

EU27 34.2 31.7 3.4 3.9 60.9

EU25 29.9 27.3 3.6 4.2 64.9

EU15 16.3 14.5 4.3 4.1 77.1

EU10 100.0 92.9 4.8 2.4

EU12 100.0 94.9 3.4 1.7

BE 12.4 87.6

CZ 100.0 88.6 11.4

DK 100.0

DE 12.5 6.1 81.4

EE 100.0 100.0

IE 26.5 73.5

GR 100.0 36.6 55.5 7.8

ES 100.0 31.8 5.8 20.7 41.8

FR 2.9 97.1

IT 29.2 1.0 2.9 66.9

CY 100.0 100.0

LV 100.0 100.0

LT 100.0 100.0

LU 100.0

HU 100.0 72.2 27.8

MT 100.0 100.0

NL 100.0

AT 3.4 96.6

PL 100.0 100.0

PT 100.0 67.8 3.8 2.3 26.0

SI 100.0 100.0

SK 100.0 88.9 11.1

FI 13.0 87.0

SE 100.0

UK 4.0 0.6 4.4 90.9

BU 100.0 100.0

RO 100.0 100.0

Note: Spain is included in the figures for the Cohesion Fund, but is only eligible for the Fund on a transitional 
basis.

Source: Own calculations using Eurostat data and information in Commission Decisions on eligibility in OJ L243/44
of 9 September 2006. 
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As Figure 1 shows, Convergence regions are heavily concentrated in central and eastern 
Europe and the Baltic states, covering the entire territories of Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovenia, as well as most of Hungary and the Czech
Republic and Slovakia (the capital city regions of these countries being excluded). Most of 
Portugal is also covered (the Lisbon region is excluded) together with around one-third of 
Italy, Greece and Spain, most of eastern Germany, and small parts of the UK. Overall, the 
EU15 account for just over one-third of total convergence coverage. However, around half 
of the EU27 total is within three countries – Italy, Poland and Romania.

Coverage of Phasing-out regions is not significant at the EU27 level, covering just 3.4 
percent of the EU population. Moreover, Phasing-out only concerns eight countries – all 
within the EU15. Nevertheless, coverage is particularly significant in Greece, where over 
half of the population falls into this category. Germany, Greece and Spain together account 
for over 80 percent of Phasing-out coverage.

Coverage of Phasing-in regions is also modest at the EU27 level, covering just 3.9 percent 
of the population. However, coverage is particularly significant in Cyprus (the whole 
country is eligible), Hungary, Ireland and Spain. Spain alone accounts for approaching half 
of the total Phasing-in population.

Last, the Regional Competitiveness and Employment (RCE) strand covers all regions 
that do not have Convergence, Phasing-out or Phasing-in status. This covers 60.9 percent 
of the EU27 population, but is heavily concentrated in the EU15 – notably Germany, France 
and the UK, which together account for over 60 percent of the RCE population. 
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Figure 1: Structural Funds eligibility, 2007-13

Structural Funds 2007-13
GDP 2000-2

Convergence   (80)
Phasing-out   (16)
Phasing-in   (13)
RCE   (153)

Note: The region count should be treated with caution owing to the exclusion of the four French DOMs from 
these totals (all of which were eligible for the Convergence objective) and the fact that the map uses 
NUTS II regions as defined at the time of designation; these have changed for Germany and Slovenia.

Source: Own elaboration after DG Regio.

Financial allocations

For 2007-13, the mechanisms for allocating funds differed between categories of area. For 
the Cohesion Fund, a ‘distribution key’ based on shares of population and surface area and 
adjusted for prosperity was used to determine share of the Cohesion Fund budget. For the 
Convergence regions, the allocation was based on the ‘gap’ between GDP per head in the 
eligible regions and the EU average, with a supplement based on unemployment rates. 
Allocations for Phasing-out and Phasing-in regions were primarily driven by allocations in 
the previous period, which were then tapered over time. Last, allocations for RCE were 
based principally on national shares of eligible population and unemployment rates. Of 
crucial importance, and especially for the EU12, the outcomes from these various allocation 
mechanisms were further adjusted. These included: transfers to rural development which 
were deducted from the Convergence region allocations; the principle that the Cohesion 
Fund should account for one-third of Cohesion Policy allocations in the EU12; and, most 
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important of all, that Cohesion Policy transfers were subject to a ceiling expressed as a 
percentage of GDP. 

The outcome of the interaction of these various parameters is illustrated in Table 6. A key 
point to note is that, although the EU12 account for more than half of total commitment 
appropriations, this sum would have been very substantially higher in the absence of 
capping.



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

36

Table 6: Commitment appropriations by Member States and objective 2007-13 
(€ million, 2011 prices)

Cohesion 
Fund

Convergence
Phasing-

out
Phasing-in RCE ETC Total

EU27 70,360 202,373 14,270 11,836 44,166 8,386 351,391

EU25 61,490 185,260 14,270 11,836 44,166 7,743 324,765

EU15 10,554 87,799 14,270 9,297 43,273 5,583 170,775

EU10 50,936 97,461 0 2,539 893 2,161 153,989

EU12 59,807 114,574 0 2,539 893 2,803 180,616

BE 659 1,445 197 2,301

CZ 8,923 17,287   0 430 394 27,034

DK 517 105 621

DE 12,027 4,297 9,539 862 26,725

EE 1,162 2,271 53 3,485

GR 3,748 9,549 6,586 665 212 20,761

ES 3,704 21,342 1,635 5,122 3,571 566 35,940

FR 3,234 10,397 883 14,515

IE 478 297 153 928

IT 21,502 442 1,002 5,426 857 29,229

CY 221 413 28 662

LV 1,553 3,017 91 4,662

LT 2,318 4,519 111 6,948

LU 51 15 66

HU 8,649 14,421 2,126 391 25,587

MT 288 564 15 867

NL 1,683 250 1,933

AT 181 1,041 260 1,482

PL 22,499 45,412 741 68,652

PT 3,102 17,368 290 464 497 100 21,821

SI 1,412 2,744 106 4,261

SK 3,912 7,227 455 230 11,832

FI 559 1,065 122 1,746

SE 1,648 269 1,917

UK 2,776 180 1,006 6,096 731 10,790

BG 2,296 4,414 182 6,892

RO 6,575 12,699 461 19,735

Note: These figures are based on the original commitment appropriations, as amended by the adjustments 
made in respect of the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia on account of the divergence between 
forecast and actual GDP – see European Commission Communication on the technical adjustment of the 
financial framework for 2011, COM(2010)160 final of 16 April 2010.

Source: Own calculations using AMECO online price deflators and information in Commission Decisions (as 
amended) on commitment appropriations in OJ L243/37 of 6 September 2006 (Convergence, Phasing-
out and Cohesion Fund); OJ L243/32 of 6 September 2006 (Regional Competitiveness and Employment 
and Phasing-in); OJ L247/26 of 9 September 2006 (European Territorial Cooperation).
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2.2.2. Spatial coverage31

Cohesion Fund

Eligibility for the Cohesion Fund on the basis of 2007-9 GNI data is illustrated in Table 7. 
The main change in relation to the current position is that, in principle, Cyprus would cease 
to be eligible for the Cohesion Fund.32

Table 7: Eligibility for the Cohesion Fund 2014+? (GNI(PPS) per head, EU27=100)

Member State Eligible Member State Ineligible

BG 40.7 CY 92.3

RO 43.9 ES 101.5

LV 55.2 IT 104.1

PL 55.5 FR 109.0

LT 57.8 UK 116.4

HU 59.6 IE 117.0

EE 64.4 BE 117.1

SK 69.7 DE 117.9

MT 74.4 FI 118.1

PT 76.3 AT 123.6

CZ 78.9 DK 124.3

SI 87.4 SE 126.1

GR 89.2 NL 131.3

LU 204.6

Source: Own calculations from DG ECFIN AMECO online data.

It should be noted that the Commission’s Impact Assessment implies that Greece would 
cease to be eligible for the Cohesion Fund.33

                                        
31 This analysis uses Eurostat GDP data for 2006-8 for the Structural Funds and DG ECFIN GNI data for 2007-9 

for the Cohesion Fund. There are some (small) discrepancies between the calculations in this chapter and the 
Commission’s Impact Assessment and its presentation of its proposals
(http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/proposals_2014_2020_en.cfm - accessed February 2012). In 
particular, the population figures in the Commission presentation and the Impact Assessment do not appear to 
tally with Eurostat published data and no year is given for the data used. This chapter uses Eurostat GDP and 
GDP per head data to derive a population consistent with the financial allocation mechanism and calculations 
are based on 2007. In addition, Auvergne (FR) qualifies as a transition region on the basis of published 
Eurostat raw data on GDP(PPS) per head, but not on the basis of rounding (rounded) percentage values. This 
chapter uses Eurostat raw data. In the Commission analysis, Auvergne does not qualify as a Transition region, 
but no information is given on how the GDP(PPS) averages are calculated. The Impact Assessment shows 
Greece as being ineligible for the Cohesion Fund (See Map 3 in SEC (2011)1142 final at p 53), whereas, as will 
be seen, the analysis in this chapter suggests that Greece would continue to qualify; this discrepancy cannot 
readily be accounted for.

32 COM(2011)615 final makes provision for some transitional arrangements in Article 83(3), but the scope is not 
clear; it is therefore uncertain what impact it would have on the overall Cohesion Fund allocation. 

33 Map 3 in SEC(2011)1142 final at p 53.
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Structural Funds

Looking forward, coverage of eligible areas determined at the regional level for the post-
2014 period is illustrated in Figure 2. As mentioned above, this is based on GDP (PPS) per 
head data for 2006-8. Figure 2 takes account of the draft Regulation proposals, 
distinguishing between the three new categories of eligible region, but subdividing the 
Transition and More-developed regions to identify areas that have Convergence status in 
2007-13, but would not be classified as Less-developed after 2013, on the basis of data 
currently available.

Compared with Figure 1, Figure 2 shows a very different pattern of area designation. In 
particular:

 Less-developed (formerly Convergence) coverage is significantly reduced, especially 
in the EU15;

 the new Transition category comprises a significant number of areas which have 
never had Convergence status, notably in Belgium, France and the UK; and

 some current Convergence regions would be classed as More-developed regions 
after 2013.
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Figure 2: Structural Funds eligible areas 2014+?

Note: In the Commission analysis, Auvergne (FR) is classified as a more developed region, see footnote 31 
above

Source: Own calculations using Eurostat data. 

This changing pattern reflects the population coverage illustrated in Table 8. This suggests 
that just under a quarter of the EU27 population would be classed as Less-developed and 
approaching two-thirds as More-developed. This leaves almost 15 percent of the population 
as Transition regions. 

An important point to note, which is discussed in more detail later, is that for the Transition 
and More-developed regions, the funding allocation mechanisms are partially decoupled 
from eligibility: for both types of region, separate arrangements are made depending on 
whether the region concerned has Convergence status in 2007-13.
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Table 8: Population coverage by objective 2014+? (% of population)

Member State Less-developed Transition More developed

EU27 24.0 14.8 61.2

BE 29.0 71.0

BG 100.0

CZ 88.4 11.6

DK 100.0

DE 18.1 81.9

EE 100.0

IE 100.0

GR 15.2 35.6 49.3

ES 2.4 31.3 66.3

FR 2.3 28.2 69.5

IT 28.5 6.6 65.0

CY 100.0

LV 100.0

LT 100.0

LU 100.0

HU 71.4 28.6

MT 100.0

NL 100.0

AT 3.4 96.6

PL 86.4 13.6

PT 67.3 4.0 28.7

RO 89.7 10.3

SI 53.7 46.3

SK 88.7 11.3

FI 12.5 87.5

SE 100.0

UK 3.1 14.1 82.8

Source: Own calculations from Eurostat data.
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Less-developed regions

At the level of the EU27, coverage of the Less-developed regions would be around 24 
percent of the population (119.2 million inhabitants) compared to Convergence region 
coverage of 31.7 percent (153 million inhabitants); there are no ‘new’ Less-developed 
regions – i.e. all Less-developed regions are Convergence regions in 2007-13. At the level 
of individual countries, the key changes would be as follows.

 Germany would have no Less-developed regions.

 In Greece, coverage of Less-developed regions would fall from some 36.6 percent of 
the population to around 15 percent, with five regions losing Convergence status.

 Spain would have only one Less-developed region (Extremadura, with around 2 
percent of the Spanish population, compared to current coverage approaching 32 
percent of the national population).

 In France, Martinique would not have Less-developed area status, although the 
other départements d’outre mer would still qualify.

 Malta would have Transition region status.

 Poland would cease to have Less-developed status in its entirety as the capital city 
region Mazowiecki would be a Transition region.34

 Romania would cease to have Less-developed region status in its entirety as 
Bucureşti-Ilfov would be classed as a More-developed region.

 Similarly, in Slovenia, Zahodna Slovenija, also the capital region, would have More-
developed region status; this partly arises from the division of Slovenia into two 
NUTS II regions – previously Slovenia was a single NUTS II region. The remainder of 
Slovenia would retain Less-developed status after 2013.

 Last, in the United Kingdom, Cornwall & the Scilly Isles would, on the basis of 2006-
8 GDP data, lose Less-developed status leaving only West Wales & the Valleys in 
this category.35

Transition regions

The notion of Transition regions as outlined in the draft Regulation is distinct from past 
‘transitional’ eligibility under Cohesion Policy. In the past, such arrangements have been 
primarily concerned with areas losing Objective 1 or Convergence status and associated 
with financial allocations to ease the loss of priority status. Under the draft Regulation, 
eligibility as a Transition region is wholly determined by levels of GDP(PPS) in relation to 
the EU average. As a result, the Transition region category comprises both regions which 
have lost Convergence status (Phasing-out and Phasing-in regions in 2007-13 parlance) as 
well as regions which never had Convergence status. In consequence, there is little merit in 
comparing Phasing-out and Phasing-in coverage in 2007-13 with Transition region coverage 
post 2014, other than to note that overall coverage approximately doubles from about 7.3 
percent to 14.1 percent of the EU27 population.

In total, the Transition regions as defined on the basis of 2006-8 GDP(PPS) data would 
comprise around 73.3 million inhabitants, or about 14 percent of the EU27 population. 
However, this population is not means evenly distributed between countries. 

                                        
34 Note that in the previous report (Mendez et al) which included forecasts for 2009, it was found that Mazowiecki 

would be a More-developed region.
35 Note that in the previous report (Mendez et al) which included forecasts for 2009, it was found that Cornwall 

would be a Less-developed region.
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As Table 9 shows, Transition regions are concentrated in three countries – Germany, Spain 
and France – with a significant share in the United Kingdom. 

Table 9: Distribution of Transition regions by Member State and former 
objective (%)

Convergence PO PI RCE Total

AT 0.4 0.4

BE 1.8 2.4 4.2

DE 14.6 5.7 20.3

ES 17.2 1.9 19.1

FI 0.9 0.9

FR 0.5 23.9 24.5

GR 2.4 3.0 5.4

IT 0.8 2.3 2.2 5.3

MT 0.6 0.6

PL 7.0 7.0

PT 0.6 0.6

UK 0.7 0.6 3.6 6.8 11.7

Total 43.1 14.7 6.8 35.4 100.0

Source: Own calculations from Eurostat data. 

Of crucial importance for analysing funding allocations is the 2007-13 status of the region. 
The draft Regulation specifies that regions which had Convergence status in 2007-13 will 
receive an allocation “equal to at least two-thirds” of their 2007-13 allocation.36 On the 
basis of Table 9, this would apply to some 43 percent of the Transition region population; 
no special treatment is envisaged for regions with Phasing-out or Phasing-in status in 
2007-13. Over a third of the Transition region population is comprised of regions which 
currently have Regional Competitiveness and Employment status; these are mainly in 
France.

More-developed regions

More-developed regions are defined as those where GDP(PPS) per head exceeds 90 percent 
of the EU27 average for 2006-8. This category is analogous to the Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment (RCE) category in 2007-13, except that it is defined 
solely on the basis of GDP(PPS). By contrast, RCE could be regarded as more of a residual 
category – for regions that did not have Convergence, Phasing-out or Phasing-in status. 
Nevertheless, overall coverage is comparable – the More-developed regions as defined here 
comprise 61.2 percent of the population (303.8 million inhabitants) compared with 60.9 
percent for the RCE regions in 2007-13.

                                        
36 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(1).
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Table 10: Distribution of More-developed regions by Member State and former 
objective (%)

Convergence PO PI RCE Total

AT 2.6 2.6

BE 2.5 2.5

CY 0.3 0.3

CZ 0.4 0.4

DE 24.0 24.0

ES 0.4 3.1 6.3 9.8

FI 1.5 1.5

FR 14.6 14.6

GR 0.2 1.3 0.3 1.8

HU 1.0 1.0

IE 0.4 1.1 1.4

IT 12.7 12.7

LU 0.2 0.2

NL 5.4 5.4

PT 0.1 0.9 1.0

RO 0.7 0.7

SE 3.0 3.0

SI 0.3 0.3

SK 0.2 0.2

UK 16.6 16.6

Total 1.2 1.7 5.0 92.0 100.0

Source: Own calculations from Eurostat data. 

Table 10 shows that, as would be expected, the More-developed region population is 
concentrated in the larger EU15 countries. Moreover, the majority of more-developed 
regions were also RCE regions in 2007-13. However, there are some important exceptions, 
most notably three 2007-13 Convergence regions (one each in Greece, Romania and 
Slovenia).
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2.2.3. Financial allocations

The Budget 2020 proposals are based on seven-year planning period, 2014-20. Under the 
2007-13 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), projected commitment appropriations 
amounted to 1.048 percent of GNI. This is equivalent to €987.5 billion (2011 prices); of 
this, €352 billion (2011 prices) was allocated to Heading 1b for Cohesion Policy.37

For 2014-20,38 the Commission has proposed commitment allocations amounting to 1.05 
percent of GNI within the MFF.39 This represents €1,025 billion (2011 prices), of which €336 
billion was allocated to Cohesion Policy. 

In real terms, this represents a modest decrease – just under five percent – in the 
funds allocated to Cohesion Policy. A more detailed comparison is provided in Table 11. 
This shows that, for two strands of policy (Convergence regions and the Cohesion Fund), 
the commitment appropriations would decrease - by almost one-fifth in the case of the 
Convergence regions. In contrast, appropriations for the Transition regions would increase
by almost half, those for Territorial Cooperation by over a third and those for RCE by a 
fifth. 

                                        
37 Interinstitutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on budgetary 

discipline and sound financial management, OJEU No C139/1 of 14 June 2006; converted on the basis of DG 
ECFIN AMECO online GDP deflators. 

38 COM(2011)500 final of 29 June 2011, p 25.
39 A further sum amounting to €58.3 billion, or 0.06 percent of GNI was proposed outside the MFF.
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Table 11: Cohesion Policy 2007-13 and Budget 2020 proposals compared (2011 
prices)

2007-13 2014-20

€ m % of 
total

€ per 
head pa € m % of 

total
€ per 

head pa

% 
Change 
in total

Convergence 
regions/less-
developed

202320 57.5 187.9 162590 48.4 194.7 -19.6

Cohesion Fund 70331 20.0 60.6 68710 20.4 78.9 -2.3

Transition 
regions, of which:

26170 7.4 105.6 38952 11.6 75.8 48.8

 Phasing-out 14305 4.1 124.6

 Phasing-in 11865 3.4 89.2

RCE/more 
developed 44263 12.6 21.4 53143 15.8 25.0 20.1

Territorial 
cooperation 8626 2.5 2.5 11700 3.5 3.4 35.6

OMR and LPD 926

TOTAL 351710 100.0 336021 100.0 -4.5

Notes: (i) The 2007-13 figure for the Cohesion Fund includes the transitional arrangements for Spain; excluding 
Spain, per capita annual aid intensity would be around €76. (ii) Commitment appropriations for 
Outermost regions and low population density regions were not disaggregated in 2007-13, but the 
additional amount per head per annum was €40 (at 2011 prices) (iii) The 2007-13 figures are drawn from 
the original regulation and do not include the later adjustments made in respect of the Czech Republic, 
Poland and Slovakia on account of the divergence between forecast and actual GDP – see European 
Commission Communication on the technical adjustment of the financial framework for 2011, 
COM(2010)160 final of 16 April 2010.

Source: Own calculations from Regulation 1083/2006, COM(2011)615 final, Eurostat data and DG ECFIN AMECO 
online. 

Importantly, however, the shifts in allocations partially reflect shifts in coverage. As 
a result, the per capita amounts differ less significantly. For example, although the 
Convergence total would go down by almost 20 percent, the aid intensity would actually 
rise slightly (from €188 to €195 per head per annum, 2011 prices) because the 
Convergence population would be lower than before. 

Overall aid intensity for the Transition regions is significantly lower under the Budget 2020 
proposals than under the MFF 2007-13, reflecting the extension of transitional provisions to 
regions which have never had Convergence status. However, aid intensities will vary widely 
between former Convergence regions, which will receive at least two-thirds of their 
previous allocation, and other Transition regions, for which the allocation mechanism is not 
clearly specified. 

Similarly, the average per capita annual allocation for More-developed regions is higher 
(€25) than for RCE in 2007-13 (€21.4). However, among these are former Convergence 
regions which will benefit from the ‘two-thirds’ allocation rule and inflate the average 
accordingly.
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Allocation mechanisms

As previously, the mechanisms for allocating the funds vary between the different strands 
of policy.

 The distribution criteria for Less-developed regions are ostensibly unchanged in 
the draft Regulation40 compared to the current Regulation.41 These are: eligible 
population; regional prosperity; national prosperity; and unemployment rate. 
According to the draft Regulation, the same basic criteria are also to apply to the 
Transition regions. However, the Budget 2020 proposals stated that aid intensity 
would vary according to levels of GDP, such that regions with GDP close to 90 
percent of the EU average would have an aid intensity similar to that of the More-
developed regions.42

 The Cohesion Fund distribution criteria are unchanged insofar as an allocation key 
using eligible population, national prosperity and surface area is applied.43 However, 
no mention is made of the requirement that, in the EU12, one-third of Cohesion 
Policy allocations should be accounted for by the Cohesion Fund.

 Regions losing Convergence status are to receive an allocation equal to ‘at least 
two-thirds’ of their 2007-13 allocation.44

 For More-developed regions, an additional criterion – educational level – is added 
to the existing list of criteria, these being eligible population, regional prosperity, 
unemployment rate, employment rate and population density.45

A general point to note regarding distribution criteria is that these are expressed in very
general terms; there is therefore considerable scope for change while retaining these basic 
parameters. Although some key elements will remain unchanged, there are also a number 
of apparent changes and uncertainties. The apparent changes include the following.

 Fixed capping: for 2007-13, the level of the cap varies according to prosperity as 
measured by GNI(PPS) per head from almost 3.8 percent of GDP in the case of 
Latvia, to less than one percent for Luxembourg. Of course, although the capping 
system was in principle generalised to all Member States, in practice it applied only 
to nine of the EU12 – it did not bite in the case of Malta, Cyprus and Slovenia, nor 
did it apply to any of the EU15.

 One-third Cohesion Fund split for EU12: the one-third/two-thirds split between 
the Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds for the then ‘new’ Member States is not 
mentioned in the Budget 2020 proposals or in the draft Regulation. These both give 
a total budget for the Cohesion Fund, rather than an initial per capita allocation as 
for 2007-13.

                                        
40 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(2)(a).
41 Regulation 1083/2006, Article 19.
42 COM(2011)500 final, Part II, p25.
43 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(2)(c).
44 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(1).
45 COM(2011)500 final, Article 84(2)(b). Note, however, that the educational level of the workforce was used as a 

criterion for 2007-13 but was not mentioned in the main body of the Regulation.
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Among the uncertainties are the following.

 Capping basis: it is uncertain whether capping refers to GNI, as stated in Budget 
2020 and the Impact Analysis, or to GDP, as stated in the draft Regulation. In the 
following analysis, it has been assumed that the later document (the draft 
Regulation) prevails and that, as before, capping is expressed as a percentage of 
GDP.

 Base year and growth rates for capping calculation: it is unclear what base 
year is taken for capping and the role (if any) of growth forecasts in determining the 
level of capping. For the analysis in this chapter, 2010 has been taken as the base 
year (the latest year for which complete data was available when the draft 
Regulation was published), and no growth forecasts have been applied.

 Allocations for Transition regions: the methodology for allocations to the 
transitional regions is not clearly specified.

 Allocations to ex-Convergence regions: it is not clear whether the baseline
should be the amount before or after transfers to rural development and fisheries, 
capping, Cohesion Fund one-third adjustment, nor whether it should take account, 
where relevant, of the adjustments arising from the divergence between forecast 
and actual GDP.46 How might “at least two-thirds” be interpreted?

 Cohesion Fund transitional arrangements: it is not known how much is set 
aside for countries losing eligibility for the Cohesion Fund.

 More-developed regions and ETC: the formulae for allocating monies to these 
policy strands are not clearly specified. The Impact Analysis suggests that the basis 
is ‘current RCE allocation if available, otherwise current average RCE intensity’.47

Despite the number of ‘unknowns’, the approach to allocating funding has a number of 
precedents embedded within it. This is particularly so for allocations to the Less-developed 
regions, where the so-called ‘Berlin formula’ has been applied on two occasions – for 2000-
6 and 2007-13; the draft  Regulation does not explicitly indicate any changes to the Berlin 
formula – although it is also true that the provisions are extremely vague. Furthermore, it 
could be argued that the use of a ‘distribution key’ for allocating Cohesion Fund monies has 
also become entrenched. 

Of central importance, however, and notwithstanding the Berlin formula and the Cohesion 
Fund key, it is clear that for least prosperous Member States the cap, however defined, will 
continue to determine funding allocations. This is illustrated in the discussion that follows, 
which focuses primarily on the Less-developed regions and the Cohesion Fund allocations.

Cohesion Fund allocations

For 2007-13, there were two elements to the allocation of the Cohesion Fund, the first of 
which applied to all eligible Member States and the second only to the EU12 Member 
States.

The first phase involved distribution of a ‘theoretical financial envelope’ obtained by 
multiplying average aid intensity of €44.7 per head per annum (2004 prices) by the eligible 
population.48 This sum was allocated on the basis of a ‘distribution key’ which took account 
of eligible Member State shares of population and surface area, adjusted by national GNI to 
                                        
46 European Commission (2010) Communication on the technical adjustment of the financial framework for 2011, 

COM(2010)160 final of 16 April 2010.
47 SEC(2011)1142, Annex 2, p 12.
48 The Commission had proposed that the same aid intensity should apply in 2007-13 as in 2004-06. 
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favour the poorer Member States. For Greece and Portugal, the Cohesion Fund allocation 
was the outcome of this method. For the EU12 Member States, there was a second stage 
which involved adjusting the Cohesion Fund allocation so that it represented one-third of 
the Cohesion Policy allocation over the 2007-13 period. 

The Budget 2020 and Cohesion Policy proposals specify a fixed budget - €68.710 billion -
for the Cohesion Fund (rather than an indicative per capita amount as the starting point) 
and make no mention of the one-third/two-thirds rule. The calculations presented (see 
Table 12) take the proposed budget and divide it among the eligible Member States 
according to the distribution key described above; the one-third adjustment for the EU12 is 
not applied.

As mentioned earlier, some form of transitional arrangement would be made for Cyprus, 
but the scale of this is unknown. Nevertheless, given the size of the Cypriot 2007-13 
allocation – just €221 million at 2011 prices – transitional arrangements can be expected to 
have a modest impact on the total budget. 

Table 12: Unadjusted Cohesion Fund allocations 2007-13 and 2014+? (€m, 
2011 prices)

2007-13 2014-20

EU27 70,155 68,710

EU25 61,284 46,653

EU15 10,554 12,025

BG 2,296 6,922

CZ 8,923 5,541

EE 1,162 1,254

GR 3,748 8,152

ES 3,704            0

CY 221   ?

LV 1,554 2,013

LT 2,318 2,244

HU 8,649 4,366

MT 288 166

PL 22,294 16,200

PT 3,102 3,873

RO 6,575 15,135

SI 1,412 708

SK 3,912 2,137

Source: Own calculations from Commission Decision of 4 August 2006 2006/594/EC (as amended), Eurostat 
data and AMECO online, together with indications from Budget 2020.
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Less-developed region allocations

The mechanism for allocating funding to the Convergence regions for 2007-13 was based 
on the Berlin formula used for 2000-6. This involved making an allocation based on regional 
disparities in GDP per head, adjusted for national prosperity, and high unemployment – the 
basic principle being that the Convergence region allocation should be related to the 
prosperity ‘gap’ and to high rates of unemployment. The steps involved in the Berlin 
formula are illustrated in Box 1. In looking forward, the main change applied to the 
methodology in the calculations presented here has been to adjust the national prosperity 
criterion to reflect enlargement from EU25 to EU27.49 In addition, the unemployment 
premium of €700 has been uprated in line with inflation to 2011 prices. The outcome of 
applying this formula is given in Table 13, alongside the Convergence region allocation for 
2007-13, but expressed on a common price footing (2011) for the purposes of comparison. 

Box 1: Calculation of the annual allocation for Convergence regions 2007-13

The most striking aspect of Table 13 is the budgetary impact of applying the Berlin formula 
without capping. Although the Less-developed population would fall by about 34 million, 
Table 13 suggests that a straight reapplication of the Berlin formula - without capping -
would require the Less-developed region budget to rise from €201 billion to €417 billion 
(2011 prices). This contrasts with the proposed sum of €162.59 billion indicated in the 
Budget 2020 proposals.

                                        
49 These calculations are based on the assumption that the Berlin formula would be reapplied essentially 

unchanged save for updating, but this is by no means certain.

1. Calculate difference between regional GDP(PPS) per head and the EU average.

2. Multiply result by national prosperity coefficient:

GNI(PPS) per head –
EU25=100

National prosperity 
coefficient

<82

>82 <99

>99

4.25%

3.36%

2.67%

3. Gives allocation in € per head of regional population; multiply by regional population 
to give the regional allocation.

4. Add €700 per person unemployed in excess of the Convergence region average, if 
applicable. 

5. Sum the regional GDP based and unemployment allocations to give total annual 
regional allocation.
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Table 13: Uncapped less-developed region allocations 2014+? (€m, 2011 prices)

Member State 2007-13 2014-20

EU27 201,814 417,629

EU25 184,700 285,361

EU15 87,799 59,322

BG 4,414 35,418

CZ 17,265 23,317

DE 12,027 0

EE 2,271 3,385

GR 9,550 3,153

ES 21,342 1,681

FR 3,234 3,068

IT 21,502 29,049

LV 3,017 8,208

LT 4,519 10,999

HU 14,421 30,353

MT 564 0

PL 45,000 131,218

PT 17,368 19,932

RO 12,700 96,850

SI 2,744 1,779

SK 7,100 16,780

UK 2,776 2,439

Source: Own calculations from Commission Decision of 4 August 2006 2006/594/EC (as amended), Eurostat 
data and DG ECFIN AMECO online.

Transition region allocations

The draft Regulation states that “eligible population, regional prosperity, national prosperity 
and unemployment rate” shall be used to determine the breakdown by Member State of 
transitional region financial allocation.50

As mentioned above, for the purposes of financial allocations, there are two groups of 
Transition regions: those with Convergence status in 2007-13; and those without. 
However, there is limited information on how each category would be handled.

The draft Regulation states that former Convergence regions:

“shall receive an allocation under the Structural Funds equal to at least two thirds of 
their 2007-13 allocation”.51

                                        
50 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(2)(a).
51 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(1).
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The draft Regulation makes no mention of the allocation mechanism to other Transition 
regions; however, Budget 2020 states that, for these regions:

“the level of support will vary according to the level of GDP, so that regions with 
GDP close to 90% of the EU average will receive an aid intensity similar to that of 
the More-developed regions”.52

These statements are not straightforward to reconcile with the general provision in Article 
84(2)(a) of the draft Regulation cited above. Moreover, neither is sufficiently precise to 
enable national allocations for Transition regions to be calculated. In addition, there are 
major uncertainties about which figures would be taken as the basis for the two-
thirds reduction. This is of crucial importance in the EU12 regions affected, but less 
significant in the EU15. As in the past, therefore, it seems probable that the treatment of 
Transition regions will become one of the main areas of contention in the negotiations. 

Neither Budget 2020 nor the draft Regulation subdivides the Transition region total. It is 
therefore not known what amount would be allocated to former Convergence regions in 
total, let alone by Member State. However, it is known that the former Convergence 
regions would receive at least two thirds of their previous allocation. As a baseline, Table 
14 illustrates the outcome on the assumption that the allocation to former Convergence 
regions would be exactly two-thirds of previous allocations; the basis for the previous 
allocations are regional shares of Convergence region commitment appropriations, based 
on the Berlin formula.

Table 14: Transition region allocations by category 2013+? (2011 prices) based 
on (exactly) two-thirds of 2007-13 allocations for ex-Convergence 
regions

€ m Aid intensity (€ per head per annum)

Transition, of which: 38,952 75.8

Ex-Convergence 25,046 113.1

Other 13,906 47.6

Source: Own calculations from Eurostat data.

Table 14 should be treated with considerable caution. It suggests that, if a fixed two-thirds 
of previous allocations were allocated to the former Convergence regions, this would 
require some €25 billion under the Transition region budget and yield average aid intensity 
of €133 for the former Convergence regions. However, reflecting the discussion above, this 
figure conceals wide variations between regions. In particular, Mazowiecki (PL), the only 
EU12 region in this category, would have aid intensity lower than that of the ‘standard’ 
Transition regions. 

Underpinning this result is the differential treatment of EU12 and EU15 Member States for 
the 2007-13 period. As noted earlier, EU12 allocations for 2007-13 were subject to a 
requirement that the Cohesion Fund should account for one-third of Cohesion Policy 
allocations; in addition, in principle, all Member States were subject to capping, but in 
practice this applied to most of the EU12 Member States, and none of the EU15. The impact 
of these adjustments was significant for most EU12 countries and may have reduced 
Convergence region allocations in Poland to around a quarter of what they would have been 
otherwise.53 By contrast, allocations to Convergence regions in the EU15 remained largely 

                                        
52 COM(2011)500 final, Part II at p25.
53 Author’s estimate – note also that the process had the effect of increasing the Cohesion Fund allocation.
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unchanged from the result of the Berlin formula, save for the impact of transfers to rural 
development, which reduced their allocation (this also applied to the EU12), and ad hoc 
adjustments arising from the negotiations,54 which invariably increased them.55 In 
consequence, aid intensity in the EU15 Convergence regions in 2007-13 is significantly 
higher than in the EU12; it follows from this that the ‘two-thirds’ rule for former 
Convergence regions results in higher per capita allocations to EU15 Transition regions than 
EU12 Transition regions.

The outcome indicated in Table 14 is clearly not credible. In this scenario the driver for 
future allocations to EU12 former Convergence regions is essentially the legacy of capping 
and the Cohesion Fund share in 2007-13. These figures are arguably distorted by the fact 
that a fixed two-thirds share is applied, whereas the draft Regulation specifies “at least two 
thirds”. It remains to be seen what latitude this provision is applied in practice.

More developed region allocations 

Similar issues arise for the allocation of funding to more-developed regions. The draft 
Regulation states that “eligible population, regional prosperity, unemployment rate, 
employment rate, educational level and population density” shall be used to determine the 
breakdown by Member State of financial allocations for More-developed regions.56 However, 
the Commission’s Impact Assessment states that the More developed region allocation is 
based on “current RCE allocation if available, otherwise current average RCE intensity”.57

As for the Transition regions, for the purposes of financial allocations, there are two groups 
of more-developed regions: those with Convergence status in 2007-13; and those without. 
As discussed above, under the draft Regulation, the former Convergence regions are to 
receive ‘at least two-thirds’ of their 2007-13 allocation. However, there are the
same uncertainties regarding the basis for this calculation as outlined in respect of 
Transition regions. Notwithstanding these uncertainties, Table 15 illustrates the outcome 
for the More-developed regions, on the assumption that the former Convergence regions 
receive exactly two-thirds of their 2007-13 allocation. 

Table 15: More-developed region allocations by category 2013+? (2011 prices) 
based on (exactly) two-thirds of 2007-13 allocations for ex-
Convergence regions

€ m Aid intensity (€ per head per annum)

More developed, of which: 53,143 25.0

Ex-Convergence 1,538 58.3

Other 51,605 24.6

Source: Own calculation from Eurostat data.

These figures should be treated with caution for the reasons outlined earlier. However, 
Table 15 suggests that if former Convergence regions were to receive exactly two-thirds of 
their 2007-13 allocation, this would require a budget of just €1.5 billion. 

                                        
54 See Regulation 1083/2006, Annex II, para 12-31.
55 A separate issue, which is beyond the scope of this discussion, is whether the outcomes of the Berlin formula 

were ultimately mirrored in regional allocations under the Operating Programmes.
56 COM(2011)615 final, Article 84(2)(b).
57 SEC(2011)1142, page 12.
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Moreover, the aid intensity in the former Convergence regions would be little more than 
double that of the ‘standard’ More-developed regions. 

Further, if this approach were taken, the aid intensity for the standard More-developed 
regions would be higher than the current RCE regions (€21.4, 2011 prices); this is at odds 
with the indications given in the Impact Assessment referred to above. This suggests that 
either current allocations would be maintained or current average aid intensities. It is far 
from clear what is meant by this. Two points are, however, worth noting. First, in the 
current period, per capita annual allocations vary widely around the €21.4 average, from 
over €50 per head per annum (Czech and Slovak Republics) to less than €15 (Denmark, 
Ireland, the Netherlands).58 Second, if the EU-wide RCE average (€21.4) were taken as the 
basis for 2014-20, this would require an allocation of around €45 billion for the ‘standard’ 
More-developed regions, leaving around €8 billion for the former Convergence regions in 
this category. This is turn would yield an aid intensity for these regions far in excess of that 
of the Less-developed regions.

As before, the reason for the comparatively low aid intensity derives from the treatment of 
the EU12 in the current period. In this case, two of the three eligible regions - Zahodna 
Slovenija (SI) Bucareşti-Ilfov (RO) and Kriti (GR) – are in EU12 Member States. Slovenia 
was not subject to capping, but the one-third rule for the Cohesion Fund did apply, 
reducing the Convergence allocation form what it would have been. In the case of Romania, 
the impact of capping was very substantial. The Greek region of Crete was not subject to 
either the capping or the Cohesion Fund one-third rule, so that, on the basis of allocations 
set at two-thirds of the 2007-13, aid intensity in Kriti would be four or five times higher 
than in Zahodna-Slovenija or Bucareşti-Ilfov.

Outcomes and the impact of capping

As mentioned previously in this chapter, for most of the EU12, a crucial feature of the 
2007-13 methodology was the imposition of an annual limit on transfers expressed as a 
percentage of projected GDP for that year. Initially, the cap had been set at four percent 
and restricted to the EU10 Member States.59 However, in the course of the negotiations, 
the cap was generalised and made progressive so that the poorer the Member State, the 
higher could be the allocations as a proportion of GDP. At the same time, the limit was 
reduced to below four percent in all cases; moreover, as Table 16 shows, the system of 
limits was not meaningfully generalised, as the cap only ‘bit’ in the case of the least 
prosperous countries. Also important, the cap was applied to forecasts of GDP over the 
planning period, so that predictions of annual GDP growth rates had a direct and material 
impact on the allocations to those countries where the cap applied. In practice, these 
forecasts have since proved to be quite inaccurate - to the extent that the commitment 
appropriations were changed mid-term for three countries,60 as provided for in the General 
Regulation.61

                                        
58 All 2011 prices; author’s calculations from Eurostat data and Commission indicative allocation decisions.
59 Arrangements for Bulgaria and Romania were separate as they were not Member States at the time of the 

negotiations.
60 2007-9 forecasts for Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia were out by 7.5, 8 and 10.8 percent, respectively, 

leading to an adjustment in their Cohesion Policy allocations – see COM(2010)160 final of 16 April 2010.
61 Regulation 1083/2006, Annex II, para 10.
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Table 16: Absorption cap 2007-13

GNI(PPS) per head 
(EU25=100)

Cap - % of GDP Allocation 
affected?

LV 39.5 3.7893 Yes

LT 42.4 3.7135 Yes

EE 44.4 3.7135 Yes

PL 45.5 3.7135 Yes

SK 51.1 3.6188 Yes

HU 55.7 3.5240 Yes

CZ 64.9 3.4293 Yes

MT 73.5 3.2398 No

PT 75.2 3.1498 No

SI 75.7 3.1498 No

GR 77.9 3.1498 No

CY 82.5 3.0598 No

ES 94.1 2.8798 No

DE 108.7 2.6098 No

IT 108.7 2.6098 No

IE 110.8 2.5198 No

FI 113.6 2.5198 No

FR 114.0 2.5198 No

SE 115.6 2.4298 No

UK 119.6 2.4298 No

BE 120.2 2.3398 No

AT 121.1 2.3398 No

NL 121.5 2.3398 No

DK 122.9 2.3398 No

LU 195.3 0.9898 No

Source: General Regulation Annex II, paragraph 7, and own calculations from DG ECFIN AMECO online, Eurostat 
data and Multiannual Financial Framework 2007-2013, Fiche No. 1b.
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Looking forward, a different approach is implied by the Budget 2020 proposals and draft 
Cohesion Policy Regulation. Under these, the cap would be set at a uniform rate for all 
countries. However, the base is unclear, partly because of inconsistencies between 
Budget 2020, and the draft  Regulation. For the purposes of the calculations presented 
here, it has been assumed that:

 the basis is GDP (as previously, and as indicated in the draft Cohesion Regulation, 
which is the later document – Budget 2020 states that capping is set as a proportion 
of GNI);

 that 2010 is used as the base year, these being the latest confirmed figures; and

 that no growth assumptions are built into capping, in other words, that capping is 
set at 2.5 percent of 2010 GDP, expressed in 2011 prices (in line with the price 
basis in Budget 2020).

The impact of capping on this basis is illustrated in Table 17. Given the uncertainties 
highlighted above, it should be treated with considerable caution. 

A difficulty in assessing the outcome of capping is the lack of information about the 
allocation of the Cohesion Fund, aside from the total budget and the distribution key. In 
particular, it is not known whether any principles (such as the current one-third rule for 
EU12) should be applied. Of course, it is possible that the Commission does not envisage 
any specific rule of this type, i.e. that the Cohesion Fund allocation would simply be the 
result of the distribution key as described and any reduction due to capping would be 
deducted from the Structural Fund allocation. However, this would not be feasible for 
Bulgaria, where the allocation under the Cohesion Fund alone, based on the allocation key, 
is actually higher than the absorption cap. 
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Table 17: The impact of capping 2014+? (€m, 2011 prices)

Uncapped 
less-

developed

Unadjusted 
Cohesion 

Fund

Absorption 
cap

Uncapped 
allocations 
as % of cap

2007-13 
Cohesion 

Policy total

EU27 417,629 68,710 350,612

EU25 285,361 46,653

EU15 59,322 12,025

BG 35,418 6,922 6,405 661.0 6,892

CZ 23,317 5,541 26,539 108.7 27,007

EE 3,385 1,254 2,543 182.4 3,485

GR 3,153 8,152 40,403 28.0 20,761

ES 1,681 0 186,863 0.9 35,940

FR 3,068 0 343,532 0.9 14,515

IT 29,049 0 276,565 10.5 29,229

CY 0 ~ 3,081 ~ 662

LV 8,208 2,013 3,195 319.9 4,662

LT 10,999 2,244 4,894 270.6 6,948

HU 30,353 4,366 17,257 201.2 25,587

MT 0 166 1,096 15.1 867

PL 131,218 16,200 62,975 234.1 68,035

PT 19,932 3,873 30,713 77.5 21,821

RO 96,850 15,135 21,674 516.7 19,735

SI 1,779 708 6,295 39.5 4,261

SK 16,780 2,137 11,711 161.5 11,698

UK 2,439 0 302,179 0.8 10,790

Note: The 2007-13 Cohesion Policy total includes all policy strands: Convergence, Cohesion Fund, Phasing-
out, Phasing-in, RCE and ETC.

Source: Table 12, Table 13 and own calculations from Commission Decisions on commitment appropriations, 
Eurostat data and DG ECFIN AMECO online.

The key point to note about Table 17 is the significant impact of capping on some 
countries. It would seem that the same nine countries would be affected by capping as in 
2007-13; however, the scale of the impact varies widely. It would be relatively limited 
in the Czech Republic (where the cap is about 92 percent of the estimated Cohesion Policy
total – excluding RCE and ETC), but dramatic in several other countries, such as Bulgaria 
and Romania (where the outcomes from the Berlin formula and the Cohesion Fund key are 
around five to six times the cap. Moreover, in several cases, notably the Baltic States and 
Hungary, the ‘new’ cap would impose a substantial reduction in Cohesion Policy receipts 
compared to 2007-13.
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2.3. Conclusions and recommendations

Compared to other aspects of the proposals for future Cohesion Policy, there is limited 
scope for proposing changes to the criteria for eligibility and financial allocations, as they 
are negotiated as part of the wider financial package, taking account of net balances across 
the range of EU policy areas. Nevertheless, it is important to highlight some of the key 
issues to arise that will influence decisions on the future allocation of Cohesion policy 
resources.

A first point to note concerns the volatility of the data and the possibility of further 
shifts in eligibility before the Regulations are agreed, with contingent changes in 
financial allocations. It seems probable, for instance, that on the basis of recent national 
trends, Spring 2012 data would show Cornwall & the Scilly Isles (UK) as retaining Less-
developed status and Mazowiecki (Poland) would become a More-developed region. Data 
for Spring 2013 would probably show further shifts, even before the new period had 
started. To this extent, the European Parliament might justifiably express concern 
about the reliance on transient data in periods of high volatility. 

The obvious solution would be to review eligibility in (say) 2016, although this would clearly 
require a new and potentially difficult set of negotiations for which Member States are 
unlikely to have much appetite. However, there is a precedent in the 1994-99 period, which 
was sub-divided into two three-year periods of eligibility for Objective 2 regions. One 
possible strategy for the EU would be to retain ‘eligibility reserve’ (of say three percent of 
the budget) which would be allocated to regions experiencing a ‘major’ fall in GDP per head 
relative to the EU average (e.g. -5 percentage points). The reserve might be allocated as 
part of the mid-term review to regions which, on the basis of the latest data, ‘deserved’ 
higher eligibility status. The same review could also be used to reassess their eligibility 
under the Regional Aid Guidelines. Clearly, there are other options that might be 
considered.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should ask the Commission to provide an assessment of the 
feasibility of a mid-term review of eligibility and the options for addressing the problem of 
significant volatility.

A second issue concerns the importance of past allocation mechanisms in 
determining future funding. This is most evident in the case of former Convergence 
regions where the funding allocation would be ‘at least’ two-thirds of 2007-13 allocations. 
In practice, past allocations vary widely between the regions concerned. However, the 
variation is not related to levels of prosperity (past or present) but rather to whether or not 
the Member State was subject to capping and the one-third rule for the Cohesion Fund. 

A third consideration is the lack of transparency in the criteria for allocating funds 
under the Transition and More-developed region strands. The imprecise criteria for 
allocating monies to the former Convergence regions means, in turn, that the amounts 
available for ‘standard’ Transition and More-developed regions cannot be known either. As 
in the past, this seems likely to intensify the negotiations and the emergence of sui generis
formulae for addressing ‘particular situations’.62

                                        
62 See Regulation 1083/200, Annex II, paras 10 to 31.
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Recommendation

The Commission should be asked to clarify the criteria for allocating funds to the Transition 
and More-developed regions.

A fourth point concerns the Cohesion Fund / Structural Fund balance in the EU12. No 
indication is given that a specific split is envisaged and the allocation of the 
Cohesion Fund is based on a distribution key. Applying this key to the Cohesion Fund 
budget results in some countries having a very high proportion of the Cohesion Policy 
funding derived from the Cohesion Fund – in the case of Bulgaria, the amount is higher 
than the absorption cap.

Last, a crucial issue is the, arguably perverse, impact of capping. Like much else, the 
exact parameters proposed by the Commission are not known. However, the level of 
capping would be much lower (2.5 percent of GDP) in all cases, but would bite only in the 
same nine Member States as before. For some countries, this could result in a substantial 
reduction in Cohesion Policy receipts, but as a result not only of the lower cap, but also 
poor national economic performance. By contrast, countries that have shown higher levels 
of growth would be less affected since their theoretical receipts would be less eroded by the 
absorption cap. In other words, less prosperous countries could see substantial 
reductions in funding while more prosperous ones with widening disparities could 
see an increase in funding.

Recommendation

The Commission should be requested to clarify how it intends to deal with the perverse 
impact of its proposals for capping.
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3. OBJECTIVES

KEY FINDINGS

 The overarching objectives for Cohesion Policy remain broadly similar to the current 
period, in line with the provisions contained in the Fifth Cohesion Report and Budget 
2020 proposals.

 At the level of the policy architecture, the previous objectives have been rationalised 
to two core goals:  (i) investment for growth and jobs; (ii) and territorial 
cooperation.

 There is ambiguity and inconsistency in the treatment of objectives in the proposals, 
both in terms of generic references to objectives and a lack of clarity over key 
terms. 

 There is a need to clarify key terms (‘objectives’, ‘goals’, ‘tasks’ and ‘mission’) 
through additional text (under Article 2 on ‘definitions’) or a new stand-alone article 
on ‘objectives’ for all CSF Funds, and by standardising the terms used across the 
Fund-specific regulations.

3.1. Legislative proposals 

The objectives of Cohesion remain broadly unchanged, notwithstanding the entry into 
force in 2009 of the TFEU which added the territorial dimension to the cohesion Title. Under 
the legal elements of the General Regulation, the relevant articles in the Treaty are cited.

 EU action is justified both on the grounds of the objectives laid out in Article 174 of the 
Treaty and the subsidiarity principle. 

 The right to act is enshrined in Article 175 of Treaty which calls on the Union to 
implement this policy by means of Structural Funds, in conjunction with Article 177, 
which defines the role of the Cohesion Fund. 

 The aims of the ESF, ERDF and the CF are defined in Articles 162, 176 and 177 of the 
TFEU respectively. The actions related to agriculture and fisheries are justified by 
Articles 38 and 39 of the Treaty.

 Article 174 of the Treaty states that particular attention shall be paid to rural areas, 
areas affected by industrial transition, and regions which suffer from severe and 
permanent natural or demographic handicaps such as the northernmost regions with 
very low population density and island, cross-border and mountain regions.

 Article 349 of the Treaty states that specific measures shall be adopted to take account 
of the structural social and economic situation of the outermost regions, which is 
compounded by certain specific features which severely restrain their development. 

The classification of Cohesion Policy objectives has been simplified by reconfiguring 
the previous three-fold distinction between ‘Convergence’, ‘Regional Competitiveness & 
Employment’ and ‘Cooperation’ into two core ‘goals’ for all regions: ‘investment in 
growth and jobs’; and ‘European Territorial Cooperation’ (Table 18).

Related, as noted in the previous chapter, a clearer distinction is made between goals and 
geographical eligibility by distinguishing three ‘categories of regions’: ‘Less-developed’ 
(instead of Convergence) regions, Transition regions (replacing the Phasing-in and Phasing-
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out labels) and More-developed regions (previously the Regional Competitiveness & 
Employment Objective). As noted, the allocation of funding remains concentrated in the 
Less-developed regions.

Table 18: CP architecture of goals, funds and categories of region 

2007-2013 2014-2020

Objectives Funds Goals
Category of 

regions
Funds

Convergence
Less-
developed 
regions

ERDF

ESF

Convergence

Phasing out

Regional 
Competitiveness and 
Employment 
Phasing in

ERDF

ESF

Cohesion 
Fund

Transition 
regions

Cohesion 
Fund

Regional 
Competitiveness and 
Employment

ERDF

ESF

Investment in 
Growth and Jobs

More-
developed 
regions

ERDF

ESF

European Territorial 
Cooperation

ERDF
European Territorial 
Cooperation

ERDF

Source: European Commission (2011) Cohesion Policy 2014 -2020: Investing in growth and jobs, Luxembourg: 
Publications Office of the European Union, p14.

In Part II of the Regulation, which includes the ‘general provisions’ applicable to the ERDF, 
ESF and CF a specific article on the ‘mission and goals’ of Cohesion Policy (Article 81) 
underlines the commitment to (i) economic, social and ‘territorial’ cohesion (ii) Europe 2020 
(iii) and the twin goals of ‘growth and jobs’ and ‘territorial cooperation’:

 The Funds shall contribute to developing and pursuing the actions of the 
Union leading to strengthening of its economic, social and territorial cohesion 
in accordance with Article 174 of the Treaty.

 The actions supported by the Funds shall contribute to the Union strategy for 
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth.

 To this end, the following goals shall be pursued:

(a) 'Investment for growth and jobs' in Member States and regions, to be 
supported by all the Funds; and

(b) 'European territorial cooperation', to be supported by the ERDF. 

The close link and contribution to Europe 2020 objectives of smart, sustainable and 
inclusive growth is reiterated throughout the Regulation. This linkage is operationalized 
through a list of 11 ‘joint thematic objectives’ for the Funds modifying the previous ‘priority 
themes’ for intervention (see Table 19).
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Table 19: Cohesion policy thematic objectives, 2007-13 and 2014-20

2007-13 2014-2020

Priority themes

1) Research and technological development, 
innovation and entrepreneurship

2) Information Society 

3) Transport

4) Energy

5) Environmental protection and risk 
prevention

6) Increasing the adaptability of workers 
and firms, enterprises and entrepreneurs

7) Improving access to employment and 
sustainability

8) Improving the social inclusion of less-
favoured persons

9) Improving human capital

Joint thematic objectives

1) Strengthening research, technological 
development and innovation

2) Enhancing access to and use and 
quality of information and 
communication technologies

3) Enhancing the competitiveness of 
SMEs, the agricultural sector (EAFRD) 
and fisheries and aquaculture sector 
(EMFF)

4) Supporting the shift towards a low-
carbon economy in all sectors

5) Promoting climate change adaptation, 
risk prevention and management

6) Protecting the environment and 
promoting resource efficiency

7) Promoting sustainable transport and 
removing bottlenecks in key network 
infrastructures

8) Promoting employment and supporting 
labour mobility

9) Promoting social inclusion and 
combating poverty

10) Investing in education, skills and 
lifelong learning 

11) Enhancing institutional capacity and an 
efficient public administration

Source: Regulation 1083/2006; COM(2011)615

The Regulation also includes provisions for a Common Strategic Framework to 
translate Europe 2020 objectives into all CSF Funds, essentially bringing together the 
currently separate Community Strategic Guidelines for Cohesion and those for Rural 
Development. 

Also in line with existing arrangements, the regulation includes specific provisions to 
purse sustainable development objectives and to promote EU priorities for gender 
equality and the prevention of discrimination.

Turning to the Fund-specific legislation, the ERDF Regulation defines the ‘tasks’ (previously 
‘purpose’) of the ERDF (in line with the existing definition) as follows: 

“to contribute to the financing of support which aims to reinforce economic, social 
and territorial cohesion by redressing the main regional imbalances through support 
for the development and structural adjustment of regional economies, including the 
conversion of declining industrial regions and regions lagging behind."
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By contrast, the equivalent heading in the ESF regulation has been renamed the ‘mission’
(previously ‘tasks’) of the ESF, although the text also remains broadly unchanged:

“The ESF shall promote high levels of employment and job quality, support the 
geographical and occupational mobility of workers, facilitate their adaptation to 
change, encourage a high level of education and training, promote gender equality, 
equal opportunities and non-discrimination, enhance social inclusion and combat 
poverty, thereby contributing to the priorities of the European Union as regards 
strengthening economic, social and territorial cohesion".

A different approach is taken in the Cohesion Fund regulation, which does not contain a 
specific article on the Fund’s ‘tasks’ or ‘mission’, while the rural development regulation 
sets out the fund’s ‘mission’ and ‘objectives’ of the EAFRD in separate articles.63 Mirroring 
the existing three strands of territorial cooperation, the ETC regulation breaks down the 
‘components of the European territorial cooperation goal’ as follows: 

 cross-border cooperation between adjacent regions to promote integrated regional 
development between neighbouring land and maritime border regions from two or more 
Member States or between neighbouring border regions from at least one Member State 
and one third country on external borders of the Union other than those covered by 
programmes under the external financial instruments of the Union;

 transnational cooperation over larger transnational territories, involving national, 
regional and local authorities and also covering maritime cross-border cooperation in 
cases not covered by cross-border cooperation, with a view to achieving a higher 
degree of territorial integration of those territories, thus contributing to territorial 
cohesion across the Union;

 interregional cooperation to reinforce the effectiveness of Cohesion Policy by promoting 
exchange of experience…and analysis of analysis of development trends in relation to 
the aims of territorial cohesion and harmonious development of the European territory. 

The relationship between Europe 2020 objectives and the Funds differs according to the 
core fields of intervention. The ERDF and ETC regulations specify that all 11 thematic 
objectives may be targeted, while the ESF places more focus on the last four 
objectives: 

 Obj.8: promoting employment and supporting labour mobility 

 Obj.9: promoting social inclusion and combating poverty

 Obj.10: investing in education, skills and lifelong learning 

 Obj.11: enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public administration 

A sub-set of five thematic objectives is targeted through the Cohesion Fund: 

 Obj.4: supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors 

 Obj.5: promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management 

 Obj.6: protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency
                                        
63 Its mission is set out in Article 3: ‘the EAFRD shall contribute to the Europe  2020 Strategy by promoting 

sustainable rural development throughout the Union in a complementary manner to the other instruments of 
the common agricultural policy (hereinafter “CAP”), to Cohesion Policy and to the common fisheries policy. It 
shall contribute to a more territorially and environmentally balanced, climate-friendly and resilient and 
innovative Union agricultural sector. Article 4 sets out three objectives: (1) the competitiveness of agriculture; 
(2) the sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action; (3) a balanced territorial 
development of rural areas.
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 Obj.7: promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network 
infrastructures

 Obj.11: enhancing institutional capacity and efficient public administration.

3.2. Assessment 

The study provided by the authors to the European Parliament in September 2011 
highlighted the multi-faceted nature of Cohesion Policy objectives and the increasing 
alignment with overarching EU objectives through the Lisbon agenda and now Europe 
202064. A key criticism was the increasing perception of goal ‘congestion’ and ‘confusion’, 
compounded by ‘terminological disorder in the legislative texts’. The problematic nature of 
Cohesion Policy objective is recognised in the Commission’s impact analysis of the reform 
proposals65. While Cohesion Policy and Europe 2020 objectives are presented as being 
perfectly compatible and mutually consistent, the study recognises the perceived lack of 
clarity in the policy’s objectives including the difficulties this poses for:

 defining the most appropriate set of policy areas and set of policy instruments;

 evaluating Cohesion Policy and taking evidence-based policy decisions;

 communicating to the broader public the goals of the policy which is many different 
things at the same time;

 setting priorities, leading also to contradictory situations and unexpected outcomes;

 focusing on results;

 setting realistic expectations;

 taking into account the new priorities and challenges such as sustainability and 
globalisation or changes in the understanding of the drivers of economic growth such as 
the role of agglomeration or governance; and

 formulating a limited number of "SMART" objectives, not least because of the complex 
nature of a multi-sectoral and place-based approach.

This frankness is striking as it is not acknowledged in other formal Commission documents 
and should have arguably been more openly discussed and debated in the pre-legislative 
reform debates and consultations. However, the impact assessment does not offer any 
guidance on how to resolve the issues. 

In the legislative package, the overarching objectives for Cohesion Policy remain broadly 
similar. As noted, the new Treaty commitment to territorial cohesion is now more explicit, 
but it remains ill-defined and there is a strong focus on the thematic objectives of Europe 
2020 throughout the text. At the level of the policy architecture, the proposals envisage a 
rationalisation of objectives through the (re)formulation of two core goals – investment for 
growth and jobs, and territorial cooperation - replacing the previous three objectives of (i) 
convergence (ii) competitiveness and (iii) cooperation. This is supported by the Committee 
of the Regions, which considers that it will simplify the structure of Cohesion Policy66.

Arguably, this is a presentational change rather than a substantive reform to the policy 
architecture. The objective of regional convergence is still implicit in the Treaty, and most 
funding will continue to flow to the least developed regions – the assumption being that this 
                                        
64 Mendez et al., 2011.
65 European Commission, 2011i.
66 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
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will contribute to more growth and jobs in these regions and translate into more 
convergence (or less divergence). Nevertheless, this change should be welcomed to the 
extent that it is consistent with a shift in the discourse on the policy away from a negative, 
redistributive (or even ‘welfare support’) justification. Instead, it gives prominence to a 
territorial development understanding of the policy (a ‘place-based approach’) centred on 
achieving the collective goals of growth and jobs across the entire EU territory. The 
proposal is also consistent with the Barca Report’s recommendation to make a clear 
distinction between the targets of support (lagging and non-lagging regions) and the 
objectives of support (equity and efficiency).

Yet, there remains ambiguity and inconsistencies in the treatment of objectives in the draft 
legislation. This relates not only to the generic references to Treaty objectives, which is to 
be expected, but also to a lack of clarity in and interchangeable use of different terms in 
the General Regulation and the Fund-specific Regulations. The latter will do little to address 
the criticism of confusing, contradictory and conflicting objectives, as is evident in the 
interventions during the last formal meeting of Ministers on Cohesion Policy reform (where 
the tensions between Europe 2020 objectives and the Treaty-based objectives of cohesion 
were frequently highlighted). Addressing the lack of clarity and inconsistent use of terms 
relating to objectives in the legislative proposals would provide a starting point.

3.3. Conclusions and recommendations

The overarching objectives for Cohesion Policy are enshrined in the EU Treaty and remain 
broadly unchanged. There is a more explicit commitment to ‘territorial’ cohesion in the 
legislative framework, but the objective is ill-defined, and there is a strong focus on the 
thematic objectives of Europe 2020. 

A simplifying element is the reconfiguration of the policy architecture to emphasise the two 
goals of ‘investment in growth and jobs’ and ‘territorial cooperation’, clarifying the 
distinction with the target regions that had been often  conflated with the objectives of 
‘convergence’, ‘competitiveness’ and ‘cooperation’. This clarification is useful, but it is a 
minor presentational change.

The main criticism is that the treatment of objectives in the draft Regulations is somewhat 
confusing and incoherent. The regulations lack a clear statement on the objectives of the 
different Funds and there is inconsistent use of terms relating to objectives. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should seek to introduce specific clarifications and 
amendments, along the following lines:

 a stand-alone Title or article on ‘objectives’  introduced at the start of the Common 
Provisions part of the Regulation with a clear statement on the objectives of each of 
the CSF Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD and EMFF);

 alternatively, an additional paragraph(s)  introduced under Article 2 (‘definitions’) of 
the Common Provisions specifying the objectives and/or  clarifying the distinction 
between the terms ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ ‘goals’ and ‘tasks’; and 

 standardisation in the terminology used across the Fund-specific regulations (ERDF, 
ESF, CF and EAFRD), avoiding the interchangeable and inconsistent use of the terms 
and headings of ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ and ‘tasks’ for different Funds.
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The territorial dimension of Cohesion objectives also needs to be explicitly incorporated 
within the above provisions. The specific proposals on territorial instruments and 
governance are a separate issue that will be examine in the next chapter. 
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4. THE TERRITORIAL DIMENSION

KEY POINTS

 Territorial cohesion has become an explicit and cross-cutting principle, although it 
has not been defined or operationalised. The vague commitment to pursue an 
‘integrated approach to territorial development’ requires clarification and 
strengthening in the legislation. 

 The Regulations and Common Strategic Framework should draw on the Territorial 
Agenda 2020 to provide clearer guidance on the territorial approach, territorial 
priorities and actions. Member States and regions should be required to identify how 
the territorial dimension is being interpreted and addressed in the design, 
implementation and monitoring of Partnership Contracts and Operational 
Programmes.

 A reinforced framework for sub-regional and integrated instruments is proposed 
through community-led local development, integrated territorial investments and 
sustainable urban development. This is a positive development, although the 
prescriptiveness of the proposals needs to be reconsidered.

 A more strategic approach to European Territorial Cooperation is foreseen, although 
there are concerns about the restrictions implied by thematic concentration. 

4.1. Legislative Proposals 

The territorial dimension of Cohesion Policy has a stronger presence in the draft legislative 
framework for 2014-2020. An integrated approach to territorial development is more firmly 
embedded in the planning architecture. The preamble to the General Regulation states that 
more attention will be given to the role of cities, functional geographies and sub-regional 
areas facing specific geographical or demographic problems. A regulatory framework for 
local and integrated development is envisaged through ‘community-led local development’ 
and ‘integrated territorial investments’. Sustainable urban development is also reinforced 
and several changes are made to the European Territorial Cooperation rules. 

4.1.1. An integrated approach to territorial development 

A more cross-cutting territorial dimension is evident in the legislative framework through 
the references to an ‘integrated approach to territorial development’ across the different 
strategic layers of the planning architecture. 

 At the highest strategic level, the Common Strategic Framework should facilitate 
sectoral and ‘territorial coordination’ of Union intervention under the CSF Funds and 
with other relevant Union policies and instruments on the basis of an assessment of 
‘territorial’ challenges. 

 At Member State level, Partnership Contracts should set out an integrated approach 
to territorial development supported by the CSF Funds including: coordination 
mechanisms; the arrangements for urban, rural, coastal and fisheries areas and areas 
w i th  particular territorial features, the implementation of community-led local 
development, local development strategies arrangements and integrated territorial 
investments; and a list of the cities to participate in a new urban development platform. 
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 Operationally, national and regional Programmes should include under each Priority 
axis a description of actions to be supported including the identification of the specific 
‘territories targeted’ and the contribution to the ‘integrated approach for territorial 
development’ set out in the Partnership Contract, including:

(i) the mechanisms that ensure coordination between the Funds, the EAFRD, the 
EMFF and other Union and national funding instruments, and with the EIB;

(ii) where appropriate, a planned integrated approach to the territorial development 
of urban, rural, coastal and fisheries areas and areas with particular territorial 
features;

(iii) the list of cities where integrated actions for sustainable urban development will 
be implemented, the indicative annual allocation of the ERDF support for these 
actions, including the resources delegated to cities for management and the 
indicative annual allocation of ESF support for integrated actions;

(iv) the identification of the areas in which community-led local development will be 
implemented;

(v) the arrangements for interregional and transnational actions with beneficiaries 
located in at least one other Member State; and

(vi) where appropriate, the contribution of the planned interventions towards macro 
regional strategies and sea basin strategies.

According to the draft Common Strategic Framework67, addressing the territorial challenges 
of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth requires Partnership Contracts and Operational 
programmes to identify national or regional development challenges and potentials, to 
consider cross-jurisdictional or cross-border coordination challenges, to improve 
coordination across different territorial levels and sources of funding, and to set appropriate 
result indicators.

4.1.2. Territorial features and instruments

Several new territorial instruments have been introduced in the proposed regulatory 
framework. The Community-led Local Development (CLLD) concept is included in the
Common Provisions of the General Regulation (for all CSF Funds) in a dedicated Chapter. 
Specifically, four articles set out common rules and provisions for close coordination of the 
Funds and, in line with the LEADER approach under the EAFRD, provide for local actions 
groups to be responsible for the implementation of local development strategies: 

 Community-led Local Development (Art.28): integrated and multi-sectoral area-
based local development strategies led by local action groups;

 Local Development Strategies (Art. 29): would be selected by the end of 2015 by a 
committee. The Commission would be empowered to define the area and population 
covered by the strategy through delegated acts;

 Local Action Groups (Art. 30): would design and implement the local development 
strategies;

 Support from the CSF Funds for local development (Art.31): would cover the costs 
of preparatory support, implementation of operations, cooperation activities, running 
costs and animation of the local development strategy (25 percent of expenditure). 

                                        
67 European Commission, 2012a.
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To incentivise the take-up of CLLD in Operational Programmes, the Commission proposes 
that EU co-financing requirements would be increased by ten percentage points where a 
whole Priority axis targets community-led local development.

Integrated Territorial Investments (ITIs) represent another new regulatory instrument 
with a sub-regional focus, but are specific to the ERDF, CF and ESF (Art.99). ITIs are 
defined as urban development strategies or other territorial strategies or pacts involving 
integrated investments under more than one Priority axis of one or more OPs. The key 
programming requirements are the identification of ITIs in OPs, including planned financial 
allocations, and the subsequent monitoring of ITI outputs during implementation. The key 
features and operational differences with respect to CLLD are illustrated in Table 20.

Table 20: Integrated Territorial Investments and Community-led local 
development

Integrated Territorial Investments Community-led local development / 
Local development strategies

    Geography
 Sub-regional (urban development or 

other defined territory - coastal, rural, 
fisheries, poverty areas etc.)

 Sub-regional (urban, rural, coastal 
etc)

      Strategy  Top-down but with local flexibility  Bottom-up and ‘community-led’

       Nature

 Integrated
 Investments from more than one 

priority axis or OP, implemented in a 
joint manner

 Integrated
 multi-sectoral
 coordinated use of funds (EAFRD 

compulsory, ESF/ERDF optional)

     Setting-up

 Areas for investment are pre-defined 
in each OP

 Relates to (i) local initiatives for 
employment, education and social 
inclusion and (ii) sustainable urban 
development for cities which are 
listed in the PC. Min of 5% of ERDF 
programmes will be used for urban 
development ITIs (i.e. cities)

 Member States shall define criteria for 
the selection of local development 
strategies.

 Managing Authorities set up 
committee to select – set out 
allocations per fund, plus roles for 
each authority involved in 
implementation of the strategy

 Selection and approval made by 31 
December 2015 latest 

 Preparatory costs supported

  Administration

 One or more Intermediate body for 
management and implementation

 Can only be delivered where territorial 
strategy exists

 Implementation tasks can be done by 
the MA or delegated to a single local 
authority or other entity

 Urban strategies expected to be 
delegated to city authorities 
(identified in PCs and OPs list 
allocation)

 Poverty strategies can be 
geographical or target group 
orientated (set out in the PCs and OPs 
list financial allocation)

 Where more than one fund a lead 
fund may be designated. Lead fund 
can be used to finance running costs, 
animation and networking activities. 
Choice fund depends on activities 
foreseen

 Local Action Group – either lead 
partner for administrative and 
financial matters or establish a legally 
constituted common structure

 Running-costs of up to 25% of total 
public expenditure incurred eligible

Decision-
making

 Monitoring by Managing Authority  LAG administer calls for projects, 
make assessments, presents the 
proposal to relevant body for final 
verification of eligibility

 Monitoring implementation of the 
strategy

 A single interest group or public 
sector should not represent more 
than 49% of LAG voting rights

  Most   
suitable 

 ERDF and ESF  LEADER and Fisheries activities

Source: ESEC (2011) Background note on draft regulations for ERDF, ESF and EAFRD, ESEC, Aberdeen.
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Provisions on the treatment of particular territorial features are also included in the Fund-
specific regulations. As in the current period, the ERDF Regulation includes an article on 
sustainable urban development (Art.7) to ‘support integrated actions to tackle the 
economic, environmental, climate and social challenges affecting urban areas’. A more 
prescriptive approach is introduced, however, by requiring the: 

 ring-fencing of five percent of national ERDF funding to sustainable urban 
development delegated to cities through the Integrated Territorial Investments tool 
noted above; and

 identification of a list of cities in the Partnership Contracts where the actions will be 
implemented, including an indicative financial allocation.

With a view to promoting EU-level exchange of best practice, capacity-building and 
experimentation, a new urban development platform (Art. 8) is proposed and the 
Commission would be responsible for ‘innovative actions’ (Art. 9) 

 Urban development platform: would be set up at EU level comprising 300 cities from 
the lists included in Partnership Contracts (20 per Member State) and selected on the 
basis of population criteria and the existence of an integrated strategy for urban 
development.

 Innovative actions in sustainable urban development:  an annual allocation of 0.2 
percent of the ERDF budget would support pilot projects and studies at the initiative of 
the Commission.

In line with existing arrangements, the ERDF regulation also contains provisions on areas 
with handicaps (Art. 10) and the outermost regions (Art. 11) to highlight the specific 
programming needs and priorities of these places, although giving greater weight to the 
thematic objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy.

A territorial dimension is evident in the ESF regulation through ‘specific provisions on 
the treatment of particular territorial features’ (Art.12). The article acknowledges the 
scope to support CLLD, territorial pacts and local initiatives and ITIs, mirroring the 
requirements contained in the General Regulation. The ESF may also complement the ERDF 
through sustainable urban development strategies.

Lastly, the European Territorial Cooperation Regulation includes community-led 
local development and integrated territorial investments within the scope of 
eligible intervention for cross-border cooperation programmes. Under CLLD (Art.9), the 
local development group must comprise representatives of at least two countries, including 
one Member State. ITIs (Art.10) would be managed by an EGTC or other legal body 
established under the laws of one of the participating countries provided that it is set up by 
public authorities from at least two participating countries. The proposals for territorial 
cooperation are examined separately below, being a core instrument for territorial 
cohesion. 

4.1.3. European Territorial Cooperation

This central place of Territorial Cooperation in the policy architecture is 
maintained in the draft proposals, presented in the General Regulation as one of the 
policy’s two core goals. The structure of ETC remains organized according to the three 
strands of cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation. As noted, the share of 
the Cohesion budget allocated to ETC for 2014-2020 is higher at 3.5 percent (or €11.7 
billion), of which 73 percent (€8.57 billion) would be for cross-border cooperation, 21 
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percent (€2.43) for transnational cooperation and 6 percent (€0.7 billion) for interregional 
cooperation. The maximum co-financing rate for the ETC goal is maintained at 75 percent. 
Special provisions are included to ensure that the outermost regions do not receive less 
than 150 percent of current ERDF support, plus an additional allocation of €50 million for 
interregional cooperation.  

A specific regulation for European Territorial Cooperation has been proposed, recognising 
its added value to Cohesion Policy and responding to strategic and operational challenges 
inherent to multi-country contexts. A separate regulation for the European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation is also proposed, although this was already the case in the current 
period. 

As stated in the Fifth Cohesion Report, a key objective is to reinforce the strategic 
dimension of European Territorial Cooperation. The Regulations provide more detail on 
how this is to be achieved.

 Thematic concentration on Europe 2020: programmes should focus on no more than 4 
out of eleven thematic objectives under the cross-border and transnational strands. 

 Coordination with other programmes: the ETC goal would be obligatory in the 
Partnership Contracts, which should include “the main priority areas for cooperation”

 Coordination with macro-regional and sea-basing strategies: the ETC priorities in the PC 
should take account of macro-regional strategies and sea basins strategies where 
appropriate. According to the draft CSF, transnational programmes should prioritise 
operations from these strategies.

 Performance orientation: aside from increased thematic concentration, the definition of 
a set of common indicators in the ETC regulation is intended to contribute to a stronger 
results-orientation.

At the operational level, the Regulation aims to simplify and clarify implementation 
requirements. Eligibility rules would be fixed either at EU level or for the programme by 
the Monitoring Committee, with national rules applying in their absence. Lastly, flexibility 
with automatic decommitment is provided through an extension of the n+2 rule deadline. 

4.2. Assessment 

Our study of September 2011 identified the territorial dimension as a key asset and 
defining feature of the EU’s Cohesion Policy68. It noted that the Fifth Cohesion Report 
proposals did not break new ground, but rather sought to reinforce existing priorities and 
practice by strengthening the urban agenda, encouraging functional geographies, 
supporting areas facing specific geographical or demographic problems and enhancing the 
strategic alignment between transnational cooperation and macro-regional strategies. The 
report also highlighted the resistance among Member States to some of the more 
prescriptive elements proposed (the earmarking of funding to urban development, sub-
delegation of authority to cities, and EU-level designation of target areas); the need for a 
more strategically focused and coordinated approach to territorial cooperation, including 
simplification of rules; and recommended that a greater strategic steer be provided at EU-
level through a reinforced territorial dimension in the Common Strategic Framework. 

                                        
68 Mendez et al. 2011.
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4.2.1. An integrated approach to territorial development

A key conclusion in the first report of this study was that the new Treaty commitment to 
territorial cohesion provided an opportunity to bolster the territorial dimension as a cross-
cutting principle in Cohesion Policy69. Some efforts can be seen in this direction in the draft 
legislative package, although a strong thematic approach is evident from the emphasis 
placed on Europe 2020 and concentration on thematic objectives; as is discussed in more 
detail in the next chapter, the new ring-fencing provisions imply less freedom to tailor 
interventions to place-specific characteristics. 

At the highest strategic level, there are important question marks regarding the adequacy  
of the CSF’s treatment of the territorial dimension  in terms of its analysis of ‘territorial’ 
challenges, its articulation of a coherent territorial development framework for the EU and  
its ‘territorial’ treatment of the  ‘key actions’. In line with the draft Regulations, the 
overriding emphasis is on the thematic objectives of Europe 2020. The goals of 
‘coordination’ and ‘complementarity’ are also emphasised, but ‘territoriality’ is not 
prominent in the draft CSF. 

The section dedicated to ‘territorial challenges’ provides only limited guidance on how a 
territorial approach should be put into practice and at a rather general level, i.e. the need 
to identify national or regional development challenges and potential, to consider cross-
jurisdictional or cross-border coordination challenges, to improve coordination across 
different territorial levels and sources of funding and to set appropriate result indicators. 
Specific territorial features and challenges are briefly identified - cities, rural areas, fisheries 
and coastal areas, areas facing specific geographical or demographic problems, the 
outermost regions, the northernmost regions with a very low population density and of 
island, cross-border or mountain regions and urban urban-rural linkages - but not 
developed into specific priorities or actions. The EU’s Territorial Agenda 2020 is not 
mentioned nor are key territorial concepts such as polycentric development.

The thematic focus is also evident in the more substantive Annex on thematic objectives 
and ‘key actions’. Some refer to territorial issues under their respective implementation 
principles, but only in rather vague and simplistic terms, i.e. acknowledging the differential 
needs of less developed and more developed regions (e.g. TO1 on RTDI or TO2 on ICT) or 
the importance of territorial cooperation between MS and regions (e.g. TO5 on Climate 
change). In fact, the main focus of the implementation principles is on identifying links to 
and possibilities for the use of new financial instruments and the leveraging of private 
funding, horizontal EU priorities (ERDF/CF) or on Commission/Council Recommendations 
relating to employment policy (ESF). By contrast, the draft CSF does include a more 
detailed Annex on European Territorial Cooperation priorities which should be 
welcomed.

The likelihood of an inadequate treatment of the territorial dimension was anticipated in 
some of the reform initiatives under the Polish Presidency. In this respect, one of the 
recommendations put forward in the ‘key messages’ of the Presidency is that the CSF 
should have an explicit mandate to develop territorially integrated approaches, 
including a methodology on how to design and implement integrated strategies and 
linkages among territories as well as guidance on the use of specific instruments such as 
community led local development.70 In turn, Partnership Contracts should set out the 
categorisation of different territories supported and the selection of appropriate 
interventions on the basis of a clear methodological framework.
                                        
69 Mendez et al. 2011.
70 Key messages of the Polish Presidency conference ‘Effective instruments supporting territorial development’, 

October 24-25, 2011, Warsaw.
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Further recommendations to ensure that the CSF takes the territorial dimension seriously 
were set out in a report prepared on behalf of the Polish Presidency71, including: 

 the adoption of a cross-cutting approach that addresses the territorial dimension of all 
EU policies; 

 a specific chapter on the territorial dimension, as was the case under the Community 
Strategic Guidelines; 

 a specific guideline on territorial cohesion to complement the thematic guidelines on 
Europe 2020 identifying territorial priorities; and 

 a set of territorial indicators.

Box 2: Towards a Common Strategic Framework for ‘Territorial’ Cohesion

 A genuine cross-sectoral approach is required integrating all EU policies 
relevant for integrated regional development, strengthening also the integrative 
nature of multi-fund programming.

 A specific guideline on territorial cohesion should be included, translating the 
place-based approach into a strategic framework for Cohesion Policy and underlining 
how the policy can contribute to achieving Territorial Agenda aims at different 
geographical levels. An example would be to illustrate that EU Cohesion Policy can 
contribute to balanced and polycentric development at the European level and at the 
level of macro-regions, Member States, functional regions and cross-border regions.

 Thematic guidelines should include specific references to territorial cohesion
priorities (‘territorial keys’). The analysis in the first ESPON 2013 Synthesis Report 
provides a good starting point for this. The CSF should also highlight how a territorial 
approach could strengthen the effectiveness of the Europe 2020 strategy. The 
‘territorial keys’ presented in the report are of particular relevance, i.e. city networks, 
functional regions, accessibility, economic services of general interest, and territorial 
capacitates.

 A chapter on the territorial dimension of Cohesion Policy should be retained and 
more closely linked to territorial cohesion and to the possibility of its attainment at 
different geographical levels. Furthermore, such a chapter should discuss the territorial 
dimension and impacts of different EU policies, and how these dimensions and policies 
may contribute to territorial cohesion.

 The CSG examples of indicators should be expanded in relation to the territorial 
priorities. They should provide contextual information on how the territorial priorities 
contribute to smart, inclusive and sustainable growth. If the system of compulsory 
common indicators for the monitoring of Cohesion Policy performance is introduced the 
CSF should propose a concrete list of EU-wide territorial indicators. 

Source: Böhme et al. (2011)

                                        
71 Böhme et al. 2011.
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In developing territorial priorities for the CSF, the Territorial Agenda 2020 could 
provide a strategic reference point. In doing so, the aim should be to develop the 
understanding of, and guidance on, the role of territory in achieving Europe 2020 goals and 
identifying the specific contribution that different types of regions can make to the 
strategy’s objectives. Key linkages between this agenda and Europe 2020 are illustrated 
below.

Table 21: Linkages between Europe 2020 and Territorial Agenda 2020

Europe 2020 Objectives

Smart growth  Sustainable growth  Inclusive growth

Supporting 
polycentric 
development

Investing in 
education

Interactions 
between 
metropolises at the 
EU scale

Interactions 
between the main 
national growth 
poles

 Services of general 
economic interest 
(sparsely populated 
areas)

Partnership and 
cooperation in 
urban and rural 
areas

Focus on territory-
bound factors 
(local milieus etc.)

 Compact cities 
(sustainable cities)

 Enlargement of local 
labour markets

Territorial 
integration in 
cross-border and 
transnational 
areas

Critical mass of 
means through 
territorial 
cooperation

Trans-border 
accessibility

Global 
competitiveness 
based on strong 
local economies

Global accessibility
European 

accessibility
Focus on territory-

bound factors 
(local milieus etc.)

Local innovation 
systems & 
networks

 Territorial/local related 
characteristics for 
energy production

 Revitalisation of 
cities

Improving 
territorial 
connectivity for 
individuals

National and daily 
accessibility 
between 
metropolises

Accessibility to the 
main, and 
secondary, centres 
(and between 
them)

E-connectivity
Access to energy 

networks

 Public transport
 Sustainable transport 

(incl. modal split &  
intermodal change)

 Access to energy 
networks (macro-
regional and national 
grids for renewable 
energy transmission

 Renewable and local 
energy production

 Accessibility to the 
main and secondary, 
centres (including 
access to services of 
general economic 
interest)

 Public transport
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Connected 
ecological 
structures and 
cultural networks 
and joint risk 
management

Wise management 
of cultural and 
natural assets

Source: Böhme et al. (2011)
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In similar vein, another contribution to the debate has set out a territorial typology for 
targeting Europe 2020 objectives as a basis for identifying place-based priorities72. For 
the smart growth priority, all regions are grouped into three types reflecting the role played 
by knowledge in local innovation processes (knowledge regions, industrial production 
zones, and non-Science and Technology driven regions). Under the sustainable growth 
priority, focused on natural environment and built environment characteristics, four types 
of region are distinguished (primarily rural, rural near urban, urban, urban near coastal). 
Lastly, the inclusive growth priority has a demographic focus distinguishing between 
regions facing population decline/outflows and regions facing population growth/inflows. On 
the basis of this typology, four hypothetical examples of regions are illustrated along with 
their place-specific features, challenges and priorities for policy intervention (Table 22).

                                        
72 McCann, 2011,
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Table 22: Hypothetical examples of different place-based characteristics

Urban + coastal Urban + coastal Urban Rural

Features

 Knowledge region
 Population growth 

and in-migration

 Industrial production 
zone 

 Population decline 
and out-migration

 Non S&T-driven 
region

 Population decline 
and out-migration 
(primarily urban 
area)

 Non S&T-driven 
region 

 Population growth 
and in-migration

Challenges

 transport and land-
use congestion, 
social and territorial 
segregation

 Environmental 
damage including 
marine ecosystem

 declining transport 
and land-use usage, 
dereliction, non-
operative real estate 
markets, skills 
outflows, declining 
credit availability

 widespread 
reductions in social 
and territorial 
cohesion

 Environmental 
damage including 
marine ecosystem

 declining transport 
and land-use usage, 
dereliction, non-
operative real estate 
markets, skills 
outflows, declining 
credit availability, 

 widespread 
reductions in social 
and territorial 
cohesion

 environmental 
damage including 
marine ecosystem

 pressure on local 
resources and land 
use

 social and territorial 
segregation; 
economic and 
geographic isolation

Place-based priorities

 multi-sectoral 
knowledge-
enhancing projects;

 integrated 
infrastructure, 
housing and public 
transport provision

 smart specialisation 
policies targeted both 
at high and medium 
technology sectors 
and based on 
specialized 
technological 
diversification 
strategies in major 
embedded 
occupational and 
technological classes

 local labour skills-
enhancing 
programmes in 
related technologies

 integrated land use 
reclamation and 
conversion 
programmes

 smart specialisation 
policies based 
focused on medium 
technology sectors 
local labour skills-
enhancing 
programmes in 
related technologies

 integrated land use 
reclamation and 
conversion 
programmes.

 smart innovation 
growth policies based 
on communications 
infrastructure

 preservation and 
upgrading of heritage 
and cultural assets

 skills enhancement 
policies focused on 
tourism and natural 
environmental arenas 

 renewable energy 
policies 

 social and territorial 
cohesion focused on 
integrated land use 
development and 
public transport 
planning

Source: McCann (2011)
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Turning to the regulatory provisions outside the CSF, the above report put forward three 
main proposals to strengthen the territorial dimension73. First, territorial cohesion 
should be mainstreamed into the Common Provisions of the General Regulation by 
integrating the concept into the definition of the objectives of the funds and the 
requirements regarding: (a) the Partnership Contract and its content; (b) reporting by 
Member States and the EU: (c) the content of the Commission’s Cohesion Report; (d) the 
SWOT analysis of the OPs and the justification of Priority axes; and (e) evaluations. 
Second, a territorial cohesion ex-ante conditionality could be introduced, requiring an 
‘assessment of the territorial potential to achieve the aims of the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy 
and increase territorial cohesion at the regional and European levels.’ The ex-ante 
conditionality could operate in four stages (Box 3). Third, the Regulations could include an 
additional objective on ‘strengthening the territorial dimension’ in the proposed 
thematic menu, while the article on geographical ‘handicaps’ should be replaced with a 
cross-cutting article on the ‘place-based’ approach. A similar proposal for a territorial 
priority was put forward earlier by the Committee of the Regions in its opinion on the Fifth 
Cohesion Report to ensure that a balanced territorial approach is adopted that promotes
interdependency between regions and overall coherence of different policies74.

Box 3: Territorial cohesion as an ex-ante conditionality

Stage 1: Preparation of the programming documents

Self-assessment: SWOT analysis highlighting the territorial characteristics of the relevant 
places in the programme area and their particular assets and handicaps of relevance for 
the implementation of the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy and the pursuit of the territorial cohesion 
objective.

Criteria in respect of ex-ante conditionality: Territorially differentiated implementation of 
the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy and work towards territorial cohesion at the regional and 
European levels in accordance with the following criteria:

 demonstration that the territorial dimension has been taken into account in the 
programme targets and objectives, and the composition of the programme 
partnership;

 in the SWOT analysis at programme level; and

 in the ex-ante evaluation, including a territorial impact assessment.

Stage 2: Submission of the programming documents 
Elements to be included in programmes:

 actions needed for a territorially differentiated implementation of the ‘Europe 2020’ 
strategy and a strengthening of territorial cohesion;

 definition of a territorial approach to project generation, selection criteria, indicators, 
information and dissemination activities.

Stage 3: Negotiation and agreement of commitments 

The assessment of the Commission would be carried out with reference to the green paper 
on territorial cohesion and the territorial dimension of the Community Strategic Framework 
(CSF). 

Stage 4: Follow-up

Member States would report in their annual implementation reports on the progress made 
towards meeting commitments. The follow-up could be linked to: (a) particular territorial 
cohesion indicators (e.g. those elaborated by ESPON); (b) annual territorial impact 
reviews; and (c) progress made with regard to the territorial keys discussed in the report.

Source: Böhme et al. (2011)

                                        
73 Böhme et al. 2011.
74 Committee of the Regions, 2011.
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4.2.2. Territorial features and instruments

The draft legislative framework for 2014-2020 contains a stronger framework for 
community-led local development and integrated territorial investments applying a 
place-based and integrated approach. The question arises whether these territorial 
instruments (as they are presented in regulations) are sufficient and attractive enough for 
MS to incentivise step-change in the current approach.

The reactions of Member States to these concepts have been mixed75. While there is 
general support for introducing specialised instruments, some countries are concerned that 
the addition of new instruments may lead to fragmentation of Cohesion Policy
intervention. A significant number of countries have called for greater clarity on the 
relations between the CLLD and ITI instruments in terms of their roles and practical 
application.

A specific doubt raised in relation to ITIs is whether it should be the only instrument to 
deliver sustainable urban development strategies. Additionally, the obligation to present in 
the Partnership Contract a list of cities where such strategies are to be implemented is 
rejected by many countries. There are also concerns about the capacity of cities to 
manage the ITIs – a ‘partial’ delegation of powers to the cities may be preferable in such 
cases. As regards the inter-linked proposal for EU-level networking, a number of Member 
States have called for clarification of the rationale for the urban development 
platform given the existence of a similar instrument (URBACT). If introduced, it must 
provide added value and be distinct from other similar initiatives. Clarification of the 
differences, relationship and coordination mechanisms with other networks would 
be necessary to ensure this.

On CLLD, there is considerable backing for the possibility to combine support from all five 
CSF Funds, but also concerns about complexity in implementation. More detail has 
also been requested on the definition of eligible areas and population, the procedure for 
selection of local development strategies and the envisaged deadline. Assurance challenges 
are a key concern of the Court of Auditors76. Specifically, it has highlighted the additional 
costs and risks for compliance and sound financial management that arises from the 
devolution of control to Local Action Groups. Further, it makes the point that the potential 
added value has not been fully achieved under the existing LEADER instrument. 

A local government perspective on the proposals for CLLD development ITIs offers a 
somewhat more balanced assessment of the potential strengths and weakness of both 
instruments77 (Table 23).

                                        
75 Council, 2011.
76 Court of Auditors, 2011.
77 ESEC, 2011.
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Table 23: Strengths and weaknesses of ITIs and Community-led Local 
Development: A local authority perspective

Integrated Territorial Investments Community-led Local Development/ 
Local Development Strategies

      Strengths

 Where local or regional 
integrated strategy exists 
could be ideal vehicle for 
delivering multiple 
objectives which cross 
multiple programmes

 Possibly ideal solution at 
city level

 Possibly most flexible model 
for local government as has 
no restrictions on 
infrastructure investments, 
min financial threshold or 
prerequisite for community 
involvement.

 Best vehicle to deliver 
‘locally strategic’ Projects

 Makes joint delivery of LAGs 
(agriculture) and FLAGs 
(fisheries) possible

 Integrated approach should 
minimise overlap of 
programme activities

 Highly customised to local 
needs

 High rates for 
administration possible

 Preparation costs covered
 Could use ERDF as lead 

fund as a means of 
overcoming stricter LEADER 
audit rules

 If Member States create a 
specific priority within the 
OP for community local 
development, then grant 
rate can be increased by 
10%

     Weaknesses

 5% of ERDF nationally will 
be targeted on urban 
development with a 
maximum of 20 cities per 
MS and delivered through 
ITIs. It may be difficult to 
argue for more than 20 
cities per MS. Those 
selected will be part of an 
EU wide urban development 
platform which will fund 
networking and exchanges.

 Obligation on MS to 
implement an integrated 
strategy to address 
poorest/most excluded 
groups opens up 
geographical targeting 
versus target group 
discussions.

 Flexibility between funds 
has not worked well in 
current programme

 Essentially involves 
administering a mini-
programme and includes 
decision making on 
projects, thus heightened 
levels of financial and audit 
responsibility for lead 
partner or common 
structure organisation

 Extent of private sector 
involvement in LAG may not 
be that attractive in 
considering ERDF or ESF 
activity.

 Local community focus runs 
a risk of producing less 
strategic projects

Source: ESEC (2011) Background note on draft regulations, Brussels.



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

80

4.2.3. European Territorial Cooperation

The key reform priorities for ETC outlined in the September 2011 report by the authors to 
the EP were greater strategic focus, more coherence with mainstream and external 
cooperation programmes and reduced administrative burden for programme managers and 
beneficiaries78. Accordingly, the increased strategic focus and coherence across 
programmes envisaged in the proposals merit support. The underlying thinking and 
options considered by the Commission were presented in its impact assessment. A baseline 
scenario of no policy change was compared with two options: thematic concentration on 
Europe 2020 with a strengthened link to mainstream programmes through integration of 
the ETC goal into the Common Strategic Framework and Partnership Contracts; and full 
integration of the ETC programmes into the regional programmes. The key advantages and 
disadvantages of the options are set out in Table 24, drawing on the commentary in the 
Commission’s Working Paper. 

Table 24: Territorial Cooperation – Commission impact assessment

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1: Baseline scenario / No policy change

 Priorities would 
continue to be 
defined broadly

 No formal link 
between 
cooperation and 
regional 
programmes

 High flexibility in 
choosing 
priorities

 Lack of clarity in 
objectives and reduced 
strategic focus 

 No clear definition of 
expected programme 
outputs results 

 Difficult to ensure 
complementarity with 
other EU programmes

Option 2: Thematic concentration and strengthened link to other programmes

 Limited number 
of thematic 
objectives that 
cross-border and 
transnational 
programmes can 
chose

 Integration of 
cooperation 
aspects in CSF 
and PCs

 Ensures better 
focus on Europe 
2020 priorities 

 Improved 
programme 
intervention 
logic 

 Ensures better 
link and 
coherence with 
regional 
programmes

 Less flexibility in 
programme design and 
limits to bottom-up 
approach

 Few ETC OPs have 
sufficient resources to 
contribute to Europe 2020 
targets

 Increased admin burden 
for COM and MA if 
included in CSF/PC due to 
follow-up requirements

        Option 3: Integration of cooperation in the regional programmes

 No more 
separate ETC 
programmes

 Cooperation 
activities would 
be carried out in 
regional 
programmes 

 Increased 
synergies and 
benefit to 
regional OPs

 Only allows for 
cooperation on specific 
projects, detracting from 
long-term development of 
an integrated strategy

 EU dimension would be 
neglected in programming

 Joint projects would be 
more difficult to develop 
without a support 
structure

Source: adapted from European Commission (2011) 

                                        
78 Mendez et al. 2011.
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The preferred option - increasing thematic concentration on Europe 2020 and strategic 
coordination – was considered to offer a better focus on EU priorities, a strengthening of 
the programme intervention logic of programmes and a better link with regional 
programmes. That said, the Commission also recognised important limitations: less 
flexibility in programme design and limits to the bottom-up approach based on territorial 
needs; the lack of resources for ETC OPs to make a demonstrable contribution to Europe 
2020 targets; and the increased administrative burden for the Commission and Member 
States from including ETC in the CSF and PC due to follow-up requirements.

In line with the limitations identified by the Commission, the latest progress report on the 
Council negotiations reveals Member States reservations on the proposals to increase 
thematic concentration and embed ETC within the strategic planning framework79. A 
significant number of Member States oppose the proposal to limit the list of 
thematic objectives to four. Relatedly, some have called for more explicit provisions on 
support for basic infrastructure especially due to the significance of such investments in the 
CBC OPs. The second concern is whether the ETC goal should be included in the 
Partnership Contract and how to ensure proper coordination between the Partnership 
Contracts of different Member States when considering interventions within the ETC OPs. 
Lastly, there have been calls for more clarification on how macro-regional strategies
are to be embedded as an additional thematic objective within the transnational strand.

The macro-regions concept has also featured in the opinion of the Committee of the 
Regions80, which calls on the Commission to issue an evaluation of the functioning, 
impact and added value of current macro-regional strategies as quickly as 
possible. This represents a softening in the tone of the Committee’s earlier opinion on the 
Fifth Cohesion Report81, which suggested that the existing macro-regional strategies should 
act as ‘strategic reference frameworks’ at the macro-regional level and that Operational 
Programmes should then draw on these macro-regional priorities. 

Also of note is the Committee’s opinion on the developing Adriatic-Ionian macro-region, 
which sets out several recommendations82. First, the macro-regional strategy cannot 
operate in all areas, but must focus on challenges and issues of this particular macro-region 
identified by partners in a joint assessment. Second, the concept provides tangible 
substance to the territorial cohesion objective, underlining also in this case the added value 
for EU policy initiatives in the Western Balkans (i.e. impetus to reconciliation between 
territories and contributing to the EU accession process). Third, the macro-regional 
approach would have to take into consideration every major issue facing the area 
(environmental protection and conservation, energy, climate change, research and 
innovation, etc.). Finally, in contrast to the ‘no new legislation, institutions or funding’ 
mantra, the Committee calls for: the application and monitoring of existing rules in the 
macro-region; the creation of a platform, network or EGTC; and an agreement on the use 
of existing EU funding for the macro-region.

Further reactions to the ETC proposals are contained in the consultation of territorial 
cooperation stakeholders organised by INTERACT (Box 4). A key criticism is that thematic 
concentration on four priorities would restrict flexibility and the ability to pursue 
important territorial cooperation priorities that are not adequately reflected in Europe 
2020 (e.g. relating to services of general economic, demographic change, tourism and 
management of cultural and natural heritage, as well as transport accessibility beyond the 
TEN-Ts). With regard to ETC coordination with other programmes, there are concerns that 
                                        
79 Council, 2011.
80 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
81 Committee of the Regions, 2011a.
82 Committee of the Regions, 2011b.
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ETC would become the sole source of finance for macro-regional strategies. There 
is also insufficient attention to the links with ENI CBC and IPA CBC programmes, echoing 
the Polish Presidency Conclusions call for more ‘efforts to harmonise rules with respect to 
cross-border cooperation programmes on the external borders of the EU’. A final key 
criticism is that there is limited simplification on balance due to the introduction of 
additional obligations and time constraints arising from new programming, audit and 
control requirements. Specific exceptions for ETC programmes are considered necessary in 
the light of the particular implementation difficulties faced by these programmes and 
greater proportionality is required. 

Beyond these three set of issues, the position paper offers a range of technical and 
operational proposals for regulatory modifications that could be considered by the European 
Parliament in the formulation of its future position on the ETC regulation. 

Box 4: ETC stakeholders reactions to Commission Proposals - 15 points to be 
addressed 

1. Thematic concentration. The current proposal disregards the complexity and some of 
the challenges faced by border regions (e.g. limited accessibility to services of general 
economic interest) and by transnational cooperation areas (e.g. demographic change). The 
limitation of choice of thematic priorities to maximum four should be removed also for 
these programmes, otherwise it will not be possible to select the most appropriate 
combination of solutions to common challenges. Moreover, cross-border cooperation areas 
have historically benefited from investment priorities like tourism and management of 
cultural and natural heritage, as well as transport accessibility beyond the TEN-Ts, which 
currently are excluded from the list proposed. It should be ensured that cooperation 
programmes can continue working on these objectives.

2. Macro-regional strategies. A clear reference to Macro-regional strategies for the 
Investment for growth and jobs goal should be added, e.g. in the scope of support of the 
ERDF (Art.3 ERDF Reg.) or as an additional horizontal investment priority (art. 5 ERDF 
Reg.). For the success of these strategies, ETC cannot be the only financing source. 
Additionally, involvement of CBC programmes should be added to Art. 6(b) ETC Reg., 
where only transnational programmes are mentioned. Coordination with ENI CBC and IPA 
CBC programmes should be assured as well.

3. Indicators. The proposed list of ETC core output indicators (Art. 15 and Annex to the 
ETC Reg.) does not reflect the specificity of cooperation objectives and should be revised. 
Indicators could be removed from the ETC Regulation and approved later in the form of 
implementing act, this would give more time to prepare good list of common ETC 
indicators.

4. Partnership principle. The extended partnership principle can undermine the 
effectiveness of ETC programme implementation, especially in big-transnational and 
interregional programmes. Involvement of too many actors in the MC of the programmes 
can block decision-making and influence negatively the MC impartiality as main programme 
decision-making body. The proportionality principle should be observed.

5. Geographic flexibility. The limits set in Art. 19 (2) (b) should be dropped (20%, 30%). 
It should be sufficient to ensure that all activities are for the clear benefit of the programme 
area (in general, not only “the Union Part of it”). Moreover, to assure flexible geographic 
coverage, the possibility to have Lead Partners from third countries should be introduced in 
the Art. 12(4) ETC Reg., as several programmes have successfully implemented projects 
with e.g. Norwegian Lead Partners. 
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Additionally, Art. 4(7) ETC Reg. should allow for the use of the funds not committed in due
time under ENI and returned to intra-EU cooperation programmes for cooperation on 
external borders, derogating to the restrictions of Art. 19 ETC Reg.

6. Role of joint bodies. The role of joint programme bodies is not sufficiently reinforced 
and does not reflect the ETC nature. For example, the joint monitoring committee (JMC) 
role has not been extended e.g. to key decisions on programme management, the joint 
secretariat functions are not listed, Art. 23 ETC Reg. still emphasizes the AA more than the 
Group of Auditors, the accrediting body is a body of only one MS and MA sole responsibility 
on complaints (Art. 63 Gen. Reg.) potentially undermines decisions of the JMC.

7. Accreditation. The requirement to have a separate accrediting body at Ministerial level
of only one of the MS participating in a programme is seen as problematic for ETC and in 
contradiction with the principle of cooperation. Moreover, this might cause serious delays in 
programme start and unnecessary additional audits. The most suitable and simple options 
for ETC programmes would be that either the European Commission keeps its current 
accreditation role or that the AA with the Group of auditors assume this role (or that any 
accrediting body has to rely on these audits).

Partnership agreement. A clarification is necessary as to what should be the scope of 
agreement to the programme to be submitted by the MS and how far it differs to current 
ETC practice. The requirement for coordination among the various Funds (art. 7.2 (c) ETC 
Reg.) needs further clarification.

State aid. State aid is not addressed by the draft Regulations. If it cannot be solved at 
Cohesion Policy level, efficient solutions for handling state aid in ETC context need to be 
found while updating state aid guidelines.

Programming requirements and timing. There are many new requirements for the OP 
content (Art. 5 ETC Reg.) e.g. description of management and control system to be ready 
together with the OP, as well as short deadlines e.g. Art. 7 (2) (g), OPs of ETC programmes 
to be submitted within nine months of approval of Gen. Reg. and six months of adoption of 
the Common Strategic Framework. A longer time is necessary for ETC, because of its multi-
national decision-making procedures. Also Art. 7(3) of the ETC Reg. providing for opinions 
from national equality bodies of all concerned MSs can lead to major delays.

Technical Assistance. Proposed minimum TA amount (1,5 Mio. EUR) is too low to ensure 
proper implementation of cooperation programmes and neglects the complexity of the 
multi-country approach and the geographical size of some programme areas. Individual 
negotiations of TA rate for smaller programmes (e.g. below 50 Mio EUR ERDF) would be a 
better solution.

Co-financing rate. Proposed co-financing rate is 75% at priority axis level is lower than in 
case of “Obj. 1 – investment goal” programmes in Less-developed regions (85%), which 
makes it less attractive. Additionally the co-financing rate set at priority level limits the 
possibility to differentiate the level of co-financing in order to attract beneficiaries to some 
strategic priorities. Establishing the co-financing rate at programme level and increasing 
the maximum rate to 85% for Less-developed regions is necessary.

ETC Eligibility rules. Joint approaches and rules for eligibility of expenditure would be 
beneficial. European Commission should (in line with Art 17(1) ETC Reg.) adopt a delegated 
act to establish specific rules on eligibility of expenditure.



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

84

Administrative burden and simplification. A number of elements are introduced to 
simplify implementation and administrative burden. However, certain new provisions (e.g. 
Art. 65(1) Gen. Reg.) may be even more cumbersome for ETC programmes, considering 
the need to coordinate with other countries concerned. 

The annual closure of programmes suits bigger investment programmes, where audit of 
projects can be efficiently closed on functionally independent project phases, taking place in 
just one MS; the control and audit work in different MSs, with different rules and 
timetables, may be extremely time-consuming and costly, exceeding the benefits of annual 
closure. Project data to be transmitted four times a year, twice yearly spending forecasts 
(Art. 102 Gen. Reg.), as well as the early annual reporting by 30 April. In the light of ETC 
specific eligibility rules, there is no added value in the requirement to designate the same 
controllers for ETC as for national Operational Programmes (Art. 22(4) ETC Reg.), changing 
current functioning systems. Exceptions for ETC programmes should be added and 
proportionality principles should be strengthened.

Committees, Commission Acts and guidance. There is strong appeal to the 
Commission to assure that the specificities of ETC are discussed and reflected in 
Commission Acts and that ETC representation is assured in all relevant committees and 
working groups.

Source: INTERACT (2012) Inputs to the Draft Legal Framework for European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), 
January 2012, INTERACT:
http://www.interact-eu.net/downloads/4736/Key_points_legal_package_ETC_.pdf

http://www.interact-eu.net/downloads/4736/Key_points_legal_package_ETC_.pdf
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4.3. Conclusions and recommendations

The Commission’s draft legislative package includes specific references to the territorial 
dimension. Territorial cohesion is now an explicit and cross-cutting principle in the 
General Regulation, although it has not been defined or operationalised. However, the 
Commission, Member States and regions will be required to identify how an ‘integrated 
approach to territorial development’ is implemented in the design and delivery of the 
Common Strategic Framework, Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes. The 
concept gained wide currency during the reform debate, not least during the Polish 
Presidency where it was the focus of meetings at ministerial and Director-General level. It 
is a malleable concept, which combines both ‘integration’ and ‘territoriality’ and variously 
promotes coordination between the Funds, common objectives/priorities or pooled funding 
for interventions in specific types of area, and territorial cooperation. Underlying the 
proposals is the experience of different funding instruments being managed and 
implemented in the past without effective coordination at strategic or operational levels. 

There are important question marks regarding the adequacy of the treatment of 
the territorial dimension. There is limited guidance on how a territorial approach should 
be put into practice in the draft regulations and CSF. The overriding emphasis is on the 
thematic objectives of Europe 2020. 

The focus of the Commission’s proposals on the territorial dimension is mainly on 
local or sub-regional development, with plans for community-led local development, 
local development strategies, local action groups and integrated territorial investments. 
These are positive proposals, in the spirit of the Barca Report and other contributions to the 
reform debate, which have advocated a place-based approach, ensuring that interventions 
are adapted to the spatial scale of a policy challenge and that they are coordinated to 
promote potential synergies. They have the potential to increase local ownership, improve 
targeting, avoid duplication and enhance cooperation between local bodies.

A key concern is the top-down prescriptiveness of the provisions in the draft 
Regulations. It is understandable that the Commission is seeking mechanisms to ensure 
that policy goals are translated into action on ground, but there are dangers in assuming 
that ‘one size fits all’. The Regulations appear to expect that all the proposed territorial 
actions will need to be included in the Partnership Contract drawn up by Member State, 
whereas it would be more appropriate to regard them as options whose use (or not) would 
be justified by the Member State based on domestic requirements. For example, 
community-level interventions may not be the best use of Structural Funds in some 
Member States. Similarly, while there is merit in requiring some ring-fencing of ERDF 
funding to sustainable development delegated to cities, the figure of five percent is 
arbitrary, ignoring the big differences between Member States in urban structure (number 
and hierarchy of cities and large towns). 

A more strategic approach to European Territorial Cooperation is foreseen, 
incorporated in a specific ETC regulation and additional funding. There is an expectation of 
thematic concentration, coordination with national and regional programmes and macro-
regional strategies, and a stronger results orientation. 
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Recommendations

The European Parliament should seek to strengthen the territorial dimension of the draft 
legislative package. In particular,

 the CSF should contain a specific section - and sub-sections under each of the thematic 
objectives (Annex I of the draft CSF) - on the territorial dimension, setting out territorial 
principles, priorities and actions using the Territorial Agenda 2020 as a reference point 
and indicating key linkages between this Agenda and  Europe 2020; and Partnership 
Contracts should be required to set out, at a strategic level, how they are using 
Cohesion Policy interventions to exploit territorial potential to achieve the aims of the 
Europe 2020 strategy, in line with the Territorial Agenda, and increase territorial 
cohesion at regional, national and European levels.

 Operational Programme implementation reports should be required to provide 
information on the territorial distribution of funding at the sub-regional level (i.e. NUTS 
III/IV boundaries or the lowest level at which data on operations is automatically 
collected in the monitoring system) for each thematic objective in the programme.

Recommendations

The European Parliament should advocate:

 making the use of territorial instruments optional and subject to appropriate 
justification by the Member States of their relevance, in the regulatory provisions 
referring to specific territorial instruments in the content of the Partnership Contract 
(Article 14); and

 providing greater flexibility to Member States in their approach to sustainable urban 
development, by stipulating that the level of ring-fencing should be negotiated with the 
Commission on the basis of  Member State justifications of need, and that the required 
list of cities should be indicative.

Further, there are questions about the administrative capacity for implementing an 
integrated territorial approach that need to be considered further. Previous experience 
with sub-regional packages of support has demonstrated formidable challenges (notably at 
the outset) in mobilising local partners to work together in pursuit of a common goal.  The 
required local capacity may not be available. Project quality may suffer from the pre-
allocation of resources, and the delegation of decision-making may reduce accountability 
and transparency on the efficiency and effectiveness of spending. In this regard, the 
Commission’s impact assessment on the General Regulation, which notes that “designing 
and implementing integrated strategies is not only a matter of the EU regulatory framework 
but is also linked to administrative and institutional capacity” is apposite (European 
Commission, 2011i). While the draft Regulations do pay attention to the specific 
requirements for setting-up, administration and decision-making (see Table 20), there is a 
need to ensure that the required administrative capacity is in place (for example, through 
the ex-ante evaluations of programmes). 
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Recommendation

The Regulations should require the implementation of community-led development and 
integrated territorial investments to be supported by specific evidence in the Partnership 
Contract and subsequent ex-ante evaluation of programmes of appropriate administrative 
capacity.

Taking a strategic view, there is an important weakness in the Commission’s proposals for 
territorial dimension of future Cohesion Policy. The strong thematic orientation of the 
Commission’s proposals, and the linkage with Europe 2020, raises justifiable concerns 
about losing a strategic approach to territorial development. Further, there is potential for 
the geographical and thematic fragmentation of assistance in the next period. In some 
Member States, regional programmes may be replaced by thematic programmes with a 
weak territorial focus; combined with the emphasis on sub-regional and local development, 
the outcome may be a plethora of interventions at different spatial scales, without an 
overarching territorial framework at Member State or EU levels.

Lastly, there is considerable merit in the Commission’s proposals to increase the 
strategic focus and coherence of ETC programmes, through stronger thematic focus 
and greater coordination with national/regional programmes and macro-regional strategies. 
The reactions from ETC stakeholders includes a range of organisational and operational 
regulatory modifications that should be considered by the European Parliament in the 
formulation of its position on the ETC regulation (see Box 4). The major, valid concern is 
the proposal to limit interventions to four thematic objectives. Territorial cooperation 
programmes have to address complex combinations of needs and challenges that vary 
greatly across the EU, especially those at the periphery of the Community. The 
opportunities for intervention and the project pipeline are sometimes restricted, with a
need to support more basic investment priorities than allowed for in the regulations.  A 
second question, related to the earlier point, is how to ensure a strategic territorial 
approach to ETC. At present it is unclear how ETC interventions are to be included in the 
Partnership Contracts, and how the Contracts of different Member States can be 
coordinated.

Recommendation

The Regulations should provide greater flexibility for ETC programmes with respect to the 
thematic focus of interventions, either by increasing the number of thematic objectives that 
can be included, or by restricting the concentration requirement to a percentage of the 
allocated resources (e.g. 75 percent). Further, provision should be made for a coordination 
mechanism between the Partnership Contracts of Member States participating in a common 
ETC, for example a ‘territorial memorandum of agreement’ setting out the main priority 
areas for cooperation and taking account of relevant macro-regional and sea-basin 
strategies.
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5. STRATEGIC COHERENCE AND PROGRAMMING

KEY POINTS

 The Common Strategic Framework offers the potential to increase strategic 
coordination across different funds and EU policies. However, the political ownership 
and legitimacy of the document at national level may be reduced if the Council and 
European Parliament are not formally involved in its legislative adoption. 

 The strategic planning architecture is criticised for lacking a territorial dimension and 
its over-emphasis on Europe 2020. 

 Related concerns arise about excessive contractualisation and centralisation, 
including the use of coordination mechanisms in areas where the EU has weak 
competences and a lack of sensitivity to the territorial governance arrangements in 
different Member States.  

 While there is a strong case for greater concentration of expenditure, the ring-
fencing proposals - both within and across the Funds - are complex and incoherent, 
and have been criticised for not adequately reflecting territorial needs. Allocations 
should be determined on the basis of a sound territorial analysis and absorption 
capacity.

5.1. Legislative proposals

5.1.1. Strategic planning framework

An upgrading of the existing strategic planning framework is envisaged for 2014-2020 
involving a more coordinated approach across EU funds and policies and a strong focus on 
the EU’s overarching strategic objectives. The top EU-level strategic layer is the Common 
Strategic Framework (CSF), translating the Europe 2020 strategy into a joint strategic 
framework for all CSF Funds. The required content is specified in the Common Provisions of 
the General Regulation: 

 key actions for the Funds; 

 identification of territorial challenges; 

 horizontal priorities; 

 territorial cooperation priorities; 

 coordination mechanisms between CSF Funds and with other EU policies; and

 mechanisms to ensure consistency with Council recommendations for growth and fiscal 
policies.

Unlike the current Community Strategic Guidelines, the responsibility for adoption of the 
CSF would lie solely with the Commission in the form of a delegated act and within 3 
months of the adoption of the general Regulation. Major changes in the Europe 2020 
strategy may require the Commission to propose modifications to the CSF. A draft of the 
CSF was published as a Commission Staff Working Document on 14 March 2011 ‘as 
a basis for discussion with the European Parliament and the Council’83. It sets out further 
general details on the above elements as well as a more detailed annex on the thematic 

                                        
83 European Commission, 2012a/b.
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objectives, key actions, implementation principles, coordination mechanisms and territorial 
cooperation priorities.

The Partnership Contract would translate the Common Strategic Framework into a 
national strategy. The main required content is the identification of the arrangements to 
ensure:

 alignment with Europe 2020: including an analysis of needs with reference to the CSF 
and targets in the Council recommendations relating to economic and employment 
policies, a summary of evaluations undertaken,  expected results, territorial cooperation 
priorities, horizontal priorities, financial allocations and a list of programmes;

 an integrated approach to territorial development: including coordination arrangements 
across different CSF Funds and how the needs of different types of territories will be 
addressed; 

 effective implementation: including a performance framework with milestones and an 
assessment of the fulfilment of ex-ante conditionalities; and

 efficient implementation: including actions and targets to achieve a reduction in 
administrative burden for beneficiaries.

Member States would prepare the Partnership Contract within the framework of the 
partnership principle (involving regions, local authorities and other stakeholders) and in 
‘dialogue’ with the Commission. Within three months of the adoption of the CSF, the 
contract would be submitted to the Commission for review, potentially requiring revisions, 
before being adopted by means of a Commission implementing act. 

Revisions to the Contract by the Member States would also require a decision by the 
Commission. The conditions that would lead to a revision are not listed in the CSF 
provisions, although the requirements on macro-conditionalities and Operational 
Programmes indicate that revisions would be required: 

 to support the implementation of a Council recommendation addressed to the Member 
State concerned in relation to growth and fiscal policies (including the prevention and 
correction of macro-economic imbalances); 

 to maximise the impact of the CSF Funds, including a stronger role for the Commission, 
if a Member State is provided with financial assistance under the European Financial 
Stability Facility, the medium-term financial assistance mechanism or a European 
Stability Mechanism loan; and

 to take account of modifications to OPs when deemed ‘appropriate’ and excluding the 
European Territorial Cooperation objective. 

Operational Programmes would continue to be the main management instrument at 
national or regional level. The required content includes: 

 a strategy contributing to Europe 2020: identification of needs addressing challenges 
identified in the Council’s country-specific recommendations, economic policy guidelines 
and employment policy recommendations; and a justification of the choice of thematic 
objectives and corresponding investment priorities, having regard to the Partnership 
Contract and ex-ante evaluation results;

 priority axes: with investment priorities and objectives, common and specific indicators, 
baseline values and quantified targets; description of actions including the main target 
groups, specific territories and types of beneficiaries targeted and planned use of 



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

91

financial instruments; the corresponding categories of intervention; and an indicative 
breakdown of the programmed resources;

 an integrated approach for territorial development: coordination mechanism between 
Funds and EU and national funding instruments; integrated approach to the territorial 
development of urban, rural, coastal and fisheries areas and areas with particular 
territorial features and the arrangements for community-led local development; list of 
cities for sustainable urban development, indicative allocations, including the resources 
delegated to cities and for ESF support for integrated actions; the identification of the 
community-led local development areas; and arrangements for interregional and 
transnational actions and contribution to macro-regional strategies and sea basin 
strategies;

 an integrated approach for areas most affected by poverty and social exclusion:
including the indicative financial allocation;

 effectiveness arrangements: a performance framework; actions and timetable to 
achieve ex-ante conditionalities; partnership arrangements; technical assistance plans, 
including actions to reinforce administrative capacity; and an assessment of 
administrative burden for beneficiaries with corresponding actions and targets; 

 major projects list: for projects starting before 1 January 2018;

 a financing plan: two tables identifying total allocations per Fund and EU and national 
allocations for reach priority axes;

 implementing provisions: identifying the accrediting body, the Managing Authority, the 
Certifying Authority and the audit authority and the body to which payments will be 
made by the Commission; and

 horizontal priorities: description of specific actions to take into account environmental 
and climate change, equal opportunities non-discrimination. Member States would also 
submit an opinion of the national equality bodies.

Unlike the present period, there are provisions for joint support from the Funds (ERDF, 
CF and ESF, but not EAFRD or EMFF) for OPs under the Investment for growth and jobs 
goal (excluding Territorial Cooperation OPs). Priority axes in all OPs would correspond to a 
‘single thematic objective’, including one or more investment priorities of that objective, 
and a ‘single fund’. In other words, the ERDF and ESF would not intervene in the same 
programme objective or Priority axis. However, cross-financing would continue to apply to 
the ERDF and the ESF to finance measures in a complementary manner, subject to a limit 
of five percent of funding for each Priority axis of an OP (compared to 10 percent in the 
current period).

Lastly, Member States would continue to be responsible for drafting the OPs but according 
to a ‘Commission model’ set out in an implementing act. As with the Partnership Contract, 
the Commission would adopt a decision approving the OP by means of an implementing 
act.

5.1.2. Thematic concentration 

Thematic concentration is a key aim of the Commission’s proposals with a view to 
achieving more visible and demonstrable policy impact. As noted, a list of thematic 
objectives is included in the General regulation (Table 25), derived from the Europe 2020 
headline targets and the Integrated Economic and Employment Policy Guidelines.  The 
correspondence with the Structural and Cohesion Funds varies in accordance with the scope 
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of intervention of each Fund. Within each thematic objective, a more detailed list of 
‘investment priorities’ is defined for each Fund in the Fund-specific regulations (31 under 
the ERDF, 15 under the CF and 18 under the ESF) (Table 26). Along with the ‘key actions’ 
in the forthcoming CSF, the thematic objectives and investment priorities would 
provide a framework for ensuring strategic alignment with and concentration of 
expenditure on Europe 2020 objectives, themes and priorities.

Table 25: Thematic objectives for ERDF, CF and ESF

Thematic Objective ERDF CF ESF*

1) Strengthening research, technological development and innovation √

2) Enhancing access to and use and quality of information and 
communication technologies √

3) Enhancing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized 
enterprises, the agricultural sector (for the EAFRD) and fisheries 
and aquaculture sector (for the EMFF)

√

4) Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors √ √

5) Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and 
management √ √

6) Protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency √ √

7) Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key 
network infrastructures √ √

8) Promoting employment and supporting labour mobility √ √

9) Promoting social inclusion and combating poverty √ √

10) Investing in education, skills and lifelong learning √ √

11) Enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public 
administration √ √ √

* A provision in the ESF regulation (Art. 3.2) states that through the investment priorities supported under these 
objectives the ESF will also contribute to the other thematic objectives

Source: ERDF, CF and ESF draft Regulations



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

93

Table 26: Relations between thematic objectives, investment priorities and Funds

Thematic Objective ERDF CF ESF

1. Strengthening 
research, 
technological 
development and 
innovation

 R&I infrastructure

 business R&I investment, 
technology transfer, social 
innovation, clusters and 
open innovation in SMEs 
through smart 
specialisation

 technological and applied 
research, pilot lines, early 
product validation actions, 
and advanced 
manufacturing capabilities 
in Key Enabling 
Technologies and diffusion 
of general purpose 
technologies

2. Enhancing access 
to and use and 
quality of 
information and 
communication 
technologies

 broadband deployment

 ICT products and services, 
e-commerce 

 strengthening ICT 
applications for e-
government, e-learning, 
e-inclusion and ehealth

3. Enhancing the 
competitiveness 
of SMEs, the 
agricultural 
sector (for the 
EAFRD) and 
fisheries and 
aquaculture 
sector (for the 
EMFF)

 entrepreneurship, in 
particular by facilitating 
the economic exploitation
of new ideas and fostering 
the creation of new firms

 new business models for 
SMEs in particular for 
internationalization

4. Supporting the 
shift towards a 
low-carbon 
economy in all 
sectors

 renewable energy sources

 energy efficiency and 
renewable energy in SMEs

 energy efficiency and 
renewable energy in 
public buildings and 
housing 

 smart distribution systems 
at low voltage levels

 low-carbon strategies for 
urban areas

 renewable energy sources

 energy efficiency and 
renewable energy in SMEs

 energy efficiency and 
renewable energy in 
public  infrastructures

 smart distribution systems 
at low voltage levels 

 low-carbon strategies for 
urban areas

5. Promoting 
climate change 
adaptation, risk 
prevention and 
management

 investment for adaptation 
to climate change

 investment to address 
specific risks, ensure 
disaster resilience and 
develop disaster 
management systems

 supporting dedicated 
investment for adaptation 
to climate change

 promoting investment to 
address specific risks, 
ensuring disaster 
resilience and developing
disaster management 
systems
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Thematic Objective ERDF CF ESF

6. Protecting the 
environment and 
promoting 
resource 
efficiency

 investment in waste 
sector to meet EU acquis

 investment in water 
sector to meet EU acquis

 protecting, promoting and 
developing cultural 
heritage

 protecting biodiversity, 
soil protection and 
promoting ecosystem 
services

 urban environment 
actions including 
regeneration of brownfield 
sites and reducing air 
pollution

 investment in waste 
sector to meet EU acquis

 investment in water 
sector to meet EU acquis

 protecting /restoring 
biodiversity, including 
green infrastructures

 urban environment 
actions including 
regeneration of brownfield 
sites and reducing air 
pollution

7. Promoting 
sustainable 
transport and 
removing 
bottlenecks in 
key network 
infrastructures

 supporting a multimodal 
Single European Transport 
Area by investing in TEN-
T network

 connecting secondary and 
tertiary nodes to TEN-T 
infrastructure

 low carbon transport 
systems and sustainable 
urban mobility

 interoperable railway 
systems

 supporting a multi-modal 
Single European Transport 
Area by investing in TEN-
T

 low-carbon transport 
systems and sustainable 
urban mobility

 interoperable railway 
systems

8. Promoting 
employment and 
supporting labour 
mobility

 business incubators and 
support for self-
employment and business 
creation

 local development and 
structures providing 
neighbourhood services 
for jobs

 public employment 
services infrastructure

 Access to employment for 
job-seekers and inactive 
people, including local 
employment initiatives, 
and supporting labour 
mobility

 Sustainable integration 
into the labour market for 
young people not in 
employment, education 
and training

 Self-employment, 
entrepreneurship and 
business creation

 Equality between men and 
women and work life 
balance

 Adaptation of workers, 
enterprise and 
entrepreneurs to change

 Active and healthy ageing

 Modernisation and 
strengthening of labour 
market institutions



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

95

Thematic Objective ERDF CF ESF

9. Promoting social 
inclusion and 
combating 
poverty

 Community-led local 
development strategies

 Social economy and social 
enterprises

 Education, skills and 
lifelong learning

 Active Inclusion

 Integration of 
marginalised communities

 Combating discrimination

 Access to services 
including health care and 
social services of general 
interest

 Social economy and social 
enterprises

 Community-led local 
development strategies

10. Investing in 
education, skills 
and lifelong 
learning

 Education and training 
infrastructure

 Reducing early school 
leaving and promoting 
equal access to good 
quality early childhood, 
primary and secondary 
education.

 Improving tertiary and 
equivalent education

 Access to lifelong 
learning, upgrading the 
skills and competences of 
the workforce and 
increasing the labour 
market relevance of 
education and training.

11. Enhancing
institutional 
capacity and an 
efficient public 
administration

 Institutional capacity and 
efficiency of public 
administration and 
services related to ERDF 
and in support of ESF 
actions

• Institutional capacity and 
efficiency of public 
administration and 
services related to ERDF

 Institutional capacity and 
efficiency of public 
administration  with a 
view to reforms , better 
regulation and good 
governance

 Capacity-building for 
stakeholders

Source: ERDF, CF and ESF draft Regulations
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The main operational tool for achieving thematic concentration would be the ring-fencing 
mechanism. As already outlined in the Budget 2020 proposals, ring-fencing would apply 
both to the distribution of resources across the Funds to ensure an increased share for the 
ESF, and to specific thematic objectives and priorities within the Funds prioritising specific 
Europe 2020 themes.

As regards the split between Funds, a minimum share of 25 percent of the overall 
Cohesion Policy budget would be allocated to the ESF with differentiation across the 
categories of regions - Less-developed regions would allocate at least 25 percent, 
Transition regions at least 40 percent and more-developed regions at least 52 percent of 
their total allocations. The Commission justifies this on the basis of the direct contribution 
of the ESF to three of the Europe 2020 headline targets (relating to employment, 
education, inclusion/poverty) and because the relative share of ESF funding has declined 
over time.

The second dimension of the ring-fencing mechanism is thematic concentration within
the Funds (ERDF and ESF). For the ERDF, at least 80 percent of the national allocation to 
transition and developed regions would be allocated to three objectives: (1) low carbon 
economy (at least 20 percent); (2) RTDI; and (3) SME competitiveness. As the Regulation 
also contains a requirement to allocate five percent to the sustainable urban development 
priority, this would leave 15 percent to spend on other thematic objectives and investment 
priorities (Figure 3), although it may be that certain urban interventions fall within the ring-
fenced objectives (such as low-carbon strategies for urban areas).

More flexibility is proposed for the category of Less-developed regions: at least 50 
percent (instead of 80 percent) of the national allocation would need to be concentrated on 
the three objectives, including a lower ring-fenced share for the low-carbon economy 
objective (six percent instead of 20 percent). Accordingly, the flexibility to support other 
thematic objectives and investment priorities would increase from 15 percent to 45 percent 
(again, factoring in the five percent allocation to sustainable urban development).

Figure 3: ERDF Ring-fencing thresholds

Source Draft ERDF Regulation
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A different approach is proposed for the ESF involving concentration on a single 
thematic objective and on a limited number of investment priorities.  For all 
categories of regions, 20 percent of national allocations would be allocated to the social 
inclusion and poverty thematic objective.  There would also be sliding thresholds for 
thematic concentration under each ‘programme’ on any four ‘investment priorities’ (rather 
than ring-fencing of ‘national’ allocations on ‘objectives’): 80 percent in More-developed 
regions, 70 percent in Transition regions and 60 percent in the Less-developed regions. 
This would leave flexibility to allocate a share of programme funding to other investment 
priorities in Less-developed and Transition regions (20 percent and 10 percent 
respectively), but not in the More-developed regions. 

Figure 4: ESF ring-fencing thresholds

Source: Draft ESF Regulation

5.2. Assessment

The report by the authors to the European Parliament in September 2011 was supportive of 
the general principles of the new strategic planning framework84. It aims to strengthen the 
coherence, coordination and complementarities among the EU’s structural policies, to 
integrate them more firmly into the EU’s overarching Europe 2020 strategy and to increase 
the visibility and impact of Cohesion Policy. However, the earlier report also highlighted 
several concerns and challenges. On the Common Strategic Framework, the key issues 
included how the territorial dimension is to be addressed (as discussed in the previous 
chapter) and, particularly important from the European Parliament perspective, the need to 
ensure political ownership of the strategy by involving the Council of Ministers and the 
Parliament in the approval process. The main challenge identified with respect to the 
introduction of more binding Partnership Contracts was the increase in administrative 
burdens and costs. Lastly, while thematic concentration commands widespread support, the 
question is how to reconcile a top-down approach with a bottom-up approach that is 
sensitive to diverse territorial needs, and between a sectoral approach and the integrated 
approach that lies at the heart of Cohesion Policy.

                                        
84 Mendez et al. 2011.
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The Commission’s impact assessment of the draft Regulations included an analysis of 
strategic coherence options in a chapter on ‘delivering EU added value’85, comparing three 
packages of policy options relating to geographical eligibility, thematic concentration, ESF 
funding allocations and coordination with other EU policies (Table 27). Setting the issue of 
geographical eligibility aside (as it is not strictly related to strategic coherence), the 
Commission’s assessment compared an option of no policy change (the ‘baseline scenario’) 
with two options: one involving a more comprehensive link to Europe 2020 objectives and 
targets, more predictable ESF funding and greater alignment across EU policies (labelled 
here ‘thematic concentration and policy coordination’); and an alternative approach 
(‘flexible concentration’) providing fewer incentives for concentration on EU priorities 
(although retaining a minimum share of funding for the ESF based on an EU needs 
analysis). 

Notwithstanding the disadvantages identified in relation to the second option - such as less 
flexibility, more complexity and negotiation challenges - it was considered to be preferable 
to the other options because of the greater ‘alignment’ with Europe 2020 targets and 
because it offers a ‘more efficient, results-oriented, strategic and integrated approach.’

                                        
85 European Commission, 2011i.
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Table 27: Strategic focus and coordination – Commission impact assessment

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1: Baseline scenario / No policy change

CSG as a broad reference 
framework

Earmarking of expenditure to 
Europe 2020 objectives

ESF share determined on 
basis of negotiations

Coordination with other EU 
policies through CSG, NSRF 
and OPs

Flexibility for MS decisions on 
concentration in line with 
needs

Flexibility for MS decisions on 
ESF share in line with needs

Too much flexibility

Fragmentation and reduced 
strategic focus

ESF share and contribution to 
Europe 2020 may decline 

CSG are non-binding on MS and 
have limited effect

Difficult to ensure coordination 
across funds and with other EU 
policies

Option 2: Thematic concentration and policy coordination

Menu of thematic objectives 
and priorities linked to Europe 
2020 

Ring-fencing of Funds to 
Europe 2020 objectives

Ring-fencing of ESF share of 
total

Coordination with other EU 
policies through CSG, PC, OPs

Visible and comprehensive 
link to Europe 2020 

 Incentives for concentration of 
national investment on Europe 
2020 in all countries/regions

More predictable ESF funding

Close coordination and more 
synergies with other EU 
policies

 Less flexibility and difficulty in 
addressing regional specificities

 Less flexibility in negotiating 
ESF share and absorption 
problems

Complex framework based on 5 
Funds and risk of lowest 
common denominator approach

More difficult and lengthy 
negotiations on PC including 
additional administrative 
burden

Option 3: Flexible concentration

No thematic concentration 

ESF share determined on 
basis of distance from Europe 
2020 targets 

No guidelines specific to the 
funds 

 Integrated Guidelines as a 
strategic reference framework 
at EU level

Flexibility for MS decisions on 
concentration in line with 
needs

High predictability in ESF 
funding

Fewer incentives for 
concentration of national 
investment on Europe 2020 in 
developed countries

No flexibility in negotiating ESF 
shares and agreement on 
method would be politically 
challenging

No alignment with other EU 
policies

Source: based on European Commission (2011)

The Commission’s analysis did not cover all elements of the proposals relating to strategic 
coherence - omitting, for instance, the proposals linking EU Cohesion Policy to economic 
and employment policy governance through Council recommendations. Nor is the analysis 
exhaustive in terms of the range of possible options considered. The following sections will 
consider some of the specific proposals in more detail drawing on Member State reactions 
and other recent inputs to the reform debate. 
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5.2.1. Strategic Planning framework

The proposals on strategic programming were examined in detail by the Structural Actions 
Working Party and discussed at the (in)formal ministerial meetings  during the Polish 
Presidency. As documented in the recent progress report on the negotiations86, there is 
widespread support for strategic alignment and coordination of EU Funds and policies. The 
key point made by the Member States, however, is that a Common Strategic 
Framework should not impose one-size-fits-all restrictions on interventions at the 
national and regional level. Related, there is some resistance to the ‘key actions’ having a 
binding impact on the choice of policy priorities, with doubts expressed about the links with 
thematic objectives, investment priorities and the categories of intervention. From a 
procedural perspective, most countries consider that the CSF should be adopted as an 
Annex to the General Regulation, not as a delegated act by the Commission. As argued 
by various delegations at the Ministerial meeting in December, the main benefits from this 
alternative proposal would be:

 increased ownership, legitimacy and legal security by involving EU legislative bodies 
(BE, BG, DE, EE, ES, GR, PT);

 providing flexibility to adapt the document to needs in negotiations (BE, UK);

 allowing adoption in good time to facilitate programming (BE, LV, MT); and

 as an essential element of the legislative rules affecting programming, it is more 
appropriate to be included within the general framework of legislation (CZ, EE).

Turning to the Partnership Contract, many Member States emphasised that they should 
be allowed to adapt it to their country-specific situation and governance structures. 
A light and simple document is preferred and there are some concerns about the 
timing and organisation of the planning process. The simultaneous submission of the 
PC and OPs would be problematic in some countries and the six-month period allowed for 
approval of the PC by the Commission was considered excessive.

The potential for overlap between Operational Programmes and the Partnership 
Contract is a key concern. While there is support for the option of using multi-fund OPs, 
many Member States doubt whether an integrated, multi-fund approach could work
since the proposed level of cross-financing compared to the current period, and priority 
axes may only be funded by a single Fund.

The relationship between the strategic planning framework and broader economic 
governance in the EU has been subject to particular scrutiny. The main concerns are the 
references in the draft Regulations to the inclusion of country-specific recommendations 
and Council recommendations on economic and employment policies in Partnership 
Contracts and programmes, potentially requiring revisions to the documents in response to 
new recommendations. This is opposed by most Member States because of the non-
binding legal status of Council recommendations and because the annual timing 
of the economic governance cycle differs from the multi-annual programming 
approach of Cohesion Policy. Further, some countries consider that the 
recommendations relate to a wide spectrum of policies and structural reforms that are not 
directly linked to Cohesion Policy. Linking the Partnership Contract and programmes 
with the National Reform Programmes is considered to be a more appropriate 
approach to coordinate governance processes between the two policy areas – essentially 

                                        
86 Council, 2011.
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maintaining the current arrangements – a view which received universal backing at the 
formal meeting of Ministers in December 2011.

By contrast, a recent academic report argues that Cohesion Policy could be a useful 
lever to accelerate structural reform in certain Member States and help to overcome 
the political obstacles to Europe 2020 implementation, especially in the context of the 
crisis87.

Echoing the views of some Member States, the Court of Auditors has raised concerns 
about the introduction of new programming requirements through the 
Programme Contract and the potential for duplication with the content of 
Operational Programmes88. In this respect, the Court considers that conditionalities and 
targets could be restricted to the Operational Programmes rather than being included in the 
Partnership Contract as well.

The key issue for the Committee of the Regions is to ensure a bottom-up approach
to the approval and implementation of the strategic approach89. Accordingly, it calls 
for the CSF to be agreed jointly by the Council and the European Parliament (included as an 
Annex to the Regulation), but in partnership with the Committee of the Regions.
Additionally, local and regional authorities must be properly involved in drawing up, 
negotiating and implementing the Partnership Contracts. 

Further reactions are available from a recent survey of Structural Funds programme 
managers90, whose main concerns are two-fold. The first is that overly-complex 
procedures would be created, as two distinct levels (EU and national) are required to 
address coordination mechanisms and horizontal themes at the same time. The second is 
that the CSG and Contracts may provide too much operational detail, instead of 
taking a strategic, overarching role. 

5.2.2. Thematic concentration 

The ring-fencing of Cohesion Policy resources for the ESF is the first dimension of the 
proposed approach to thematic concentration. According to the Commission’s impact 
analysis, this would raise the ESF budget to €84 billion in 2014-2020 compared to €76 
billion in 2007-201391. The ESF increase would mostly apply to the developed regions, 
where the ESF share of the Cohesion Policy budget (ERDF and ESF combined) would rise by 
8.5 percentage points (from 43.5 percent to 52 percent). For Less-developed regions the 
increase would be marginal, less than half a percentage point (from 24.6 percent to 25 
percent).

The implications vary significantly across countries under both categories of 
regions. In the Less-developed regions, the Commission’s data show that ten Member 
States have currently allocated less than the proposed 25 percent ESF share (Figure 5), 
while only one Member States (Belgium) currently meets the 52 percent threshold under 
the Regional Competitiveness and Employment Objective (Figure 6). 

                                        
87 LSE, 2011.
88 Court of Auditors, 2011.
89 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
90 Kah 2011.
91 European Commission, 2011i.
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Figure 5: ESF share of Structural Funds (ERDF + ESF) in Convergence Objective 
(2007-13, %)

Source: data from European Commission (2011i), Annex 7.

Figure 6: ESF share of Structural Funds (ERDF + ESF) in RCE Objective (2007-
13, %)

Source: data from European Commission (2011i), Annex 7.

If the Cohesion Fund is factored into the analysis, however, the relative ESF shares would 
be significantly lower for most EU12 Member States. For instance, the current ESF 
allocations to Bulgaria, Romania and Slovenia would fall from around 30 percent of their 
total allocations, comfortably above the Less-developed region target for 2014-2020 (25 
percent), to less than 20 percent. Indeed, all EU12 Member States and Greece are 
currently below the 25 percent target on this basis.
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Figure 7: ESF share of Structural Funds (ERDF + ESF) and Cohesion Fund in all 
Objectives (2007-13, %)

Source: data from European Commission (2011i), Annex 7.

Table 28: ESF shares of current programming

Convergence
Regional 

Competitiveness 
and Employment

Total (CONV + 
RCE) Total Total (including 

Cohesion Fund

BE 29.6 62 52 47.6 47.6

BG 27 0 27 26.2 17.4

CZ 21.2 36 21.6 21.1 14.1

DK 0 50 50 39.6 39.6

DE 29.3 49.6 36.8 35.7 35.7

EE 17.4 0 17.4 17.2 11.4

IE 0 50 50 41.4 41.4

EL 26.7 20.1 26.4 26.1 21.4

ES 23.2 33.1 25.9 25.5 22.9

FR 28.2 43.8 40.1 37.9 37.9

IT 17.4 50.3 24.8 24.1 24.1

CY 0 30 30 28.4 18.9

LV 18.6 0 18.6 18.1 12

LT 23 0 23 22.7 15

LU 0 50 50 39.6 39.6

HU 22.1 24 22.3 21.9 14.4

MT 20.1 0 20.1 19.9 13.2

NL 0 50 50 43.9 43.9
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AT 29.4 46 43.5 34.7 34.7

PL 22.6 0 22.6 22.1 14.7

PT 35.6 32.8 35.5 35.2 30.2

RO 29.1 0 29.1 28.4 18.9

SI 28.1 0 28.1 27.4 18.1

SK 20.9 7.9 20.1 19.6 13

FI 0 38.8 38.8 36.9 36.9

SE 0 42.5 42.5 37.4 37.4

UK 37.2 48.6 45.2 41.8 41.8

EU27 24.6 43.5 28.5 27.6 22.1

Source: European Commission (2011i), Annex 7.

The implication from the above analysis is that increasing the share of ESF funding 
may lead to absorption difficulties, particularly in EU12 Member States. The 
appropriateness of such a shift can also be questioned in the present crisis context. In 
many countries and regions, the key challenges faced at present are demand-related (e.g. 
business and jobs creation) rather than on the supply side of the economy which the ESF is 
more geared towards (e.g. training).  Indeed, the Commission’s own modelling work shows 
that the shift from investments in infrastructure and business support to human capital 
investments would ‘only create positive effects over the long-term. In the short run, it 
would result in slightly less growth compared to the status quo’92. With the continued 
fallout from the crisis and instability in the Euro area this raises important dilemmas about 
how Cohesion Policy resources can be best used in order to promote sustainable long-term 
growth across the EU, especially in the Less-developed regions that are the primary targets 
of support. 

Turning to the proposals for ring-fencing within the Funds, the Commission has provided 
aggregate estimates on the expected impact of the proposals on ERDF allocations to 
developed regions (Table 29). The estimates suggest a major increase in support for 
SME competitiveness in developed regions, from 9 percent of the ERDF in 2007-13 
(€2.6 billion) to 30 percent in 2014-2020 (€7.7 billion), and in support for the shift to 
the low carbon economy, doubling from 9 percent (2.6 billion) to 20 percent (5.1 
billion). 

                                        
92 European Commission, 2011i.
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Table 29: Simulation of expenditure impacts in More-developed regions

ERDF
Allocations

2007-2013

Allocations

2014-2020

Thematic Objectives (Integrated 
Guidelines)

€ bill. share in 
ERDF

€ bill share in 
ERDF

Strengthening innovation, technological 
development and research (IG4 )

9.64 31% 7.70 30%

Enhancing accessibility to and use and quality 
of information and communication 
technologies (IG4)

1.67 5% 0.98 4%

Enhancing competitiveness of small and 
medium sized enterprises

2.66 9% 7.70 30%

Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon 
economy in all sectors

2.66 9% 5.13 20%

Promoting climate change adaptation and risk 
prevention

0.59 2% 0.35 1%

Protecting the environment and promoting 
sustainable use of resources

2.31 7% 1.35 5%

Promoting sustainable transport and removing
bottlenecks in key network infrastructures

3.24 10% 0.00 0%

Promoting employment and labour mobility 0.04 0% 0.02 0%

Promoting social inclusion and combating 
poverty

2.44 8% 1.43 6%

Investments in skills, education and lifelong 
learning

0.82 3% 0.48 2%

Enhancing institutional capacity and an 
efficient public administration

0.91 3% 0.53 2%

Other 4.26 14% 0.00 0%

Total ERDF 31.25 100% 25.67 100%

Total ESF 23.99 27.80

Total ERDF and ESF allocations 55.25 53.48

Source: European Commission (2011i)

The increased spending on SME competitiveness and low-carbon economy objectives would 
be offset by cuts in a range of expenditure categories corresponding to two broad 
areas. The first is transport infrastructure spending (under the ‘promoting sustainable
transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures’ objective). According to 
the Commission’s data, this would no longer be eligible for funding in More-developed 
regions, contrasting with a current share of 10 percent of the ERDF. The second area which 
would be cut from the eligible priorities in More-developed regions, currently accounting for 
14 percent of the ERDF, is labelled ‘other’ and includes expenditure on generic business aid 
(outside SMEs) and certain tourism and culture investments, as well as integrated projects 
for urban and rural regeneration (although this is not in line with the Commission’s 
proposal to ring-fence five percent of national funding to sustainable urban development 
strategies).
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Table 30: Ineligible expenditure in developed regions in 2014-2020?

Thematic
Objective

(2014-2020)

Thematic
Priority

(2007-2013)

Ineligible expenditure code/category
(2007-2013)

17. Railways (TEN-T)
18. Mobile rail assets
19. Mobile rail assets (TEN-T)
20. Motorways
21. Motorways (TEN-T)
22. National roads
23. Regional/local roads
24. Cycle tracks
25. Urban transport
26. Multimodal transport
27. Multimodal transport (TEN-T)
29. Airports
30. Ports
31. Inland waterways (regional and local)

Transport 

32. Inland waterways (TEN-T)

Sustainable 
transport and 
key network 
infrastructures

Environmental 
protection 
& risk prevention

52. Promotion of clean urban transport

RTDI 
& Entrepreneurship

8. Other investment in firms

56. Protection and development of natural heritage
Tourism

57. Other assistance to improve tourist services
58. Protection and preservation of the cultural 
heritage
59. Development of cultural infrastructure

Culture

60. Other assistance to improve cultural services

Other growth-
enhancing 
investments

Urban and rural 
regeneration

61. Integrated projects for urban and rural 
regeneration (cf. ring-fencing provisions on urban 
development)

Source: based on Commission (2011i), Annex 4; and Commission Regulation 1828/2006.

As the Commission acknowledges, ‘the main drawback of this option is the reduced 
flexibility for Member States to decide on the investment priorities for the funds, which 
might result in a situation that regional specificities cannot be sufficiently 
addressed in More-developed regions.’ This drawback explains the widespread 
opposition by Member States, as expressed at the last formal ministerial meeting in 
December 2011 under the Polish Presidency. While there support for concentration on 
fewer priorities in principle, most Member States consider that there should be more 
flexibility than is proposed in the draft legislation (BE, BG, CZ, CY, DE, EE, HU, LV, 
MT, PT) in order to allow territorial needs and diversity to be adequately taken into account 
(BG, CY, CZ, DE, HU, LT, MT, PT, RO, SK, UK). The provisions for differentiation across 
categories of regions were regarded as an incomplete response to the demands for 
flexibility from Member States (e.g. PT). Instead, the proposed ring-fencing thresholds are 
considered to be more complex (BE, IE, LT), to increase the administrative burden of 
programme negotiations (NL); distrust between the Commission and Member States on 
Europe 2020 may even be increased as a result (LT), particularly if a mechanical approach 
is adopted (LT, SK) that restricts the freedom to choose appropriate priorities (MT). A less 
prescriptive is considered to be necessary during the programming phase if the Commission 
is to take on a more activist role during the implementation phase (SI).
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The issue of absorption capacity is critical for some Member States (ES), particularly in 
Less-developed countries where there are needs that are not adequately covered by Europe 
2020 (LV). More flexibility is especially necessary in regions exiting the Convergence 
Objective (SI), although some Member States are also concerned about spending 
restriction in developed regions, i.e. infrastructure investments (BE, ES, FR). Related 
concerns were expressed about perverse consequences - the ring-fencing proposals may 
lead to excessive thematic concentration (DE) that is out of line with the needs of particular 
regions and therefore reduce impact (IT); or even lead to less concentration in regions that 
currently have high levels of concentration (IT).

To find a better balance between common European objectives and national and regional 
priorities, several proposals have been suggested by the Member States to increase 
the degree of flexibility in thematic concentration:

 using the negotiations between the Commission and Member States as a mechanism for 
discussion on thematic concentration, instead of setting compulsory thresholds at 
national or programme level;

 introducing a new thematic target on integrated territorial development; 

 taking into account the CF as part of the total budget of the ERDF ring-fencing 
thresholds; and

 obliging Member States / regions to choose a limited number of objectives or priorities.

The Committee of the Regions goes even further and calls for the ring-fencing 
thresholds to be abolished to allow objectives and priorities to be defined at regional 
level on the basis of a territorial diagnosis of strengths and weaknesses and in accordance 
with an integrated approach based on investment in different sectors93. Further, the 
Committee considers that the thematic objectives should go beyond the Europe 2020 
objectives. This chimes with programme manager concerns about the strategic and 
operational challenges that may arise from excessive concentration (Box 5).

                                        
93 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
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Box 5: Criticisms of thematic concentration and ring-fencing - Programme 
manager perspectives 

Criticisms of thematic concentration 

 Cohesion Policy must maintain scope of action to pursue traditional cohesion goals 
focused on less-developed regions. 

 The achievement of Europe 2020 objectives could be endangered if regions are not able 
to respond effectively to the chosen thematic priorities. 

 Thematic concentration is incoherent with the placed-based approach promoted in other 
strategic European documents. 

 More balance needed between thematic priorities and territorial objectives .

o More flexibility needed to reflect the diversity of territorial specificities based on 
a bottom-up analysis of needs.

o Support to regional development in a narrower sense should be maintained, 
including urban regeneration and tourism. 

o Concerns from peripheral and sparsely-populated areas about the absence of the 
‘accessibility’ theme (e.g. improving communications between the areas within 
the region) 

Problems with ERDF ring-fencing 

 The emphasis on low carbon economy raises challenges in some cases 

o for industrial regions it may not be possible to completely abandon the use of 
coal as the main energy source. 

o where the green industry is dominated by multi-nationals there are concerns 
that benefits may be lost to the region. 

o low demand for funding where several other sources provide funding for energy. 

 The focus on SME competitiveness may be problematic depending on regional 
characteristics

o support to non-SMEs would still be needed in the future, e.g. in some cases over 
a third of ERDF is currently allocated to non-SME firms. 

o the definition of innovation is relevant, i.e. whether or not tourism and activities 
of non-SMEs will be included. 

Source: Kah S (2012)

By contrast, the European Court of Auditors argues that the level of concentration proposed 
by the Commission does not go far enough94. The Court considers that the 11 thematic 
objectives represent collectively ‘a very wide range of activities in support of 
which money from CSF funds can be spent.’ In particular, it criticises the lack of 
binding rules on concentration for the non-ring-fenced ERDF objectives (e.g. ICTs, climate 
change adaptation, sustainable transport etc.) suggesting that it would be ‘even more 
difficult to achieve the necessary critical mass for those priorities’. The Court is also critical 
of the inconsistent approaches to concentration across the Funds, arguing that there is no 
justification for the EAFRD and the EMFF focus on ‘measures’ instead of priorities or 
objectives (as under the ERDF and ESF). 

                                        
94 Court of Auditors, 2011.
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It is the ESF proposals on concentration that are considered to be most 
problematic in a recent report on the future of the EU budget by the Centre for European 
Policy Studies95. While thematic concentration on RTDI and SME competitiveness is 
regarded as having a sound rationale, a prescriptive approach under the ESF is considered 
to be inappropriate because the Fund prioritises domains in which the EU has weak 
competences, because a pan-EU or excellence dimension is lacking, and because the 
thresholds do not necessarily reflect regional needs.

5.3. Conclusions and recommendations

5.3.1. Strategic coherence

A key aim of the proposed strategic planning framework is to achieve a more integrated 
governance approach across EU Funds and policies centred on the Union’s Europe 2020 
objectives. A Common Strategic Framework would be adopted by the Commission covering 
all the shared management Funds (the ERDF, CF, ESF, EAFRD and EMFF) and making 
explicit links with other EU policies. Specifically, the document should identify 
complementarities between the CSF Funds and guidance on the way the Funds should be 
articulated to maximise synergies, as well as orientations on the articulation with other EU 
policies such as Horizon 2020, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Common Agricultural 
Policy (Pillar I) etc.

In providing a single source of strategic direction to Member States and regions, the CSF 
offers a significant improvement on the existing fragmented approach. The main concern 
emphasised in the previous chapter, however, is that a strong thematic orientation would 
hamper the adoption of a strategic, place-based approach to territorial development. 
Accordingly, it was recommended that a specific chapter on the territorial dimension is 
included in the CSF based on the Territorial Agenda 2020. To support this territorial 
perspective, and to increase general ownership and legitimacy of the CSF, it is necessary to 
include the EU’s legislative bodies in the approval process. Many Member States have called 
for a stronger territorial approach in the consultation on Europe 2020, as has the 
Committee of the Regions in many of its opinions and reports. Timely adoption of the CSF 
is also crucial. In the current period, the late approval of the Community Strategic 
Guidelines for Cohesion, 3 months of after the Regulations, was reported by some Member 
States to have contributed to delays in the launch of programmes. 

Recommendation

The Common Strategic Framework should be proposed by the Commission and approved 
by the Council and the European Parliament with consultation of the Committee of the 
Regions and European Economic and Social Committee, preferably as an Annex to the 
general Regulation. 

Another general feature of the planning framework is a more binding governance approach 
involving a stronger strategic steer from EU level, a firmer commitment to EU objectives in 
national strategies and an increased role for the Commission in decision-making. The main 
proposals to achieve this are the definition of ‘key actions’ in the CSF, the replacement of 
national strategic reference frameworks with ‘partnership contracts’, the introduction of 

                                        
95 CEPS, 2011.
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explicit linkages with Council recommendations, and a stronger role for the Commission in 
negotiating, approving and revising the contracts. The underlying intention is to ensure that 
Cohesion policy is able to provide a more visible, coherent and demonstrable link to EU 
objectives than in the past and that this vision is effectively translated into national and 
regional strategies.  

In line with the above comments on the CSF, a key concern from this approach is that 
Cohesion policy may lose some of its personality as a core EU policy in its own right 
anchored in a Treaty commitment to economic, social and territorial cohesion. Cohesion 
policy should not be a mere delivery instrument for Europe 2020 or for Council 
recommendations in unrelated fields or related areas where the EU has only weak 
competences and legitimacy. There is also scope to be bolder in the provisions for the 
adoption of a territorial and integrated approach, especially within operational programmes. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should ensure that the Treaty objectives of cohesion are 
adequately reflected in the content of Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes, 
including a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach: 

 The general Regulation should make clear that Partnership Contracts and especially the 
Operational programmes should set out first and foremost a strategy to pursue the EUs 
objectives for economic, social and territorial cohesion, while contributing also to the 
Europe 2020 strategy and not the other way round as is suggested in the draft 
Regulation (Art. 87).

 The content of Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes should be required 
to demonstrate a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach. This means that territorial 
specificities at different spatial scales need to be reflected in the strategies instead of a 
one-size-fits-all sectoral logic, and that information is provided on the mechanisms to 
ensure integration across policy fields instead of demarcation of different policy fields. 
Any weakening of these provisions by the Council should be resisted by the European 
Parliament. 

 To further facilitate the integrated approach, provisions should be included to allow the 
adoption of multi-fund programmes including all CSF Funds (not just the ERDF, ESF and 
CF), an increase in the cross-financing thresholds to at least 10 percent (instead of 5 
percent) and for priority axes to combine investment priorities from different objectives 
under all Funds (not just under the ESF).

The introduction of a more contractual approach through Partnership Contracts raises 
legitimate concerns about centralisation, especially in federal and devolved countries, and 
also about the generation of additional administrative burdens. In this respect, it should be 
recalled that the part of the motivation for introducing National Strategic Reference 
Frameworks in this period was to replace the Community Support Frameworks for Objective 
1 regions which were considered to be excessively rigid and heavy from a management 
perspective.
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Recommendation

It is necessary to avoid overlaps and duplication in the content of Partnership Contracts and 
Operational Programmes. In particular, 

 consideration should be given to which elements and types of information could be 
included exclusively in programmes, and whether the scope of the Commission’s 
decision should be narrowed to certain key aspects of the Partnership Contract; and 

 the procedures for planning and adopting Partnership Contracts must be sensitive to 
territorial specificities and governance arrangements, especially in countries where 
regional development competences are partly or fully devolved to regions.

5.3.2. Thematic concentration

To ensure that EU investments are concentrated on Europe 2020 objectives and achieve a 
critical mass for effective investment, the Commission proposes minimum allocations for a 
number of thematic objectives and investment priorities under the so-called ring-fencing 
mechanism. For instance, in more developed and transition regions at least 80 percent of 
ERDF resources at national level would be allocated to RTDI, SME Competitiveness and 
climate change. Less developed regions would allocate at least 50 percent of ERDF 
resources to these objectives, providing a greater margin for manoeuver. A different 
system is proposed under the ESF. For developed regions, 20 percent of funding would be 
concentrated on a single thematic objective and the rest on 4 (out of 19) investment 
priorities. There would be a greater margin for manoeuver in less developed (as well as 
Transition) regions in the selection of investment priorities. 

The Commission has also proposed to increase the relative share of ESF funding in the 
overall Cohesion budget, again involving sliding ring-fenced shares to differentiate the 
relative effort required in different categories of regions. This is justified by the Commission 
on the basis of a need for more predictable and visible ESF funding.

The assessment provided in this study of the proposals, including the reactions of Member 
States and other stakeholders, was critical of this new approach to thematic concentration. 
It was argued that the ring-fencing proposals would introduce an unnecessarily complex 
and incoherent system across different Funds that is inconsistent with the principles of 
simplification and harmonisation and with the bottom-up, territorially-sensitive rationale of 
Cohesion policy. Accordingly, it its proposed that the European Parliament should seek to 
encourage a more simplified and flexible approach to thematic concentration that takes due 
account of territorial needs. In this context, the Member States have suggested various 
alternatives or adjustments to the ring-fencing mechanism including: using the proposed 
thresholds as a non-binding, aspirational target in programme negotiations; introducing an 
additional thematic target on integrated territorial development; taking into account the CF 
as part of the total budget of the ERDF ring-fencing thresholds to minimise the required 
concentration effort in less developed countries; and obliging Member States / regions to 
choose a limited number of objectives or priorities. 

A combination of the above proposals could be supported by the Parliament. This study, 
however, considers that the last option provides a more adequate response to territorial 
needs, as long as the obligation to concentrate funding is respected. 
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Recommendation

Provisions should be included in the Regulation to require Member States and regions to 
provide a justification of the increased level of thematic concentration for all CSF Funds and 
to explain how this would contribute to achieving greater critical mass for the types of 
investment selected. The justification should be provided in the operational programmes 
and assessed in more detail in the ex-ante evaluations. 

To be clear, the critical point is that the justification should not only provide a quantitative 
analysis of the level of concentration proposed for 2014-2020, but rather to demonstrate
that there is a planned increase in the level of concentration on the proposed objectives 
and priorities relative to the 2007-13 period. In return, the Member States would have 
complete freedom to decide on which thematic objectives and investment priorities to 
adopt in line with territorial needs. This approach should apply to all CSF funds in line with 
the harmonisation principle. 

Accountability to the European Parliament on the outcomes of the partnership contracts 
and negotiations should be provided in the form of a Commission Communication, as in 
previous programme periods. Following on from the previous recommendation, the report 
should provide information on the extent to which thematic concentration has increased, 
both across Member States and overall at EU level, instead of presenting data on the self-
evident fit between Cohesion policy expenditure and EU objectives. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should request that the Commission’s report on the programme 
negotiations and outcomes provides analysis of the increased level of thematic 
concentration across the Member States and at EU level in comparison to the 2007-13 
period.

In line with the criticisms of the ring-fencing of expenditure within the Funds, the proposal 
to ring-fencing shares of the Cohesion policy budget to the ESF should be resisted by the 
European Parliament. ESF allocations to countries and regions should be determined on the 
basis of a sound analysis of territorial needs and absorption capacity not arbitrary ex-ante 
thresholds set at EU level. The does not necessarily mean that the relative share of ESF 
funding should not increase in 2014-202, but that decisions on financial prioritisation are 
informed by a needs-based analysis and agreed by the key actors responsible for 
developing contracts and programmes. 

Recommendation

ESF allocations should be determined on the basis of a sound analysis of territorial needs 
and absorption capacity and negotiated consensually by the European Commission, 
Member States and regions.
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6. PERFORMANCE 

KEY POINTS

 The proposals for ex-ante conditionalities have a sound rationale from a 
performance perspective. However, some of the general conditionalities proposed 
are more geared towards ensuring compliance with the rules of other EU policies, 
and the extension of macro-economic conditionalities is not well-justified and would 
be counter-productive from a territorial development perspective.

 If the aim is to improve the results-orientation, the performance framework and 
reserve needs to be more focused on ‘results’ indicators. Questions also arise about 
the timing of the performance review, the quality of performance data and
methodological challenges in demonstrating performance, and the temptation to set 
easily-achievable targets. 

 The monitoring and evaluation proposals provide a good balance between the need 
to ensure flexibility and accountability over the effectiveness of spending. More 
could be done to ensure that all evaluation reports are publicly available at EU level. 

 The proposed reinforcement of administrative capacity for implementing the Funds 
is justified, but requires the development of appropriate benchmarks and measures 
of administrative performance and capacity.

 The introduction of Joint Action Plans should provide a good testing case for 
enhancing the performance orientation of parts of programmes. 

 The draft Regulations and the recent reform debates have been relatively silent is on 
how to strengthen high-level political debate and accountability over performance at 
EU level especially to the European Parliament. The introduction of an EU 
Performance Accountability Framework could play an important role in redressing 
this gap.

6.1. Legislative proposals

6.1.1. Ex-ante conditionalities

The Commission proposes to introduce a formal system of ex-ante conditionalities to 
ensure that the conditions for effective Cohesion Policy investments are in place. The 
regulation distinguishes two types (Table 31). 

 Thematic conditionalities are specific to each thematic objective and relate mainly to 
the pre-existence of domestic strategies (e.g. on smart specialisation), the transposition 
and implementation of EU Directives (e.g. on water or waste), addressing EU guidelines 
(e.g. employment and social policy) and capacity-building activities (e.g. sufficient 
project pipelines in the transport sector). 

 General conditionalities mainly relate to compliance with EU law (e.g. strategic 
environmental assessment, State aid rules etc.) and capacity-building to support 
compliance as well as a conditionality to strengthen the statistical systems and data for 
programme monitoring and evaluation. 
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Table 31: Thematic and general ex-ante conditionalities

Type of conditionality Domestic 
strategy

EU 
regulation 
/directive

EU 
priority/ 
guideline

Institutional/

Capacity

Thematic

1. RTDI √

2. ICT √

3. SME competitiveness √ √

4. Low-carbon economy √ √

5. Climate change √

6. Sustainable resources √ √

7. Sustainable transport √ √ √ √

8. Employment & labour mobility √ √ √

9. Skills, education, learning √ √

10. Poverty and inclusion √ √

11. Institutional capacity √ √

General

Anti-discrimination √ √

Gender equality √

Disability √ √

Public procurement √ √

State aid √ √

Environment √ √

Statistical systems & indicators √

Source: own elaboration

A list of criteria that should be fulfilled under each of the conditionalities is annexed to the 
General Regulation (summarised in Table 32 and Table 33). 
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Table 32: Thematic ex-ante conditionalities and criteria 

Thematic Objective / 
Conditionality Criteria for fulfilment

1. RTDI

1. Domestic R&I strategy for 
smart specialisation 

Strategy includes: (i) SWOT analysis to concentrate resources on 
limited priorities; (ii) measures to stimulate private RTD 
investment; and (iii) monitoring and review system.

National framework outlining available budget for R&I

Multi-annual plan, budgeting and prioritization linked to EU priorities 

2. ICT

1. Digital growth chapter in 
smart specialisation strategy

Chapter based on: (i) budgeting and prioritisation through SWOT in 
alignment with EU Digital Agenda; (ii) analysis of demand and 
supply balance; (iii) measurable targets in key fields; and (iv) 
assessment of needs to reinforce ICT capacity-building.

2. NGA (Next Generation 
Access Infrastructure) Plans 
which take account of 
regional actions

NGA Plan contains: (i) plan of investments through demand 
aggregation and mapping of infrastructure and services updated 
regularly; (ii) sustainable investment models; and (iii) measures to 
stimulate private investment.

3. SME competitiveness

1. Implementation of the 
Small Business Act (SBA) 
including the "Think Small 
First" principle.

Monitoring mechanism to including a body in charge of coordinating 
SME issues across administrative levels.

Measures to reduce set-up time to 3 days and cost to €100.

Measures to reduce time to get licenses and permits to 3 months;

Systematic assessment of the impact of legislation on SMEs using 
an "SME test" while taking into account size of enterprises.

2. Transposition Directive on 
combating late payment in 
commercial transaction

Transposition of Directive by 16 March 2013.

4. Low carbon economy

1. Transposition of Directives 
on (i) energy in buildings (ii) 
energy end-use efficiency and 
services (iii) cogeneration 

Compliance with EU Decision 
on greenhouse gas reduction

Minimum requirements on energy performance of buildings (in line 
with Arts. 3, 4 and 5).

measures to establish system of certification of the energy 
performance of buildings (in line with Art. 11).

Realisation of the required rate of renovation of public buildings 

Final customers provided with individual meters.

Efficiency in heating and cooling is promoted according to Directive.

2. Transposition of Directive 
on renewable energy 

Transparent support schemes, priority in grid access and in 
dispatching, standard and public rules relating to bearing and 
sharing of costs of technical adaptations. 

National renewable energy action plan in line with Directive (Art. 4).

5. Climate adaptation/risk 
prevention

1. Risk assessments for 
disaster management

National/regional risk assessment includes: (i) description of the 
process, methodology, methods and non-sensitive data used; (ii) 
description of single-risk and multi-risk scenarios; and (iii) taking 
into account national climate change adaptation strategies.

6. Environment & 
sustainable resources

1. Water pricing policy in line 
with Directive on water policy

Ensured contribution of the different water uses to services costs 
recovery in line with Directive (Art. 9 ).

Adoption of river basin management plan in line with Directive (Art. 
13) in water policy.
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2. Implementation of waste 
Directive

Report on progress towards targets of the Directive. 

Establish waste management plans (in line with relevant articles) 

Establish waste prevention programmes (Art. 29) by 2013.

Measures to achieve 2020 target on re-use and recycling (Art.11).

7. Sustainable transport 
and removing bottlenecks

1. Domestic transport plan 
with appropriate prioritisation

of TEN-T 

Prioritisation of core TEN-T network, comprehensive network and 
secondary connectivity taking account of mobility, sustainability, 
greenhouse gas emissions and European transport area.

Realistic and mature project pipeline.

SEA fulfilling the legal requirements for the transport plan

Capacity measures to deliver project pipeline.

2. Chapter on railway in plan 
with prioritisation of TEN-T

Realistic and mature project pipeline. 

SEA fulfilling the legal requirements for the transport plan.

Capacity measures to deliver project pipeline.

8. Employment & labour 
mobility

1. Active labour market 
policies in line with EU 
employment and economic 
guidelines

Employment services have capacity to deliver: (i) personalised 
services and active and preventive measures at an early stage open 
to all jobseekers; and (ii) anticipating and counselling on long-term 
employment opportunities created by structural shifts in the labour 
market such as the shift to a low carbon economy.

Transparent and systematic information on new job vacancies.

Employment services have set up networks with employers and 
education institutes.

2. Domestic strategy for 
inclusive start-up support in 
line with the Small Business 
Act and EU employment and 
economic guidelines

Measures to reduce set up time to 3 days and cost to €100.

Measures to reduce time to get licenses and permits to 3 months.

Actions linking business services and financial services, including 
outreach to disadvantaged groups and areas.

3. Modernised & 
strengthened labour market 
institutions in line with EU 
employment guidelines,  
preceded by strategy and ex 
ante assessment 

Reform employment services to deliver: (i) personalised services 
and active, preventive measures at early stage and open to 
jobseekers; (ii) counselling on l-term employment opportunities 
created by structural shifts; and (iii) transparent/systematic 
information on new job openings at EU level.

Reform of employment services includes creation of networks with 
employers and education institutes.

4. Active ageing policies in 
line with EU employment 
guidelines

Actions to deliver on active and healthy ageing challenges.

 stakeholders involved in active ageing policies.

Measures to promote active ageing to reduce early retirement.

5. Policies for anticipation and 
management of change and 
restructuring at all levels

Effective support to social partners and public bodies to develop 
change and restructuring.

9. Skills, education and 
life-long learning

1. Domestic strategy to 
reduce early school leaving in 
line with Council 
Recommendation 

System for collecting and analysing data at different levels that 
provides sufficient evidence-base and is systematically used  

ESL strategy: (i) based on evidence (ii) is comprehensive and 
adequately addresses prevention, intervention and compensation; 
(iii) sets out objectives in line with Council Recommendation on 
policies to reduce early school leaving; and (iv) cuts across sectors 
and involves stakeholders. 



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

117

2. Domestic strategies for 
tertiary education in line with 
Commission Communication 

Strategy includes: (i) participation and attainment measures (ii) 
quality measures; (iii) employability and entrepreneurship 
measures.

3. Domestic framework for 
lifelong learning in line with 
EU guidance

Policy framework contains measures: (i) to support lifelong learning 
and skills upgrading and involvement of stakeholders; (ii) for skills 
development for different groups; (iii) to widen access and the 
development of lifelong learning services; and (iv) to improve the 
relevance of education and training and to adapt it to needs.

10. Poverty and inclusion

1. Strategy for poverty in line 
with COM Recommendation 
on inclusion 

and Employment 

Roma inclusion strategy and 
support for stakeholders in 
accessing funds

Strategy: (i) based on evidence; (ii) in line with poverty and social 
exclusion target; (iii) contains mapping of territorial concentration; 
(iv) involves stakeholders; (v) includes measures for community 
based care; and (vi) to address segregation

Roma inclusion strategy with achievable goals with targets, is 
coherent with NRP, identifies micro-regions, allocates sufficient 
funding, includes strong monitoring, based on partnership with 
Roma community and identifies national contact.

Stakeholders support for project applications, implementing and 
managing projects.

2. Strategy for health 
ensuring access and 
sustainability

Strategy with: (i) coordinated measures to improve access; and (ii) 
to stimulate efficiency (iii) monitoring and review system.

Framework outlining available budgetary resources.

11. Institutional capacity

Domestic strategy for 
administrative efficiency 
including public 
administration reform

Strategy includes: (i) an analysis and strategic planning of legal, 
organisational and/or procedural reform actions; (ii) quality 
management systems development; (iii) procedures’ simplification 
and rationalisation actions; (iv) human resources strategies and 
policies; (v) skills development; and (vi) monitoring and evaluation 
tools.

Source: Draft Regulation COM(2011)0615, Annex IV
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Table 33: General ex-ante conditionalities and criteria

General 
conditionality Criteria for fulfilment

Anti-
discrimination

Directives on equal 
treatment 

Effective implementation through: (i) institutional arrangements for the 
implementation, application and supervision of the EU directives on non-
discrimination: (ii) a strategy for training and dissemination of information for 
staff involved in the implementation of the funds; and (iii) measures to 
strengthen administrative capacity for implementation and application of the 
EU directives on non-discrimination.

Gender equality

Domestic Strategy 
for the promotion 
of gender equality

Effective strategy implementation through: (i) a system for collecting and 
analysing data and indicators broken down by sex and to develop evidences-
based gender policies: (ii) a plan and ex-ante criteria for the integration of 
gender equality objectives through gender standards and guidelines; and (iii) 
involvement of gender body and experts to draft, monitor and evaluate 
interventions

Disability

UN Convention on 
the rights of 
persons with 
disabilities

Effective implementation through: (i) measures  to prevent, identify and 
eliminate accessibility barriers (Art 9); (ii) institutional arrangements for the 
implementation and supervision (Art. 33); (iii) plan for training and 
dissemination of information for Funds’ implementation staff; and (iv) 
measures to strengthen administrative capacity for implementation and 
application of UN Convention including monitoring compliance.

Public 
Procurement

EU Directives on 
public contracts 
and procurement in 
energy, water, 
transport

Full transposition, including: (i) institutional arrangements for the 
implementation, application and supervision of public procurement law; (ii) 
adequate supervision, surveillance of transparent contract award procedures 
and adequate information; (iii) strategy for training and dissemination of 
information for staff involved in implementation of the funds; and (iv) 
measures to strengthen capacity for implementation of public procurement 
law.

State Aid

EU State aid law

Effective implementation through: (i) institutional arrangements for the 
implementation, application and supervision of EU State aid law; (ii) strategy 
for training and information dissemination of information for staff involved 
funds’ implementation; and (iii) measures to strengthen administrative 
capacity for implementation and application of State aid rules.

Environment

EU Directives on 
EIA and SEA

Effective implementation through: (i) full transposition of EIA and SEA 
directives; (ii) institutional arrangements for the implementation, application 
and supervision of Directives;  (iii) strategy for training and dissemination of 
information for staff involved in implementation Directives; and (iv) 
administrative capacity measures.

Statistical 
systems and 
indicators

Multi-annual plan for timely collection and aggregation of data including: (i) 
identification of sources/mechanisms to ensure statistical validation; (ii) 
arrangements for publication and public availability; (iii) effective system of 
results indicators including: (a) result indicators for each OP on aspects that 
motivate policy actions; (b) targets; (c) respect of key principles (robustness, 
clarity, responsiveness, timely collection and public availability); and (d) 
procedures to ensure operations adopt an effective system of indicators.

Source: draft Regulation, COM(2011)0615, Annex IV
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The implementation of ex-ante conditionality requirements would take place at two 
stages. At the programming stage, Member States would provide an assessment of 
whether the applicable ex-ante conditionalities are fulfilled.  Where they are not fulfilled at 
the date of submission of the Partnership Contract, a summary of the actions to be taken 
and the timetable for implementation would be included in the contract, while the detailed 
actions would be set out in the OPs. Then, during the programme implementation stage, 
failure to complete the actions by the set deadlines would provide a basis for the 
suspension of all or part of interim payments. In other words, ex-ante conditionalities have 
ex-post implications.

6.1.2. Macro-economic conditionalities

The second form of proposed conditionality is macro-economic, creating a link between the 
disbursement of Cohesion Policy funds and compliance with the EU’s economic governance 
policies. The principle is extended from the Cohesion Fund to all Structural Funds,
providing for the suspension of commitments and payments to the programmes in 
a Member State where: 

 the Council decides that the Member State does not comply with EU budgetary 
discipline requirements and has not taken effective action to correct its excessive 
deficit;

 the Commission concludes that the Member State has not taken measures to implement 
the adjustment programme and decides not to authorise the disbursement of financial 
assistance granted; or

 the Board of Directors of the European Stability Mechanism concludes that the 
conditionality attached to an ESM financial assistance was not met and decides not to 
disburse the stability support granted to it.

The regulation states that such suspensions should be ‘proportionate and effective, taking 
into account the economic and social circumstances of the Member State concerned, in 
particular with regard to the impact of the suspension on the economy of the Member State 
concerned’ and outlines the conditions necessary for lifting the suspension of funds 
procedure. 

As already noted elsewhere in this this report, the chapter on macro-economic
conditionalities includes further provisions empowering the Commission to propose 
amendments to Partnership Contracts to maximise the impact of the CSF Funds if a 
Member State is provided with financial assistance under the European Financial Stability 
Facility, the medium-term financial assistance mechanism or a European Stability 
Mechanism loan. 

6.1.3. Performance reserve, review and reporting

A performance reserve would be set aside at the start of the period (five percent of 
national allocations for each Fund and category of region) and allocated at a later date 
following a performance review. The reserve would be obligatory contrary to the current 
voluntary arrangements.

The Commission and Member States would undertake a performance review of 
programmes in 2017 and 2019 with reference to the ‘performance framework’ set out in 
the Partnership Contract and programmes. It would examine the achievement of the 
intermediate targets of programme priorities, on the basis of the information and the 
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assessments presented in the progress reports submitted by the Member States in the 
years 2017 and 2019.

The starting point for the review would be the setting of intermediate targets 
(‘milestones’) for each priority in the Partnership Contract and programmes for the 
years 2016 (financial and output indicators) and 2018 (financial, output and, where 
appropriate, results indicators) and could also be established for ‘key implementation 
steps’. The methodological standards underpinning these intermediate targets would 
include: relevance (capturing essential information on the progress of a priority); 
transparency (with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified and publicly 
available); verifiability (without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden); and 
consistency (across programmes, where appropriate).

The allocation of the reserve would take place in 2019 following the performance 
review. In an implementing act, the Commission would determine for each Fund and 
Member State the programmes and priorities that have attained their milestones. The 
Member States would propose the allocation of the reserve to these programmes and 
priorities. 

If a priority fails to achieve its milestones, the Commission may suspend all or part of 
an interim payment of the priority. Furthermore, the Commission would apply financial 
corrections to priorities at the end of the programme period where it finds a serious failure 
to achieve the targets set based on an examination of the final implementation reports (the 
methodology and criteria for this would be set out in a Commission delegated act).

Mirroring the current annual implementation reports and periodic strategic reports, the key 
basis of information for assessing and reporting on performance would be two-fold.

 Progress Reports on the Partnership Contract would be submitted to the Commission 
in 2017 and 2019. These would cover: changes in development needs; progress 
towards Europe 2020 and programme milestones; assessment of ex-ante 
conditionalities; coordination between the CSF Funds and other policies; territorial 
cooperation priorities; capacity-building actions for Member State authorities and 
beneficiaries; reduction of administrative burden for beneficiaries; and implementation 
of the partnership principle. The Commission would summarise these reports in its own 
Strategic Reports (in 2018 and 2020) and submit these to other EU institutions for 
examination and debate.

 Annual Implementation Reports for the programmes of all CSF Funds would be 
submitted to the Commission, but from the third year of the period (2016) onwards 
(until 2022). The reports would review financial and physical progress on priority axes, 
milestones, ex-ante conditionality actions, horizontal priorities (in 2017) and 
contribution to Europe 2020 objectives (in 2019).  The second part of the Regulation 
sets out additional required content for the ERDF, CF and ESF including progress with 
major projects and joint action plans and, in the 2017/19 reports only, with: the 
integrated territorial approach; capacity-building measures; territorial cooperation; 
evaluation plans and follow-up; publicity and information; social innovation actions; 
inclusion and poverty actions for specific areas or groups; and the implementation of 
the partnership principle. Annual review meetings would be held with the Commission 
from 2016 onwards at programme level and in 2017 and 2019 for all programmes in 
each country. 
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6.1.4. Monitoring, evaluation and capacity

The starting point for monitoring and evaluation is programming. As noted, the OPs would 
contain for each Priority axis common and specific output and result indicators, with a 
baseline value and a quantified target value ‘where appropriate’. The common indicators 
are set out in the Fund-specific Regulations. The ESF Regulation makes a clear distinction 
between ‘output’ and ‘results’ indicators and between ‘immediate’ and ‘long-term’ results 
indicators. No such distinction is made in the ERDF, CF or ETC Regulations, although the 
indicators listed in the Regulations are mainly of the output kind. As noted, milestones and 
targets would also be set and monitored for key implementation steps. These are not 
defined in the Regulation, but they presumably relate to the ex-ante conditionality 
commitments. Reporting would be undertaken annually. 

Expenditure would be programmed, monitored and reported at the level of 
Priority axes as well as the more detailed level of categories of intervention, in 
accordance with a list adopted by the Commission in an implementing act. (For the current 
period, most of the categories were included in an annex to the Regulation as part of the 
earmarking rule.) Reporting on the categories of intervention to the Commission would take 
place annually. It would cover not only allocations to selected operations (as in 2007-
2013), but also the volume of contracts or other legal commitments entered into by 
beneficiaries; and the total eligible expenditure declared by beneficiaries to the Managing 
Authority.

Specific provisions are included for the monitoring and reporting of support for 
climate change. The Member States would be required to provide this information using a 
methodology adopted by the Commission.

Monitoring committees would continue to be set up to monitor and review programme 
progress. However, joint monitoring committees could be set up for all CSF Funds. 

Evaluations would be carried out to improve the quality of programmes and to assess 
their effectiveness, efficiency and impact. The regulation states that impact would relate to 
the mission of the respective Fund in relation to Europe 2020 targets, GDP and 
unemployment. All evaluations should be made public in their entirety.

An evaluation plan would be drawn up by the Managing Authority for each programme 
and submitted to the first monitoring committee. Where a single monitoring committee 
covers more than one programme, an evaluation plan may cover all the programmes.

Ex-ante evaluations would be carried out for each programme. An extensive list of 
required elements for ex-ante appraisal is specified in the draft Regulation: 

 the contribution to Europe 2020 objectives, taking into account needs; 

 the internal coherence and relations with other relevant instruments; 

 the consistency of allocations with the objectives and of programmes with the CSF, 
Partnership Contract and Council recommendations; 

 the relevance and clarity of indicators; 

 how the expected outputs will contribute to results; the realism of the quantified 
targets; 

 the rationale for the form of support; 

 the adequacy of human resources and administrative capacity for programme 
management; 

 the suitability of procedures for monitoring and collecting data; 
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 the suitability of the milestones; and

 the adequacy of measures to promote equal opportunities, to prevent discrimination 
and to promote sustainable development.

During the programming period, evaluations should be carried out for each programme on 
the basis of the evaluation plan. Each priority axis of a programme would be 
evaluated at least once. The required content is not specified as is the case with ex-ante 
evaluations.

A new provision for 2014-2020, is that all evaluations would be made public in their 
entirety.

Ex-post evaluation would continue to be a Commission responsibility, in close 
cooperation with the Member States. For the ERDF, ESF and CF, Managing Authorities
would be required to submit to the Commission by 31 December 2020 a report for each 
programme summarising the findings of evaluations carried out during the programming 
period, including an assessment of the main outputs and results.

Turning now to institutional capacity, it has already been noted that one of the 11 
thematic objectives relating to Europe 2020 would be ‘Enhancing institutional capacity and 
an efficient public administration’. Under the ESF, the priorities are investment in 
institutional capacity and in the efficiency of public administrations and public services with 
a view to reforms, better regulation and good governance, with eligibility restricted to 
Member States with at least one Less-developed region or that receive Cohesion Fund 
support; and capacity-building for stakeholders delivering employment, education and 
social policies and sectoral and territorial pacts to mobilise for reform at national, regional 
and local level. A narrower focus is evident in the ERDF and CF regulation. For the ERDF, 
the objective would be supported ‘by strengthening of institutional capacity and the 
efficiency of public administrations and public services related to implementation of the 
ERDF, and in support of actions in institutional capacity and in the efficiency of public 
administration supported by the ESF.’ The CF, in turn would focus on ‘strengthening of 
institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administrations and public services related 
to implementation of the Cohesion Fund.’

Other capacity-related provisions in the Regulation include the requirements that:

 ex-ante evaluations should assess the adequacy of human resources and administrative 
capacity for management of the programme;

 Programme Contracts should include an assessment of whether there is a need to 
reinforce the administrative capacity of the authorities and, where appropriate, 
beneficiaries, and actions to be taken for this purpose;

 evaluation capacity planning should ensure that appropriate evaluation capacity is 
available; and

 ex-ante conditionalities include institutional capacity requirements, e.g. the anti-
discrimination conditionality includes minimum requirements on institutional 
arrangements, a strategy for staff training and measures to strengthen administrative 
capacity. 
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6.1.5. Joint Action Plans

In line with the performance drive and the simplification agenda, the Commission proposes 
the introduction of Joint Action Plans (Article 93 of the draft general Regulation) for ERDF, 
ESF and CF. These consist of a group of projects as part of an Operational Programme, 
where EU funds are directly linked to the respect of specific objectives and outputs, agreed 
milestones and result indicators.

6.2. Assessment

In their previous report for the European Parliament, the authors supported the key aims of 
the Commission’s proposals on performance: namely, to ensure that Cohesion Policy 
produces quantifiable results and impacts and that it visibly and measurably contributes to 
the Europe 2020 strategy96. However, the reactions of Member States and other 
stakeholders revealed serious reservations about the introduction or reinforcement of 
conditionalities and performance incentives for a mix of political, financial, methodological 
and administrative reasons. Nevertheless, the report took the view that serious 
consideration should be given to these proposals and how they can be made more effective 
in order to secure an improvement in the policy’s performance and output legitimacy. In 
line with the views of national experts in the High Level Group, the use of ex-ante 
conditionalities was supported as long as they were: focused on improving effectiveness;
linked to Cohesion Policy investments; limited in number; respectful of subsidiarity; and 
based on a joint and consensual agreement between the Commission and Member States.
The rationale for and benefits of macro-economic conditionalities and a performance 
reserve were considered to be more questionable.

The Commission’s impact assessment of the performance issues focused on the proposals 
for conditionalities (ex-ante and macro-economic) and the performance 
framework/reserve97. The options analysis compared a scenario of no policy change (the 
status quo or baseline scenario) with three alternative options (and another combining all 
three options) on the basis of their relative advantages and disadvantages, World Bank 
principles for good practice in conditionality, and the ability to address the policy’s main 
performance-related problems. The main advantages and disadvantages of each option are 
set out in Table 34, based on the commentary provided in the Commission’s analysis.

                                        
96 Mendez et al. 2011.
97 European Commission, 2011i.
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Table 34: Increasing the performance of Cohesion Policy – advantages and 
disadvantages

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1: No policy change

Conditionality under 
CF

Procedural 
compliance (control, 
spending)

Compliance with 
sectoral legislation

Optional 
performance reserve

Continuity for 
Managing Authorities

No additional 
workload

 Performance problems would continue 
(strategic, capacity, regulatory, and 
fiscal weaknesses)

 Weak link between CP and the 
achievement of Europe 2020 objectives 

 Lack of incentives limits 
effectiveness/efficiency

Option 2: Ex-ante conditionality

Strategic, regulatory 
and institutional 
conditions set 

Before OP launch or 
after with an action 
plan

Ensures adequate 
strategic, regulatory 
and institutional 
conditions for the use 
of funds

Ensures ownership, 
harmonisation, 
transparency and 
conditionality

 Delays in starting the programmes

 Increased administrative burden 

 Monitoring challenges

 Adverse behaviour (focusing on conditionalities 
that have been met or priority bending)

Option 3: Performance framework /reserve

 Intermediate targets 
agreed at start

Reserve allocated to 
priorities achieving 
targets based on 
review (in 2017/19)

 Increases 
accountability 
(system for 
monitoring and 
reporting on 
performance) 

Strengthened role for 
COM in assessment 
and corrective action

 Limited 
administrative costs 
as progress 
monitoring already in 
place

Ensures ownership, 
transparency and 
predictability 

 Challenge of robust measurement technique 
(influence of external factors, time lags)

 Adverse behaviour (setting low targets)

 Sanctions can lead to implementation 
difficulties
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Option 4: Macro-conditionality

Stricter enforcement 
of CF macro-
conditionality

Extension to all 
Structural Funds

Full alignment 
between macro-fiscal 
conditionality and 
SGP rules

Credible procedure 
for applying macro 
conditionality

Ensures ownership, 
transparency, 
predictability

 Disruption to spending 

 Punishing regions for decision taken at higher 
levels

 Disconnect between instrument (Cohesion 
Funds) from objective (regional development)

Option 5: Combined options

Ex-ante 
conditionality

Performance 
framework / reserve

Macro-conditionality

 Ensure adequate 
strategic, regulatory 
and institutional 
conditions for the 
use of the funds 

 incentives to attain 
predefined 
objectives and 
targets

 Alignment with and 
reinforcement of 
SGP 

 Increased administrative burden [plus all of 
the above!]

Source: based on European Commission (2011i). 

The preferred option was the combination of ex-ante conditionality, ex-post conditionality, 
and a performance review (options 2-4). The justification given by the Commission is that 
this combination of solutions would address a wider range of determinants of effectiveness. 
Conversely, the main drawback identified is the increased administrative burden. This is 
evidently an understatement. The equally significant drawbacks, already identified in the 
Commission’s analysis of each option, should also be added (i.e. adverse behaviour, 
methodological challenges, implementation difficulties etc.). As illustrated in Table 35, 
macro-economic conditionalities have significant limitations and potentially perverse 
consequences: disruption to spending; the punishment of regions for macro-economic 
decisions taken at higher levels; and the associated disconnection between the instruments 
(Structural and Cohesion Funds) from their objectives (regional development). Another 
problematic aspect of the analysis is that it does not provide an all-round assessment of 
performance, but rather considers different aspects of the reform proposals in isolation. 
Yet, the weakly institutionalised performance culture is not only due to the absence of 
performance instruments and frameworks, but it is also a direct consequence of the strong 
compliance orientation that pervades all the other aspects of programme design and 
delivery, particularly financial management, audit and control98. 

                                        
98 Mendez and Bachtler, 2011.
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Table 35: Comparison of options for increasing the performance of Cohesion 
Policy 

Option 1

Baseline / 
status quo

Option 2

Ex-ante 
conditionality

Option 3

Performance 
framework

Option 4

Macro-fiscal 
conditionality

Options 2-4

Combined 
options

World Bank principles

National 
ownership

0 ++ ++ + ++

Harmonisation 0 + + ++ ++

Transparency, 
predictability 

0 ++ ++ + ++

Performance related problems

Bottlenecks in 
institutional 
frameworks

0 ++ 0 + ++

Unsound fiscal 
policies

0 + 0 ++ ++

Insufficient 
incentives 
linked to OP 
performance

0 + ++ 0 ++

Source: European Commission (2011i)

Further assessment of these performance-related proposals – including the outcome-
focused Joint Action Plan and monitoring, evaluation and capacity proposals – is provided 
below, drawing on the latest Council update on Member State discussions and other inputs 
to the reform debate. 

6.2.1. Ex-ante conditionalities

The latest report on the Council negotiations suggest that there is support among 
Member States for a more systematic application of ex-ante conditionalities to 
ensure that key pre-conditions are in place to support effective intervention from the 
Funds. Yet, the discussions have also highlighted a number of issues of concern.

 Effectiveness and efficiency. References to the link between ex-ante conditionalities and 
the effectiveness and efficiency of Cohesion Policy are lacking. 

 Administrative burden. The number of ex-ante conditionalities proposed risks 
disproportionate administrative burdens, especially in countries and regions with small 
allocations. 

 Subsidiarity and legality. The conditionalities are considered to go beyond the scope of 
Cohesion Policy and interfere with national competences, raising questions about the 
legality of some of the proposed conditionalities. 

 Punitive approach. Some countries have questioned the possibility to have interim 
payments suspended right at the beginning of the delivery period. 
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A more supportive stance on ex-ante conditionalities is provided in the European 
Court of Auditors opinion99. It considers that such conditionalities provide a useful tool 
to reinforce the ‘intervention logic’ of programmes, the integration of CSF Funds with other 
EU policies, and the effectiveness of investments. This is justified on the basis of the court’s 
own audits which suggest that effectiveness has been hampered when insufficient account 
has been taken of broader EU policy requirements (for example, environment and water 
resources protection) and where interventions have not been strategically framed by  
comprehensive plans setting out long-term needs and priorities appropriate to the context.

While the Committee of the Regions’ opinion is also supportive in principle100, the CoR is 
adamant that conditionalities should be closely related to the thematic priorities 
of Cohesion Policy and should not attempt to establish links with wider structural reforms 
that are loosely linked to the operation of Cohesion Policy. 

More mixed reactions are evident in a survey of programme managers101. Although many 
do not oppose conditionalities in principle, and some even see them as a necessary element 
for efficient programme implementation, there are nevertheless concerns about the 
implications for fairness, subsidiarity and administration. 

 First, it is likely that the application of conditionalities would not be uniform across 
Member States and would be perceived as being unfair (particularly in less-developed 
countries and regions, which have larger spread of thematic priorities). 

 Second, conditionalities should not impose obligations on programme managers that 
are linked to tasks undertaken at higher levels (e.g. the transposition of EU directives). 

 Third, monitoring and reporting may increase disproportionately relative to the benefits, 
particularly for smaller programmes. Relatedly, there is excessive detail in the 
regulatory texts - the ‘general’ conditionalities (on horizontal issues) are particularly 
burdensome and arguably unnecessary as they are covered by other regulatory 
provisions in the draft Regulation. 

 Lastly, practical organisational challenges would arise in defining and coordinating ex-
ante conditionalities across all programmes for the Partnership Contract. 

To sum up, ex-ante conditionalities are perceived as providing a useful tool to contribute to 
a more effective and efficient Cohesion Policy. However, there are doubts as to whether the 
legislative proposals have found an appropriate balance between efforts to improve 
performance and that ensuring that the conditionalities employed are acceptable, fair and 
manageable. 

6.2.2. Macro-economic conditionalities

The first phase of the formal negotiations indicates that Member States remain divided 
on the macro-economic conditionalities proposals. For some countries, these 
conditions represent a necessary tool to ensure a stable macro-economic environment for 
the CSF Funds, while others oppose them on the grounds that they cannot be reconciled 
with the objectives of Cohesion Policy: to provide support for growth and jobs in countries 
and regions with the greatest needs. 

                                        
99 Court of Auditors, 2011.
100 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
101 Kah, 2011.
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Other criticisms of macro-economic conditionality relate to fairness, equality of 
treatment, effectiveness, duplication and subsidiarity:

 Fairness. A commonly expressed view is that regions and beneficiaries should not be 
punished because of failures of the central governments, which they could not 
influence. 

 Equality of treatment. Less-developed countries and regions would be 
disproportionately affected by sanctions given their higher allocations under the CSF 
Funds. 

 Effectiveness. Flowing from the previous points, only those countries which benefit most 
from the funds would be motivated to conduct prudent macro-fiscal policies 

 Duplication. Sanctions are already envisaged in the “six pack” regulations, implying that 
macroeconomic conditionality would introduce yet another penalty for the same offense.

 Subsidiarity. A number of Member States consider that the proposals would grant too 
much power to the Commission by allowing it unilaterally to amend Partnerships 
Contracts and programmes.

The European Court of Auditors urges caution on macro-economic conditionalities
suggesting that ‘careful consideration’ is needed of the proposals102. The main concerns are 
the difficulties that would arise in programme implementation, legal uncertainties and a 
potential risk of failing to fulfil long term commitments adopted in the Partnership 
Contracts. 

Firm opposition to macro-economic conditionality has been expressed by the 
Committee of the Regions103. In particular, the Committee argues that local and regional 
authorities should not be penalised for the failure of national governments to fulfil their 
macro-economic obligations. The same premise underlines the opposition from Managing 
Authorities, along with the difficulties in reconciling the Treaty-based objectives of Cohesion 
Policy with sanctions in less-developed regions104. In this respect, the legality of the 
proposals has been questioned. The President of the Committee of the Regions has even 
threatened to make a referral to the European Court of Justice due to a breach in the 
subsidiarity principle. 

6.2.3. Performance reserve, review and reporting

Many Member States are supportive of the proposed performance framework
according to the latest progress report on the negotiations105. Yet, there are major 
reservations on the establishment and operation of a performance reserve. First, it is 
argued that the reserve may discourage ambition through setting easilyachievable targets. 
Second, it could stifle risk-taking or have detrimental impacts on research and innovation
projects that are inherently more complex. Third, many Member States oppose the 
application of financial corrections at the end of the programming period, as it is regarded 
as being too punitive and applied at too late a stage in the process.

                                        
102 Court of Auditors, 2011.
103 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
104 Kah, 2011.
105 Council, 2011.
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The European Court of Auditors has more fundamental reservations on the 
approach and methodology106. First, too much emphasis is being placed on financial 
implementation and outputs instead outcomes (results or impacts). Second, consideration 
should be given to the feasibility of setting robust indicators, how factors unrelated to a 
specific programme could be identified, and how results which may only be visible in the 
long term could be taken into account. Related, the Court questions the realism of making 
financial corrections when milestones are not achieved or where there is a significant gap 
due to the difficulties in assessing the reliability of the data provided by Member States. 
Lastly, more flexibility is needed in the timing of the review and allocation procedure to 
ensure that performance is only assessed once a sufficient level of implementation has 
been achieved. Accordingly, an extension of the prescribed reference years of the 
performance review, currently 2016 and 2018, is called for in cases where programme 
launch is delayed.

Firm opposition to the performance reserve has also been expressd by the 
Committee of the Regions107. The Committee’s opinion underlines the difficulties in 
establishing objective allocation criteria based Europe 2020 targets; the risks to less-
developed regions with weaker starting positions; the challenges in taking account of the 
nature of complex integrated approaches that require lengthy preparation; the dangers of 
less ambitious goal-setting; and the absences of guarantees that there will be more 
effective outcomes. Instead, the Committee calls for the creation of a ‘flexibility reserve’ 
drawing on de-committed funds during the period to fund pilot initiatives on smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth or to support crisis interventions alongside the 
Globalisation Adjustment Fund and the European Union Solidarity Fund.

Similar considerations underpin the criticisms raised by programme managers on 
the performance reserve108. First, there are methodological difficulties in establishing 
causal effects as the Europe 2020 targets are dependent on many factors external to 
Structural Funds interventions, they take place with a considerable lag and may be difficult 
to disentangle in smaller programmes. Second, the planning process would be hindered by 
the additional uncertainty on future funding levels. Lastly, while the Regulation is not clear 
on whether the performance reserve will be applied at the national or the EU level, an EU 
level approach is considered unrealistic politically.

Some of these criticisms are misguided as the Commission has clarified that the 
performance reserve would be applied at the national level based on targets that are within 
the control of Managing Authorities. However, if it is to focus mainly on ‘financial 
absorption’ or ‘output’ indicators then more fundamental questions arise about the 
added value of a performance reserve from a ‘results’ perspective. There are also 
unanswered questions about how the key features and allocation mechanism of the 
proposed performance reserve will differ from the 2000-06 experience, which has been 
widely discredited as a failure.

                                        
106 European Court of Auditors, 2011.
107 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
108 Kah, 2011; see also CSIL, 2011.
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6.2.4. Monitoring, evaluation and capacity

Our study of September highlighted the critical importance of effective monitoring, 
evaluation and capacity in supporting the shift towards a performance-based model109. The 
general directions proposed in the Fifth Cohesion Report - clearer objectives and targets at 
the planning stage, more robust and accurate reporting, obligatory evaluation plans and a 
greater focus on impact evaluation – were all considered to be positive developments. A 
key criticism raised in the report was the lack of concrete proposals on how to raise the 
level and quality of political debate at EU level, particularly in terms of accountability for 
performance to the European Parliament. Another problematic aspect was the lack of 
proposals or recognition of the need for an increase in the administrative and technical 
capacities to design, monitor and evaluate programmes, not only in the Member States but 
also in the Commission’s services. All of these points remain relevant and will be returned 
to in more detail in the conclusions and recommendations section. 

The debates in the Council since the publication of the legislative package did not give 
priority to the topics of monitoring and evaluation in the early stages110. Nor did 
institutional capacity feature to a significant extent in Council’s progress report, beyond a 
comment about the need for sufficient capacity in cities to manage integrated territorial 
investments.

Fundamental reservations about the capacity of monitoring and evaluation 
systems to contribute to the performance reorientation have been raised by the 
Court of Auditors111. This is due to serious deficiencies in the relevance and reliability of the 
information contained in the monitoring systems of Member States. Moreover, to make EU 
funds conditional upon results would require significant improvements. The Court considers 
that it is incumbent on the Commission to ensure that the data produced by the Member 
States has an acceptable quality level in terms of relevance, comparability and reliability. In 
fact, the draft Regulation does propose ex-ante conditionality relating to statistical systems 
and results indicators requiring certain quality criteria to be met. 

The need for Member States to take evaluation findings more seriously is 
underlined in the Committee of the Regions opinion112. The Committee proposes including 
an explicit provision in the regulations to oblige Member States to use the findings of the 
evaluations undertaken during the programme period to improve programme effectiveness. 

As regards capacity, the inclusion of institutional capacity within the list of thematic 
objectives is questioned by the Court of Auditors since it constitutes a ‘pre-requisite’ 
for achieving the other thematic objectives ‘rather than an objective itself’113. The Court is 
also critical of the inconsistent approach across the funds: support for administrative 
capacity is limited for the ESF to Member States with less-developed regions or eligible to 
the Cohesion Fund, which is not the case for the ERDF.

For the Committee of the Regions, a key priority should be to strengthen institutional 
capacity in countries receiving financial support to deal with macro-economic
imbalances through the provision of Commission expertise114. As noted, this is 
already foreseen in the regulatory provisions on macro-economic conditionalities.

                                        
109 Mendez et al., 2011.
110 e.g. Council, 2011.
111 Court of Auditors, 2011.
112 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
113 Court of Auditors, 2012.
114 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
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An alternative approach could be to focus on the need for capacity-building. As 
argued by one commentator, the Commission could seek to ensure that funding for 
institutional capacity and administrative reform across EU countries is inversely 
proportionate to their relative scores on quality of government indicators115. The same 
author recommends the introduction of an ex-ante conditionality on institutional capacity
with disbursements being made conditional on progress in quality of government indicators. 
This proposal is arguably excessive and would be subject to the same criticisms that have 
been raised against other performance conditionalities outside the control of programme 
managers. A more fitting priority could be the development of more effective benchmarks 
against which to measure and monitor the state and progress of administrative 
performance and capacity within the Cohesion Policy implementation process116. 

6.2.5. Joint Action Plans

Joint Action Plans represent a new performance-oriented instrument based on the output-
based approach of expenditure reimbursement (i.e. the simplified costs options). Three 
potential drawbacks can be identified117: liquidity difficulties, as payments would be 
withheld until targets are reached; methodological challenges, in establishing and 
measuring reliable targets; and additional administrative costs, from having to negotiate 
and approve the plans and then report on achievements.

The more recent discussions in the Council show that the Member States are generally 
supportive of the initiative, although further in-depth examination is considered 
necessary118. Other contributions have been more critical. For instance, the Court of 
Auditors argues that the initiative would only be effective if it replaced, rather than 
complemented, the input-based management structure in which the instrument would 
operate119. For its part, the Committee of the Regions regrets that infrastructure projects 
are excluded and calls for local input into the drawing up of JAPs in view of the significant 
scale of the resources involved120. A local authority perspective on the initiative provides a 
more comprehensive assessment highlighting a number of strengths and weaknesses that 
merit attention in assessing the performance-enhancing potential of JAPs (Table 36).

                                        
115 Molle, 2012.
116 Bachtler et al., Forthcoming.
117 Mendez et al., 2011.
118 Council, 2011.
119 Court of Auditors, 2011.
120 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
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Table 36: Strengths and weaknesses of Joint Action Plans: a local government 
perspective

Strengths Weaknesses

Outputs approach will make auditing 
process much more simplified and lower 
programme error rates

Highly attractive in dealing with multiple 
local/regional partners from a management 
perspective 

Once agreed outputs/results with 
Commission, there will be a continuous 
period of funding stability

Results orientated and incentivises deliver 
on priorities (failure to achieve outputs, 
means no financial payment) 

Possible to negotiate delivery periods) and 
scope once established (more flexibility 
than current delivery bodies and OPs)

Diminished/no role of current managing bodies in 
current form as Intermediate Delivery Body

Minimum size could be challenging to achieve, 
depending on geographic scale

 Less flexible than other models to ‘tweak’ 
strategy/activity as tied in.

 Innovative/opportunistic projects lost in this process 
as focus on group of projects 

Temptation to chase easy outputs rather than 
quality project outcomes

Possibly difficult to confirm match-funding for length 
of strategy period

Possibly replacing financial audit burden for output 
audit burden. Need to establish reliable reporting 
systems 

 Initial workload to establish is high 

Difficult to establish standard rates (need historical 
data)

Risk of over-  or under- financing certain activities

Not so suitable for a number of operations (mainly 
ERDF)

Source: ESEC (2011) Background note on draft regulations, Brussels

6.3. Conclusions and recommendations

6.3.1. Conditionalities 

This study finds that there is a strong case for the introduction and reinforcement 
of ex-ante conditionalities on the use and disbursement of Cohesion Policy
funding. Important pre-conditions for such ex-ante conditionalities are well-known: 
focused on improving effectiveness; linked to Cohesion Policy investments; limited in 
number; respectful of subsidiarity; and based on a joint and consensual agreement 
between the Commission and Member States. To take a prominent example, it makes 
sense from an effectiveness perspective to require a ‘smart specialisation strategy’ –
essentially a place-based framework for research and innovation - to be in place or to be 
developed if significant amounts of funding are being allocated to R&I expenditure. Yet, 
there are questions about whether all regions, especially the less developed regions, have 
the capacity to develop such strategies in time to allow a smooth launch of the 
programmes.

The effectiveness test is less convincing for some of the general conditionalities 
proposed which are more geared towards ensuring compliance with the rules of other EU 
policies (e.g. public procurement and State aid) than with ensuring effective attainment of 
the actual programme’s strategic objectives. 
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By contrast, the extension of macro-economic conditionalities from the Cohesion 
Fund to the Structural and other Funds is not well-justified. The case of the 
Cohesion Fund is quite simply different. The Fund was created in 1993 to facilitate the 
fulfilment of budgetary criteria as part of EMU in the Less-developed countries, although 
this rationale became less relevant with the creation of the Euro and the 2004/7 
enlargement, since which the Fund’s rationale has arguably become more framed as a 
device to facilitate compliance with the EU’s environmental and transport acquis. By 
contrast, the Structural Funds (ERDF and ESF) have never had a direct link to the EU’s 
macro-economic rules on budgetary deficits and imbalances. The legal basis and rationale 
for the Structural Funds is founded on the 1988 Treaty commitment to cohesion and the 
promotion of harmonious development by reducing territorial disparities.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the introduction of ex-ante conditionalities, insofar 
as they meet the above pre-conditions. However, the weak justification for macro-economic 
conditionality – from a Cohesion Policy viewpoint – argues for it to reconsidered. If broader 
political pressures make this impracticable, the questionable legal basis for the proposed 
extension of macro-economic conditionalities to the Structural Funds needs to be clarified. 
Furthermore, it should not impose obligatory amendments of the Partnership Contracts or 
programmes and should cover all payments from the EU budget to the Member States.

6.3.2. Performance Framework and Reserve

The second key feature of the reform proposals is the introduction of a new performance 
framework and an obligatory performance reserve. If the aim is to improve the results-
orientation, then the focus of the performance framework and reserve should be on ‘results’ 
indicators, not on spending or outputs. Put another way, a ‘financial absorption reserve’ is 
not necessary as there is already an n+2 rule for this purpose. 

Assuming that there is agreement on the introduction of a performance reserve at national 
level linked to programme results, several important issues need to be considered. First, 
the performance review and attribution of allocations may have to take place at a later date 
than is currently foreseen, given the need for a sufficient level of implementation and the 
associated lags in the generation of results. Second, improvements in the data and 
information used for monitoring, evaluation and reporting are crucial. Third, and related, it 
must be recognised that there are important methodological challenges in demonstrating 
the causal impact of programmes on programme targets, at least in relation to results 
indicators that are not collected through the monitoring system, requiring the production of 
new data and/or evaluations to assess programme effects. To avoid the risk of setting 
easily-achievable targets, a system of benchmarking of targets across programmes and 
Member States needs to be devised and monitored regularly and transparently. Lastly, 
there should be a requirement to allocate the reserve to high-quality projects.
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Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the proposed performance framework/reserve, 
subject to it being: linked to results; carried out at a point in the programme 
implementation calendar when significant results can reasonably be expected; applied with 
credible monitoring information and assessment methodologies; and allocated to high-
quality projects. Without these conditions (especially regarding data), the administrative 
workload associated with a reserve is difficult to justify.

6.3.3. Monitoring and evaluation

A results-based monitoring and evaluation system is a crucial component of the 
performance framework. Whether the 2014-2020 legislative proposals have done 
enough to facilitate this shift is debatable. As noted above, the regulatory framework 
continues to place a strong emphasis on ‘spending’ and ‘outputs’ rather than ‘results’. A 
notable exception to this is the new ex-ante conditionality on ‘statistical systems and 
results indicators’ which would require ‘the existence of an effective system of result 
indicators to monitor progress towards results and to undertake impact assessments’. As 
noted, this is a necessary precondition for the generation of robust and credible evidence 
on performance and should be supported. 

The Commission’s proposals for the use of common indicators at EU level and programme-
specific indicators at Member State level would formalise existing practice and are positive. 
In the current period, the common indicators were introduced during the implementation 
phase, creating difficulties for their integration into indicators sets and systems. Agreement 
on common indicators from the outset, either in the draft Regulations or in Commission 
Acts, would resolve this problem. Nevertheless, there is inconsistency in the approach to 
common indicators across the Fund regulations. Specifically, the draft ERDF and CF 
Regulations do not distinguish between ‘output’ and ‘results’ indicators, while the ESF 
Regulation does (even subdividing results into short-term and long-term results). 
Clarification is needed on the meaning and implications of the terms: ‘output’ and 
‘results’.  It is also necessary to amend the ERDF and CF Regulations to indicate clearly 
which indicators are outputs and which are results, following the approach of the ESF
Regulation. This is necessary because the distinction is not always understood by Managing 
Authorities and beneficiaries, leading to mistakes in data reporting. It is imperative that the 
basic legal texts of Cohesion Policy do not contribute to this confusion.

Recommendation

The Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for effective results-based 
monitoring and evaluation systems and ensure that the Council does not weaken the ex-
ante conditionality on statistical systems and result indicators during the negotiations. The 
proposed use of common indicators at EU level and programme-specific indicators at 
Member State level should also be supported, subject to ensuring clarification of the terms 
‘output’ and ‘result’ and consistency of approach across the Funds.
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The proposed evaluation requirements for the 2014-2020 period are an 
improvement on the current arrangements. Member States would still have the 
freedom to decide the timing, the content and methods of evaluation during the 
programme period, but they would be required to undertake at least one evaluation of each 
priority axis. All evaluations would be made public in their entirety and a summary of all 
evaluations would be submitted to the Commission at the end of the period. The proposals 
provide a good balance between the need to ensure flexibility so that the evaluations are 
adapted to Member State needs, and a requirement to undertake evaluations during the 
period to account for the effectiveness of spending and ensure that the results are publicly 
available to animate debate and strengthen accountability. The latter should not only apply 
to the Member States, but to Commission sponsored evaluations as well. Moreover, there 
should be a requirement for European Commission and Member States evaluation reports 
to be made publicly available ‘in their entirety’ and in a ‘timely manner’ to feed into 
decision-making debates. The Commission’s external studies on the administrative costs of 
the legislative reform proposals and the e-governance initiative are obvious examples 
where such a rule could have been beneficial (see Chapter 7). 

A final and related recommendation is to create an EU platform for storing, accessing and 
disseminating evaluation reports, in line with the recommendations of the Barca Report. 
The current online library of the Commission’s ‘evalsed website’ has made a start on this, 
but the website’s content could be significantly expanded and should include full evaluation 
reports rather than summaries. It should also include Commission evaluation reports so as 
to become a single, integrated online resource for policy-makers and stakeholders.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for strengthening 
evaluation and, indeed, should seek maximum transparency and accessibility for all 
evaluation outputs in their entirety to help inform decision-making.

6.3.4. Institutional capacity

The regulatory encouragement given to Member States in the 2007-13 period to reinforce 
their administrative capacity for implementing the Funds is strengthened in the legislative 
proposals for the 2014-20 period. One of the 11 thematic priorities for investment is 
‘enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public administration’, and the Commission 
is proposing to include conditions relating to administrative capacity in its Partnership 
Contracts with Member States. The Commission’s draft concept of how capacity should be 
measured is, however, still rudimentary. 

Recommendation

The Commission should develop effective benchmarks and indicators to measure and 
monitor the state and progress of administrative performance and capacity; this is a critical 
task before the next round of programmes are launched in 2014.

6.3.5. Joint Action Plans 

Joint Action Plans represent a new performance-oriented instrument based on the output-
based approach of expenditure reimbursement. While a range of potential drawbacks have 
been highlighted in the report, mirroring those of the performance reserve, the initiative
has many positive features with the scope to test options for enhancing the performance 
orientation of parts of programmes. Careful monitoring and evaluation of Joint Actions 
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Plans would be necessary in the future to draw out the lessons and potential for 
mainstreaming to other types of interventions (such as infrastructure support under the 
ERDF). 

Recommendation

The Joint Action Plan initiative should be supported as it is voluntary and could provide a 
useful testing case in the future of how to enhance the performance orientation of parts of 
programmes.

6.3.6. Accountability for Performance 

An area where the draft Regulations and the recent reform discussions have been relatively 
silent is on how to strengthen high-level political debate and accountability over 
performance at EU level. To address this gap, an EU Performance Accountability Framework
could be set up including: annual reporting to the Parliament by the Commission; annual 
debate in the Council and peer review in a new High Level Group; and a re-focusing of 
implementation reports towards results.

A first step would be for the Commission to submit and present an Annual Performance 
Report to the REGI Committee. The report should focus primarily on programme 
achievements. It would omit financial implementation or absorption information (as this 
would be provided separately, see below), including instead comparative data, analysis and 
rankings of performance across the Member States and the reasons for slow or rapid 
progress towards the set targets. As programme results would not be detectable until 
several years after the launch of programmes, the first performance reports would provide 
comparative analysis of the programmed targets and the level of ambition foreseen in 
different Member States. 

The presentation of the Annual Performance Report to the Parliament should be 
timed to follow the presentation of the Court of Auditors’ Annual Report on the 
discharge of the budget in November each year to provide much needed balance to 
the dominant legality/regularity focus of Parliamentary debate on Cohesion Policy. As this 
would take place at the end of the year, the Commission would have sufficient time to 
undertake its own meta-analysis of the programme implementation reports submitted by 
the Member States in the first half of each year (see below). 

A selection of Member States could also be invited to participate in the annual performance 
hearings to present the targets selected in their Partnership Contracts and subsequent 
progress.

In addition, the Commission should transmit to the REGI committee regular quarterly or 
biannual reports on financial and physical progress on the basis of the data gathered 
centrally through the Commission’s electronic information system. Again, these reports 
should contain both aggregated data at EU level and at Member State level to allow for 
comparison across countries/programmes across core thematic and territorial priorities. As 
noted, the more detailed analysis of performance and explanation for the cross-national 
differences would be left to the Annual Performance Report.

To improve the flow of information and results of evaluation work, the Parliament should 
be a permanent member of the informal evaluation network of Member State
evaluation experts coordinated by DG Regio. This should include a member of the 
Parliament’s REGI committee and one official from the Parliament’s Policy Research Unit 
with responsibility for coordinating Cohesion Policy studies. This would also encourage 
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better coordination of evaluation planning and minimise duplication in the studies 
commissioned by the Parliament and the Commission, and thereby reduce the costs for 
programme managers and beneficiaries when providing information to evaluators. 

The principles of the Performance Accountability Framework should be codified in 
the general Regulation, potentially in the section on strategic reporting or in a new Title. 
The detailed modalities and requirements of the Performance Accountability Framework 
should be set out in a Memorandum on Performance Accountability signed by the European 
Parliament and European Commission following agreement on the legislative package.

Equally important is the need for more high-level political debate among Member 
States. This was a central proposal of the Barca Report and was also mentioned in the Fifth 
Cohesion Report, but has not fed through into any proposals for changes to the current 
institutional or reporting arrangements. Given the lack of political will to set up a specific 
Council configuration for Cohesion Policy, the Council of Ministers should be required to 
hold at least one annual meeting on the performance of Cohesion Policy in the 
Council with the Ministers responsible for Cohesion Policy and European Parliament 
representatives. As the currently proposed Progress Reports would only be available in two
years during the eight-year life cycle of the programmes, the Annual Performance Report,
described above, could form the basis for this debate. 

At a more technocratic level, and following the approach employed by the Commission in 
the preparation of the legislative proposals, a High-Level Group to Review the 
Performance of Cohesion Policy could be created to hold regular, structured and 
informal discussions among high-level officials responsible for Cohesion Policy. This group 
would engage in performance-related peer review at both the programming and 
implementation stages, beginning with the Partnership Contracts and subsequently 
progress with delivery.121 The aim would be to address the weakness in the Committee on 
the Coordination of the Funds (COCOF) whose focus is primarily on resolving technical 
administrative issues and has insufficient time to discuss performance and strategic issues. 
The European Parliament should be a permanent member of the High Level Group, and
external experts could be invited to contribute as required.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should require, as a matter of priority, the establishment of an EU 
Performance Accountability Framework for Cohesion Policy including: annual reporting to 
the Parliament by the Commission; Parliament representation in the informal evaluation 
network managed by DG Regio; annual debate in the Council and peer review in a new 
High Level Group; and a re-focusing of implementation reports towards results.

6.3.7. A focus on results in implementation reports 

In line with the above proposals, there is a strong case for revising the envisaged 
reporting mechanisms to increase the profile of performance. At present, the 
Commission’s Annual Reports on Structural and Cohesion Funds focus exclusively on 
financial absorption, audit and control issues. There is a case for eliminating the sections on 
audit and control (given that this information is already available in the Commission’s 
Annual Activity Reports) and replacing it with a ‘performance chapter’ on programme 

                                        
121 The membership of the group would differ to that of the existing evaluation network of national evaluation 

contact points, as it would have a higher political profile.
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achievements in relation to ‘outputs’ and ‘results’, including national and comparative data, 
analysis and rankings. This section could form the basis for the proposed Annual 
Performance Report that would be presented to and debated by the European Parliament.

Just as the Commission’s implementation reports need to give more prominence to 
performance, so too do the programme implementation reports by the Member States 
which provide the data and analysis upon which the Commission’s assessment must rely. 
The Commission’s proposal to streamline the annual implementation reports is welcomed, 
but a more important priority should be to strengthen the quality, consistency and 
comparability of the information and analysis of programme results and achievements in 
the annual implementation reports. 

The Commission also proposes the introduction of ‘citizen’s reports’ of the annual and final 
implementation reports. This is essentially a publicity measure and will do little to address 
the current weaknesses in the quality of the information and analysis or provide sufficient 
detail to hold decision-makers to account; indeed, it is striking that in the current period 
some Member State authorities do not publish the reports, or do so very late limiting their 
utility for animating debate on programme achievements. To strengthen accountability it is 
necessary to go further than the publication of citizen summary reports with 
transparent, timely publication of the full reports. A similar provision has been included in 
the general Regulation for evaluations, and there is no reason why it should not be 
extended to implementation reports. Transparency is necessary to drive up the quality of 
the reports – not least because it would allow standards to be monitored and compared 
across EU countries and regions - and raise accountability. Timely publication is critical to 
maximise their relevance. 

Recommendation

The performance orientation of reporting mechanisms should be increased through: (a) 
revision of the Commission’s annual report on Cohesion policy to give more prominence to 
performance issues; (b) strengthened and binding obligations on minimum standards for 
performance reporting in Member State implementation reports (specified in the Regulation 
and in the Commission’s guidance on the content of the reports); and (c) increased 
transparency through a regulatory provision  requiring all annual implementation reports to 
be published online in their entirety by June of the following year.
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7. SIMPLIFICATION AND ASSURANCE

KEY POINTS

 Considerable efforts have been made by the Commission to simplify, streamline and 
harmonise systems and rules, particularly through the establishment of common 
regulatory frameworks and requirements across different Funds. Other measures
are geared more towards enhancing assurance of the legality and regularity. 

 The primary focus of the legislative proposals for 2014-2020 is on simplification for 
beneficiaries, whereas the impact on national or regional programme administrators 
seems – on balance - to be limited. 

 There is no easy solution to the problems associated with administrative complexity 
and error in Cohesion policy, but more balance is needed between the (often 
competing) goals of simplification, assurance and performance. 

 The legislative proposals and amendments on assurance and simplification must be 
grounded on a thorough ex-ante assessment of the measures’ effects and subject to 
equally rigorous, on-going monitoring and evaluation during the 2014-2020 period.

7.1. Legislative proposals

Simplification of policy delivery is identified as one of the ‘hallmarks’ of the Commission’s 
reform proposals in the explanatory memorandum of the General Regulation. The aim is to 
ensure that delivery systems are as simple and streamlined as possible, while providing 
reasonable assurance on the legality and regularity of expenditure. This is to be pursued 
through several measures: 

 harmonisation of  the rules of different funds;

 establishment of  common principles on management and control across funds;

 introduction of a risk-based approach to assurance, including an accreditation 
procedure;

 mandatory annual closure and clearance of accounts;

 more use of simplified costs options; and

 setting up of e-Governance systems for data exchange with beneficiaries.

Following the publication of the legislative package, the Commission tabled a 
Communication on ‘A Simplification Agenda for the MFF 2014-2020’ in February 2012122. 
This document sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of simplification measures for 
Cohesion Policy and other EU policies. For instance, in addition to the measures noted 
above, it identifies the reduction in the number of programmes and strategic documents, 
synergetic aspects of the proposals and flexibility in decision-making. The individual 
measures are listed in Table 37, structured according to the nine headings identified in the 
Communication.

                                        
122 European Commission, 2012.
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Table 37: The 2014-2020 simplification agenda and Cohesion Policy

Theme Measure

Reduced 
number of OPs 

Option of multi-fund OPs (ERDF, ESF and CF) allowing for a reduction in the 
number of OPs and coordination structures

Common rules for the strategic planning and programming of CSF Funds and 
reduced number of strategic documents: a single CSF and one Partnership 
Contract in each country 

A single 
framework 

Harmonised rules on eligibility and durability for the 5 Funds

Synergies between the Funds facilitated by a CSF. Strategic planning and 
programming process will ensure coordination with other Union instruments 
through the CSF and PC. 

Synergies facilitated by the possibility to set up joint monitoring and evaluation 
arrangements (e.g. Monitoring Committees) for OPs under the 5 CSF funds. 

General principles of promotion of equality between men and women and non-
discrimination and sustainable development continue to be mainstreamed. 

Climate change expenditure will be identified. Compliance with legislative 
requirements will be facilitated by the obligation for OPs to be subject to a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment. 

Synergies and 
mainstreaming

To promote greater consistency and cost efficiency in spending, OPs will need to 
describe specific actions: to take into account environmental protection 
requirements, resource efficiency, climate change mitigation and adaptation, 
disaster resilience and risk prevention and management; and to promote equal 
opportunities and prevent any discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, 
religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation.

While thematic objectives and investment priorities are determined at EU level by 
the regulation, Member States will define specific objectives for the investment 
priorities. Result indicators shall reflect the specific objectives.

Fewer more focussed indicators involving: a clearer articulation of objectives in 
programmes with related outputs and result indicators; information on a set of 
common indicators; and a more proportionate system of reporting (the content of 
the AIR is focused on operational and financial data relating to execution, while 
strategic analysis will be conducted only in 2017 and 2019)

Clear priority 
objectives + 
indicators The Joint Action Plan extends the system of simplified costs, basing 

reimbursement on outputs and results of parts of OPs aiming at reaching a specific 
objective. Administrative burden would be front-loaded, but could lead to 
significant reductions in beneficiaries’ burden and in control costs. Financial 
management, audit and control based on outputs and results reimbursed via 
standard scales of unit costs or lump sums. Clarification that when a JAP is used 
the Member State may apply its accounting practices to support the projects. 
These practices shall not be audited by the Audit Authority or Commission.

Possibility to agree to derogate from the obligation to set up OPs at, at least, 
NUTS level 2, which has been extended to all Member States for the ERDF, ESF 
and CF

Flexibility in determining the financial appropriations (2%) of categories of regions 

Option to prepare mono-fund or multi-fund programmes combining ERDF, ESF and 
CF

Choice whether to combine or separate management and certification functions

Flexible 
decision 
making 
procedures

Choice of a range of instruments to optimise programme delivery, including 
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integrated territorial investments, community-led local development and joint 
action plans

Possibility for an operation to receive support from several Funds provided that 
there is no double financing of expenditure 

Option to waive annual review meeting (except in 2017 and 2019), which may 
cover more than one OP (except in 2017 and 2019).

Clarification that support may be granted in the form of grants, repayable 
assistance and financial instruments, or a combination thereof. In particular, the 
conditions for repayable grants support are set out explicitly, allowing the use of 
this form of support. 

Eligibility rules for the CSF Funds have been harmonised to the extent possible, 
including common rules on revenue generated by operations, application of 
standard scales, lump sums and flat rate financing, contributions in kind, 
depreciation, purchase of land and durability of operations

The proposal envisages a clarification of conditions under which it is possible to 
finance operations outside the programme area, where this is for the benefit of the 
programme area

The scope of financial instrument is extended and the rules are harmonised and 
clarified 

Establishment of more precise criteria for determining the circumstances where an 
infringement of EU/national law gives rise to a financial correction.

For the ESF:

More flexibility is provided in terms of geographic eligibility of ESF operations to 
take account of the immaterial nature of most of the operations

Purchase of equipment becomes eligible again (not eligible in 2007 2013 but 
eligible in 2000 2006)

Clear cost 
eligibility rules

The specific simplifications achieved in the period 2007 2013 are maintained: 
durability of operations that is harmonised with the applicable state aid rules, 
exclusion of ESF operation from the scope of revenue-generating operations 

A number of measures have been introduced to facilitate and encourage the take 
up of simplified costs allowing for a consistent approach across EU instruments, as 
well as avoiding duplication of methodological work and delays at project level: 

 The current methods for ESF and ERDF are maintained 

 The system is harmonised and extended

 The possible calculation methods are multiplied and harmonised to facilitate 
calculation and give more legal certainty

Simplified 
costs methods

Additional possibilities for the ESF due to nature of operations:

 Lighter procedures for small grants: For grants below EUR 100.000 possibility 
to calculate the simplified costs by reference to a draft budget on a case by 
case basis, while grants below EUR 50.000 would use lump sums and standard 
scale of unit costs on a compulsory basis given the risks due to the use of real 
costs system and the poor cost efficiency ratio in terms of management. 

 Concentration on core expenditure: The possibility for an operation to use a 
flat rate of 40% of the eligible direct staff costs to cover the remaining eligible 
costs of the operation (Art 14.2 ESF). The rate is established by the Regulation 
therefore it does not have to be justified to be used by the national 
authorities.

 Standard scales of unit costs and lump sums defined by the Commission 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

142

The general principle of proportionality - financial and administrative resources 
required for the implementation, in relation to the reporting, evaluation, 
management and control should be proportionate to the level of support allocated 

Proportionate on the spot verifications by the MA (to the amount of public support 
to an operation and the level of risk identified)

Proportional involvement, replacing the heavy procedure of the current compliance 
assessment via a risk-based review of programmes above €250m, of the 
Commission in the ex-ante assessment of national management and control 
systems 

First reporting and clearance requirements rescheduled in line with level of 
payments 

Proportional audit of Operational Programmes - operations below EUR 100 000 can 
only be audited once prior to rolling closure and the remaining operations can be 
audited once a year except for in cases of a specific risk of irregularity and fraud, 
audit authority to reduce the audit work required where systems are robust, 
Commission may decide to limit its audits if it can rely on the opinion of the audit 
authority

Assessment actions to be taken at national and regional level to reduce the burden 
of beneficiaries

Proportionate 
control

Introduction of joint action plans, making possible the reimbursement of costs 
based on the achievement of outputs and results on a considerably larger scale 
and for all types of grants. 

e-Cohesion proposals would require MS to set up systems by end of 2014 to 
enable beneficiaries to submit information electronically and only once. 

E-governance
All exchanges between the Commission and the Member State will take place by 
way of electronic data exchange

Source: European Commission (2012)

7.2. Assessment

The study of September 2011 provided a review of a number of these measures based on 
the reactions from Member States, experts and other stakeholders to the Fifth Cohesion 
Report proposals and the discussions in the High Level Group to Reflect on the Future of 
Cohesion Policy123. There was strong negative feedback to some of the systemic changes 
proposed to the assurance model due to the increased responsibilities, obligations and 
costs implied, and the lack of an evidential basis for the proposals. Accordingly, it was 
argued that there was a strong case for ensuring continuity in the existing management 
and control systems - or at least finding a way to marry the proposals (as derived from the 
Draft Financial Regulation) with the existing Cohesion Policy arrangements. The most 
pressing priority identified was to simplify the financial management, audit and control 
burden on programme managing bodies and beneficiaries, including a more extensive 
application of the principle of proportionality. 

In the Commission’s impact assessment of the legislative proposals124, two broad 
dimensions of simplification were examined: the balance between administrative
simplification and reducing the error rate; and the coordination of the Funds. As regards 
the first of these dimensions, the Commission’s assessment reviewed the main proposals 

                                        
123 Mendez et al. 2011.
124 European Commission, 2011i.
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for reimbursement methods, e-governance and assurance. Grouped into four sets of policy 
options (including a baseline scenario of no policy change), the main differences concerned 
the availability of reimbursement methods linked to results, the level of Commission 
involvement in the ex-ante assessment and validation of management and control systems, 
and the prescriptiveness of the mechanisms used to promote e-governance in the 
implementation of Cohesion Policy. The respective advantages and disadvantages of each 
set of options are set out in Table 38 based on the commentary in the Commission’s 
Working Paper.

The Commission’s preference was for the fourth option – labelled a ‘proportional approach’ 
– entailing the availability of a wider range of reimbursement options, mandatory e-
governance for beneficiaries and a risk-based approach to management and control. The 
justification given is that it would lead to a significant reduction in the cost of controls and a 
decline in workload while also complying better with the subsidiarity principle than the 
other options. Nevertheless, important disadvantages with this option were also highlighted 
in the analysis: no guarantee that error rate would fall (with the adoption of flexible 
reimbursement methods); significant cost implications (from e-governance); and the need 
to allocate more resources to high-risk systems than is currently the case, potentially 
leading to a two-tier model (if a risk-based approach to management and control is 
introduced). It is also unclear how ‘mandatory’ e-governance can be considered a 
‘proportional’ measure, although there may be significant savings for beneficiaries. 
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Table 38: Streamlining delivery and minimising error 

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1: Baseline / No policy change

 Reimbursements based on real costs

 Limited guidance on e-governance

 National accreditation of mgmt. & 
control + 100% review by COM

 Provides assurance that funds are 
used for projects

 Continuity

 Has proved effective as error rate 
has been falling

 Can lead to higher error rate, 
costs, complexity (especially for 
softer projects)

 Uneven take-up of e-
governance solutions to reduce 
beneficiary burden

 Error is still high and inefficient 
use of assurance resource on 
low risk / small programmes

Option 2: Flexible approach

 Flexible payment options to be 
determined by beneficiaries

 Guidance-based approach to e-
governance

 MS responsibility for the ex-ante 
review of mgmt. & control (national 
accreditation)

 Flexibility 

 Continuity with greater facilitation 
of best-practice diffusion

 Incentivises robust control and 
reduced admin costs (for COM 
mainly)

 Added complexity and burden 
for MAs, implementation delays, 
increased gold-plating risk

 Uneven use of e-solutions to 
reduce beneficiary burden

 Loss of preventative layer and 
legal security which may 
increase errors 

Option 3:Prescriptive approach

 Payments based on deliverables of 
projects

 Mandatory EU system of e-
governance 

 COM review of mgmt. & control 
systems 

 Increased focus on results and 
reduced admin burden

 Improved monitoring and 
evaluation

 Independent review providing 
maximum assurance

 Creaming of projects with 
simple results (instead of more 
necessary projects) and less 
transparency 

 Difficulty in finding IT system to 
reflect all specificities, 
operational challenges (data 
privacy) and loss of existing 
investments

 Severe delays to 
implementation

Option 4: Proportional approach

 Payments based on either real costs 
or simplified costs

 Mandatory e-governance at 
MS/regional level

 Proportional approach to ex-ante 
review of mgmt. & control systems

 Eases transition to simplified 
costs options where appropriate, 
ensuring proportionate costs and 
burden and increasing results 
orientation

 Reduced workload for 
beneficiaries, improved 
monitoring and evaluation, 
reduced errors (e-trail) and 
flexibility to determine MS 
systems

 More effective/efficient risk-based 
approach, higher assurance, 
reduced admin costs

 To guarantee that error rate will 
fall 

 Significant cost implications

 More resources may have to be 
allocated to high-risk cases than 
currently, and risk of a two-tier 
system with political 
implications.

Source: based on European Commission (2011i)
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Unlike the options analysis of the other themes addressed in the report, the commentary 
and explanation of the criteria used (on efficiency, flexibility and administrative burden –
see Table 39) and grading was insufficiently explained or developed. It is stated that a four 
percent reduction in workload is expected from the preferred option compared to the ‘no 
policy change’ scenario, but the estimates were not broken down by actor (EU, Managing 
Authority or beneficiary) nor were comparative values for the other two sets of policy 
options provided. The preliminary results of an external impact assessment on the costs 
and burden of reform are, however, summarised in an annex to the Working Paper. A 
related study has been undertaken on the specific e-governance proposals, but both studies 
remain unpublished. This is salient given the scheduled completion of the studies in 2011 
and the high relevance of the findings to the current reform debate. 

Table 39: Comparison of options in the field of streamlining delivery and 
minimizing error

Administrative burden
Options Efficiency Flexibility

EU Managing
Authority

Beneficiary

Option 1: 

No policy change 
0 0 0 0 0

Option 2: 

Flexible approach
+ ++ + + +

Option 3: 

Prescriptive approach
++ - -- - -

Option 4

Proportional approach
+ ++ ++ ++ ++

Source: European Commission (2011i), p74

Further insights on the costs implications of other assurance measures are provided in the 
legislative financial statement annexed to the draft Regulation. Specifically, it states that 
three of the proposals would increase the costs of control:

 the creation and functioning of an accrediting body;

 the submission of certified annual accounts and an annual management declaration; 
and

 the additional audit activity by the audit authorities required to audit the management 
declaration. 

However, the Commission considers that these costs would be offset by reduced costs in 
other areas:

 the option to merge the Managing Authority and Certifying Authority; 

 the use of simplified costs and joint actions plans;

 proportionate control arrangements for management verifications and for audits; and

 annual closure.
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Returning to the impact assessment, the second dimension of simplification examined was 
coordination between policy instruments (ERDF and ESF primarily). The current 
arrangements - mono-fund programmes plus cross-financing flexibility – were compared 
with two options: 

 a ‘facilitated integrated programming’ approach, involving multi-fund programmes, a 
clear division of eligible priorities between funds (under the lead-fund principle) and 
permitting cross-financing; and 

 a ‘one policy, one fund’ approach, allowing both mono-fund or multi-fund programmes 
with the scope and priority of funds determined on the basis of the adopted policy 
priorities (for instance, infrastructure could be funded by the ESF in areas relating to its 
core thematic priorities even if it is on a large-scale basis). 

Again, the respective advantages and disadvantages are set out below based on the 
commentary in the Working Paper (Table 40).

Table 40: Coordination of policy instruments (ERDF and ESF)

Options Advantages Disadvantages

Option 1: Baseline / No policy change

Mono-fund OPs

Cross-financing flexibility in 
other fund (10%)

 Facilitates implementation for 
projects 

 Managers are familiar with 
rules

 Overlap problems (unclear 
distinction between the ESF 
and ERDF)

 Admin burden of monitoring 
cross-financing

 Flexibility clause insufficient 
for certain investments

Option 2: Facilitating integrated programming

Encouraged use of multi-fund 
OPs

 Lead fund with clear division of 
eligible priorities between 
funds

Cross-financing flexibility

 Lead-fund interventions 
systematically complemented 
through priorities by 
interventions from other fund

 Minimises need for cross-
financing, though still 
possible

 Integrated approach with 
improved coordination

 Would not fully address 
coordination challenges or 
correct overlaps between 
ERDF & ESF or with other 
funds.

 More complex management 
(including monitoring 
systems)

 Admin burden of monitoring 
cross-financing

Option 3: One policy, one fund approach

Mono-fund or multi-fund OPs

Scope and priority of funds 
would be based on policy areas 
rather than types of actions

 Policy coherence 

 Simplification (MAs would 
know clearly which fund to 
choose for which action)

 Scope for harmonisation of 
eligibility rules (nature of 
investment would not be a 
differentiating factor)

 Thematic concentration 
facilitated

 Overlap problems would 
remain (due to difficulty in 
defining demarcation in 
certain areas)

 Might not encourage 
integrated approaches 
beyond single policy areas

Source: based on European Commission (2011i)
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The Commission’s preferred option was ‘facilitated integrated programming’ (Option 2). 
This was justified as offering a more balanced approach with greater efficiency and 
flexibility gains than the others (Table 41). It was argued that the baseline option (current 
arrangements) would not offer a clear delimitation between the funds, while the third 
option would detract from an integrated approach. That said, it is recognised that the 
selected option would not fully address coordination challenges or correct overlaps between 
ERDF and ESF and with other funds (Table 40). It also implies more complex management 
and maintains the current administrative burden associated with the monitoring of cross-
financed activities.

Table 41: Comparison of options for coordination of Cohesion Policy instruments

Options Efficiency Flexibility

Option 1: Baseline - No policy change 0 0

Option 2: Facilitated integrated programming + ++

Option 3: One policy, one fund approach + -

Source: European Commission (2011i), p75

As noted, the impact assessment also presented the preliminary results of an external 
study on the administrative costs of reform. The main overall finding of the study is 
that the burden on beneficiaries would be reduced by 20 percent of the current 
administrative costs, although the reduction is much lower for national and regional 
administrations at seven percent and varies significantly across the different elements of 
the legislative proposals examined (Box 6). 

Box 6: Study on administrative costs of reform proposals – Commission summary

 The burden on beneficiaries would be reduced by 20% of the current administrative costs, 
although the reduction is lower for national and regional administrations at 7%. 

 The main saving for beneficiaries would arise from the use of advanced e-services for all 
information exchange between the administration and beneficiaries, reducing the burden on 
beneficiaries by 11%. 

 The remaining proposals (simplification and harmonization of eligibility rules and annual closure) 
account for the outstanding cost reductions of 9%.  Additionally, a further 5-10% reduction could 
arise from the requirement for Member States to provide an action plan to reduce administrative 
burden of beneficiaries in their OP’s (and a summary in Partnership Contracts). 

 As regards the national and regional administration, the main potential for reducing 
administrative costs is linked to the reduction of management and control layers and to a 
reduction in the number of interventions as a result of increased thematic concentration.  

 The use of e-services and the simplification of eligibility rules (in the form of simplified costs for 
instance) would also reduce the workload, although this was not quantified by the Commission. 

 The implications of new arrangements for national accreditation were inconclusive. 

 Changes in closure arrangements were not considered to have a significant effect, as the costs 
represent a small proportion of total administrative costs.  

Source: Commission (2011i)

The estimates should be treated with caution due to the inherent methodological challenges 
in assessing and quantifying administrative costs, and especially given the forward-looking 
nature of such exercises. That said, the savings appear to be relatively low (in the case of 
managing body costs). Moreover, there are no guarantees that the voluntary measures will 
be adopted, and there is a risk of ‘gold plating’ by Member States (additional national 
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requirements being introduced on top of new EU requirements), which has not been 
factored into the analysis. Lastly, it is not clear whether the study’s assessment of the ‘no 
policy change’ scenario takes due account of the existing changes to administrative 
procedures and practices, including the simplification measures introduced during the 
current period. Put another way, a stable ‘no policy change scenario’ may entail cost-
savings as a result of the assimilation and embedding of the current rules. 

Another impact study is being undertaken on the e-Cohesion Policy initiative to 
understand better what it would require for the Member States to raise the quality of IT 
portals and systems in terms of budget, workload, costs and benefits. Again, the results of 
this study have not been published yet by DG REGIO. However, the minutes of a Funds 
Coordination Committee meeting suggest that the main concerns of Member States are 
the associated costs, technical challenges and timing feasibility of implementing the 
e-Cohesion proposal125. Some Member States expressed doubts about the potential savings
and called for a more proportionate and non-obligatory approach. Others pointed out that 
their systems were already well-developed. 

Detailed reactions from the Member States on the assurance and simplification proposals
are not available, beyond those provided in the reactions to the Fifth Cohesion Report and 
High Level Group discussions126. At a general level, the latest progress report on the 
Council negotiations indicates that there is consensus among the Member States about the 
need for more work in several areas127. First, more flexibility and proportionality are 
required to accommodate the effects of new rules on different institutional settings and the 
different levels of funding across Member States and regions. Second, and related, any 
additional administrative burden generated must be justified in terms of 
effectiveness and efficiency. Third, the legislative framework should provide legal 
certainty from the outset, avoiding modification during the programming period, and 
should be approved in a timely and coordinated manner. Fourth, more simplification is 
required to make the legislative framework lighter and more user-friendly,
involving the elimination of excessive details, overlaps and ambiguities. 

As regards the reactions of other stakeholders, the main issues of concern relate to the 
assurance model proposals. For instance, the Committee of the Regions opposes 
radical changes to the current system as proposed in the Financial Regulation128.
Instead, the Committee calls for the current system of assurance to be maintained and 
complemented with simplification measures for both Managing Authorities and 
beneficiaries. In this respect, the Committee urges caution on the proposed introduction of 
management declarations by Managing Authorities. In particular, this new requirement 
should not increase the workload of local and regional authorities, while diminishing the 
Commission's responsibility in respect of its interpretation and support role. Equally, the 
Committee has expressed doubts the designation of an accrediting body at ministerial level, 
arguing that accreditation should not focus on actors (i.e. accrediting managing and 
certification authorities) but on systems instead. Lastly, the Committee highlights the risks 
of applying the proportionality principle on the basis of financial scale, notably that it may 
result in unequal treatment; those Member States receiving most funding could be subject 
to excessive audit and control.  On the other hand, the Committee calls for an extension of 
proportionality so that operations with eligible expenditure of up to €250,000 should be 
subject to no more than one audit (instead of the lower threshold of €100,000 proposed by 
the Commission).

                                        
125 DG REGIO, 2011b.
126 Mendez et al. 2011.
127 Council, 2011.
128 Committee of the Regions, 2012.
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The Court of Auditors has issued detailed comments on various aspects of the assurance 
proposals129 (Table 42). It shares the CoR concerns about a potential dilution in the 
Commission’s supervisory role as a result of the national accreditation proposals. The 
added value of management declarations is questioned, particularly in assessing 
sound financial management. The proposals for an annual clearance of accounts would 
not be able to offer assurance on legality and regularity and further checks would 
still be required after clearance; as would be the case under the rolling closure 
arrangements, although it may lead to improvements in Member States preventative 
controls. A more positive view is taken on the option to merge Managing and 
Certifying Authority functions as well as the continuation of simplified costs 
options, both of which should reduce the administrative burdens on beneficiaries. By 
contrast, the e-governance initiative, also intended to reduce beneficiaries’ burden, requires 
further clarification of the implementation modalities and information requirements. Lastly, 
while the harmonisation of eligibility rules at EU level is welcomed, conflicts may 
continue to arise with respect to national eligibility rules.

                                        
129 Court of Auditors, 2011.
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Table 42: Assurance and Simplification proposals issues – the perspective of 
the European Court of Auditors

Proposal Rationale Issues

The Commission should have a supervision role in 
this process to mitigate risks 

National 
Accreditation

Reinforce MS responsibility 
concerning admin capacity of 
national management and control 
bodies Commission should review AA systems and their 

performance in order to ensure that their work is 
reliable

Utility will depend on the scope and quality of the 
work

Management 
declarations of 
Assurance

Strengthen the arrangements in the 
area of assurance and financial 
management

Ability to assess sound financial management will 
depend on a shift from the current focus on processes 
and financial implementation towards a performance-
based system, which remains elusive.

Annual clearance decision would not cover the 
legality and regularity of the underlying transactions

recommends establishing time limits for all stages of 
the procedure, particularly for the Commission’s final 
decision on a specific financial year

Annual 
clearance of 
accounts 

Strengthen the discharge exercise

Commission’s checks would only take place after the 
clearance and therefore this process would not take 
into account subsequent financial corrections.

As with annual clearance of accounts, rolling closure 
is subject to further checks and cannot therefore 
represent a final closure of operations

Rolling closure Provide legal certainty to the 
beneficiaries about the eligible 
expenditure and to reduce the 
burden associated with retention of 
documents May bring some benefits as national checks and 

audits will have to take place at an earlier stage, 
hence permitting better preventive control 
arrangements

Merger of MA 
and CA functions

Strengthen accountability by 
assigning control responsibility to 
one body and reduce administrative 
and control burden of beneficiaries

Useful. Retaining the audit authority and its main 
functions as an independent audit body guarantees in 
principle the required segregation of responsibilities.

Simplified cost 
options 
continued

Reduce the administrative burden 
for beneficiaries and errors.

Appropriate. May help in some cases.

E-governance To enable beneficiaries and final 
recipients to submit all information 
by electronic exchange, reducing 
problems in data retention, 
mistakes in data insertion, and the 
burden of submitting documents 
more than once

To make this proposal operational a number of 
technical issues will need to be agreed within Member 
States and regions, and between the different 
Commission DGs and national authorities. The type of 
non-financial monitoring data that will need to be 
reported still needs to be determined.

Harmonisation 
of eligibility 
rules with other 
EU instruments

Reduces the complexity of eligibility 
rules and errors

At the same time, the general principle introduced in 
the current 2007-13 period by which eligibility rules 
are specified at national level (and possibly for each 
OP) is maintained. Experience suggests that these 
two principles may sometimes conflict.

Source: based on Court of Auditors, Opinion 7/2011
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Additional views on the assurance measures are available in the survey of 
programme managers130, which examined three specific proposals: the designation of an 
accrediting body; the option to merge certifying and Managing Authorities; and annual 
statements and rolling closure. Overall, most of the programme managers had negative
views about the creation of an accreditation body, although there were mixed reactions to 
the proposals to merge managing and certification authorities and on the introduction of 
annual closure. The main criticism of the creation of an accreditation authority is 
that it would increase costs as the independent audit body issuing opinions must be 
independent of the current Audit Authority. It therefore implies an additional level of control 
that contradicts long-standing efforts to establish lean management structures and is 
unnecessary where systems are working well. For some programme managers, it was 
unclear which institution could take on the accreditation body role, particularly as the 
regulatory proposals lacked detail on the body’s responsibilities and the criteria to be used 
for granting and revoking accreditation. Related, there could be potential conflicts of 
interest and problems surrounding the legal value of accreditations.

Programme manager views were more divergent on the proposal to merge 
Certifying and Managing Authority functions. While some  would prefer to keep the 
certifying and Managing Authority separate others welcomed the ‘option’ of a merger. The 
main potential benefits cited were: more efficient payment procedures by speeding up 
certifying and accounting processes; a reduction in administrative burden; and 
strengthened accountability at regional level, if the Certifying Authority functions are 
transferred from the central level to regional level where the Managing Authority role is 
located. The criticisms of programme managers included: anticipated additional
organisational costs and disruption with a lack of obvious advantages; challenges in 
separating duties within the same institution, or in merging bodies that are located at 
different spatial levels; and the danger of an increasing error rate if the additional checks 
undertaken by both bodies are no longer required

The introduction of annual closure arrangements elicited equally divided 
responses. Some interest was expressed in ‘exploring’ the rolling closure proposals, the 
main benefits cited being: reducing the time of document retention, especially for 
beneficiaries and in larger programmes; enabling the Managing Authority to control the 
level of absorption in a more effective way; providing better information about programme 
results and impact; and allowing financial corrections arising from rolling closure to be re-
allocated to the programme, which would result in more effective spending in the 
remainder of the period. By contrast, the main disadvantages identified were: additional 
administrative burden on administrators; difficulties in defining the milestones to be used 
as the basis for annual accounting; and less flexibility in implementing certain projects that 
could be realised at a later date.

The survey also assessed the coordination elements of the simplification 
programme, notably the option to set up multi-Fund programmes. This is welcomed in 
principle, although some programme managers would like to go even further by allowing 
the rural development and maritime and fisheries funds to be integrated into multi-fund 
programmes. Scepticism was also reported. Practical challenges may arise where different 
ministries manage different programmes and because the nature of the interventions 
renders the possibility of re-introducing a multi-fund approach to be not particularly 
relevant or desirable. There are similar feasibility challenges where large numbers of 
bodies, at different spatial levels, have responsibility for different policy areas. 
Furthermore, closure challenges may arise, as in the past when multi-fund OPs were held 

                                        
130 Kah, 2011.
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up by a small number of projects co-funded by a single fund. Lastly, the proposed 
ERDF/ESF cross-financing threshold is considered to be too low (five percent for each 
Priority) by some programme authorities as it would prevent the implementation of 
integrated interventions on a large scale. 

The harmonisation of implementation rules commands widespread support among 
programme managers, leading in principle to lower administrative costs, synergy effects 
and simplification of procedures for implementing institutions and beneficiaries. Again, 
however, there are concerns about the practical consequences. First, a lowest common 
denominator approach may prevail, meaning that the most complicated rules from each 
Fund are taken. Second, and related, there are inherent difficulties in both simplifying the 
rules and achieving harmonisation between the Funds at the same time. Finally, some 
programme authorities consider that there is further scope for more harmonisation of rules.

7.3. Conclusions and recommendations

Simplification and assurance are central aims of the legislative proposals for 2014-2020. 
Considerable efforts have been made by the Commission to simplify, streamline and 
harmonise systems and rules, particularly through the establishment of common regulatory 
frameworks and requirements across different Funds. Other measures are geared more 
towards enhancing assurance of the legality and regularity of expenditure by, for instance, 
establishing accreditation bodies and procedures. 

Assessing the implications of these proposals is far from straightforward. Not only are the 
measures wide-ranging and technical, the effects can be mutually reinforcing or conflicting 
depending on the particular goals pursued. On the one hand, simplification of rules can 
reduce complexity, administrative costs and the error rate. On the other hand, assurance-
enhancing measures can imply more obligations and require additional administrative 
investments, which would be required too for some of the simplification measures, at least 
in the short-term. There may even be a risk of increased error from some assurance 
measures, where more responsibility is devolved to Member States and the Commission’s 
supervisory role is reduced. 

Further complexity arises in trying to differentiate which actors are most affected by the 
measures. Some may lead to simplification for the Commission, Member State authorities 
and beneficiaries. Others may lead to simplification for beneficiaries but not necessarily for 
Managing Authorities, and still others may only provide simplification for certain Member 
States or primarily for the Commission.  

The effects are also contingent on the choices or institutional systems of different Member 
States and regions. As some measures are optional, they may not be taken up - and where 
they are taken up, the effects may be mitigated by the adoption of additional domestic 
rules on top (‘gold-plating).  Effects may also vary according to the administrative set-up at 
national and regional level, and therefore be lower in some Member States and regions 
than in others.  

Notwithstanding these caveats, the analysis of the proposals and the literature revealed a 
number of points that merit careful consideration by the European Parliament in 
formulating is negotiation position.

A key point is that the primary focus of the legislative proposals for 2014-2020 is 
on simplification for beneficiaries. This is most evident in the requirement for 
Partnership Contracts and programmes to outline simplification measures for beneficiaries, 
in the annual rolling closure provisions, in the flexibility granted for operations to receive 
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funding from more than one CSF Fund and, to an extent, in the e-governance proposals 
and the limits on audit and control for small projects. 

While the administrative savings for beneficiaries could be significant, the impact 
on national or regional programme administrators seems – on balance - to be 
limited. The Commission acknowledges that the assurance proposals would involve a 
‘redistribution’ of costs and work rather than a reduction131, while the European Court of 
Auditors considers that ‘the burden for the EU and national administrations…will even 
possibly become higher than is currently the case’132. In particular, significant changes to 
the systemic arrangements for assurance flow from the draft Financial Regulation, with far-
reaching consequences for day-to-day administration. Yet, many of the proposals imply a 
progression of existing rules and, as noted, there are also a number of optional provisions 
that provide freedom of manoeuvre for Member States and regions. 

Recommendation

Given the strong emphasis on finding administrative savings for beneficiaries in the draft 
proposals, the key priority for the European Parliament in formulating regulatory 
amendments must be to simplify the day-to-day administration for Managing Authorities, 
including sensitivity to different administrative set-ups at national and regional level.

Finally, it needs to be recognised that there is no easy solution to the problems 
associated with administrative complexity and error in Cohesion policy. What is 
certainly needed, however, is more balance between the (often competing) goals of 
simplification, assurance and performance. In this sense, the proposals to enhance 
simplification and assurance, especially those involving radical alterations to structures or 
systems, require careful consideration of the trade-offs between the costs and benefits of 
change133. It follows that the new measures must be grounded on a thorough ex-ante 
assessment of effects and subject to equally rigorous on-going monitoring and ex-post 
evaluation.

Recommendation

The European Parliament’s position must be informed by a systematic assessment of the 
administrative costs of the reform proposals. To this end, 

 the Commission’s external studies on administrative costs should be made available to 
the Parliament or published as soon as possible, and follow-up studies should be 
commissioned to assess the effects during the implementation of the 2014-2020 
programmes; and

 simplification should be a core feature of the Performance Accountability Framework set 
out in Chapter 6, as it is a is a key component of performance efficiency (i.e. results 
relative to resources). 

                                        
131 European Commission, 2011a.
132 Court of Auditors, 2011.
133 Bachtler and Mendez, 2010.
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1. Objectives and structure of the study

The objective of this study is to provide a critical assessment of the draft legislative 
package for Cohesion Policy in 2014-2020 and to offer recommendations to inform the 
position of the European Parliament in the negotiations.  It is an update of the earlier 
‘Comparative Study on the Visions and Reform Options for Cohesion Policy after 2013’ 
which was finalised prior to the publication of the Commission’s formal legislative 
proposals134. The key tasks involved a review of the key features of the legislative 
proposals in relation to the main thematic blocks of interest and an assessment of the 
implications on the basis of the previous study’s findings, the latest available data, the 
Commission’s impact assessment, institutional positions and reactions, and other 
contributions to the reform debate. 

The preceding chapters have presented:

 future eligibility and allocation scenarios on the basis of the latest statistical data;

 a review of the objectives of Cohesion Policy and how they are addressed in the 
legislative package;

 a more detailed examination of the territorial dimension of Cohesion objectives,
focusing on the main governance proposals in relation to the local agenda, European 
territorial cooperation, and as a cross-cutting principle; 

 a discussion of strategic coherence and programming, focusing on the proposed 
planning architecture and thematic concentration;

 a review of the performance framework, including conditionalities, the performance 
review/reserve,  monitoring & evaluation and capacity;

 the simplification agenda and assurance proposals, including the harmonisation of rules 
and instruments

This final chapter brings together the conclusions of the study and the policy 
recommendations to inform the position of the European Parliament.

8.2. Allocations and eligibility

Compared to other aspects of the proposals for future Cohesion Policy, there is limited 
scope for proposing changes to the criteria for eligibility and financial allocations, as they 
are negotiated as part of the wider financial package, taking account of net balances across 
the range of EU policy areas. Nevertheless, it is important to highlight some of the key 
issues to arise that will influence decisions on the future allocation of Cohesion policy 
resources.

A first point to note concerns the volatility of the data and the possibility of further 
shifts in eligibility before the Regulations are agreed, with contingent changes in 
financial allocations. It seems probable, for instance, that on the basis of recent national 
trends, Spring 2012 data will show Cornwall & the Scilly Isles (UK) as retaining Less-

                                        
134 Mendez et al. 2011.
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developed status and Mazowiecki (Poland) becoming a More-developed region. Data for 
Spring 2013 would probably show further shifts, even before the new period had started. 
To this extent, the European Parliament might justifiably express concern about the 
reliance on transient data in periods of high volatility. 

One option would be to review eligibility in (say) 2016, although this would clearly require a 
new and potentially difficult set of negotiations for which Member States are unlikely to 
have much appetite. There is some precedent for this approach in the 1994-99 period, 
which was sub-divided into two three-year periods of eligibility for Objective 2 regions. In 
practice, however, no changes were actually made mid-term, the process being considered 
too cumbersome and controversial and hampered by the shorter planning period that then 
pertained. Nevertheless, one possible strategy for the EU would be to retain ‘eligibility 
reserve’ which would be allocated to regions experiencing a ‘major’ fall in GDP per head 
relative to the EU average. The reserve might be allocated as part of the mid-term review 
to regions which, on the basis of the latest data, ‘deserved’ higher eligibility status. The 
same review could also be used to uprate their eligibility under the Regional Aid Guidelines. 
Clearly, there are other options that might be considered.

Recommendation

The European Parliament could ask the Commission to provide an assessment of the 
feasibility of a mid-term review of eligibility and to consider the options for addressing the 
problem of significant volatility.

A second issue concerns the importance of past allocation mechanisms in 
determining future funding. This is most evident in the case of former Convergence 
regions where the funding allocation would be ‘at least’ two-thirds of 2007-13 allocations. 
In practice, past allocations vary widely between the regions concerned. However, the 
variation is not related to levels of prosperity (past or present) but rather to whether or not 
the Member State was subject to capping and the one-third rule for the Cohesion Fund. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament could ask the Commission to explore the options for allocating ex-
Convergence funding on the basis of need rather than precedent.

A third consideration is the lack of transparency in the criteria for allocating funds 
under the Transition and More-developed region strands. The imprecise criteria for 
allocating monies to the former Convergence regions means, in turn, that the amounts 
available for ‘standard’ Transition and More-developed regions cannot be known either. As 
in the past, this seems likely to intensify the negotiations and the emergence of sui generis
formulae for addressing ‘particular situations’.

Recommendation

The Commission should be asked to clarify the criteria for allocating funds under the 
Transition and More-developed regions.



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

157

A fourth point concerns the Cohesion Fund / Structural Fund balance in the EU12. No 
indication is given that a specific split is envisaged and the allocation of the 
Cohesion Fund is based on a key. Applying this key to the Cohesion Fund budget results 
in some countries having a very high proportion of the Cohesion Policy funding derived 
from the Cohesion Fund – in the case of Bulgaria, the amount is higher than the absorption 
cap.

Recommendation

The Commission should clarify its proposals for the structure of the budget and provide an 
indicative breakdown of, and rationale for, allocations by fund (Cohesion Fund and 
Structural Funds) at country level.

Last, a crucial issue is the, arguably perverse, impact of capping. Like much else, the 
exact parameters proposed by the Commission are not known. However, the level of 
capping would be much lower (2.5 percent of GDP – or GNI?) in all cases, but would bite 
only in the same nine Member States as before. For some countries, this could result in a 
substantial reduction in Cohesion Policy receipts, but as a result not only of the lower cap, 
but also poor national economic performance. By contrast, countries that have shown 
higher levels of growth would be less affected since their theoretical receipts would be less 
eroded by the absorption cap. In other words, less prosperous countries could see 
substantial reductions in funding while more prosperous ones with widening 
disparities could see an increase in funding.

Recommendation

The Commission should be requested to clarify its proposals for capping and set out how it 
intends to deal with the perverse impact of capping.

8.3. Objectives

The overarching objectives for Cohesion Policy are enshrined in the EU Treaty and remain 
broadly unchanged. There is a more explicit commitment to ‘territorial’ cohesion in the 
legislative framework, but the objective is ill-defined, and there is a strong focus on the 
thematic objectives of Europe 2020 in line with the current alignment with Lisbon agenda 
objectives. 

A simplifying element is the reconfiguration of the policy architecture to emphasise the two 
goals of ‘investment in growth and jobs’ and ‘territorial cooperation’, clarifying the 
distinction with the target regions that had been often  conflated with the objectives of 
‘convergence’, ‘competitiveness’ and ‘cooperation’. This clarification is useful, but it is a 
minor presentational change rather than a substantive change to the objective of policy.

The main criticism is that the treatment of objectives in the draft Regulations is somewhat 
confusing and incoherent. This is due to the lack of a clear statement on the objectives of 
the different Funds and the inconsistent use of terms relating to objectives. 
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Recommendation

The European Parliament should seek to introduce specific clarifications and amendments, 
along the following lines:

 a stand-alone Title or article on ‘objectives’  introduced at the start of the Common 
Provisions part of the Regulation with a clear statement on the objectives of each of the 
CSF Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD and EMFF);

 alternatively, an additional paragraph(s)  introduced under Article 2 (‘definitions’) of the 
Common Provisions specifying the objectives and/or  clarifying the distinction between 
the terms ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ ‘goals’ and ‘tasks’; and 

 standardisation in the terminology used across the Fund-specific regulations (ERDF, 
ESF, CF and EAFRD), avoiding the interchangeable and inconsistent use of the terms 
and headings of ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ and ‘tasks’ for different Funds.

The territorial dimension of Cohesion objectives also needs to be explicitly incorporated 
within the above provisions. The specific proposals on territorial instruments and 
governance are a separate issue that will be reviewed in more detail in the following 
chapter, which examines the reinforced local agenda, the reforms to the territorial 
cooperation goal, and the mainstreaming of the territorial dimension in the planning 
framework. 

8.4. Territorial dimension

The Commission’s draft legislative package includes specific references to the territorial 
dimension. Territorial cohesion is now an explicit and cross-cutting principle in the 
General Regulation, although it has not been defined or operationalised. However, the 
Commission, Member States and regions will be required to identify how an ‘integrated 
approach to territorial development’ is implemented in the design and delivery of the 
Common Strategic Framework, Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes. The 
concept gained wide currency during the reform debate, not least during the Polish 
Presidency where it was the focus of meetings at ministerial and Director-General level. It 
is a malleable concept, which combines both ‘integration’ and ‘territoriality’ and variously 
promotes coordination between the Funds, common objectives/priorities or pooled funding 
for interventions in specific types of area, and territorial cooperation. Underlying the 
proposals is the experience of different funding instruments being managed and 
implemented in the past without effective coordination at strategic or operational levels. 

There are important question marks regarding the adequacy of the treatment of 
the territorial dimension. There is limited guidance on how a territorial approach should 
be put into practice in the draft regulations and CSF. The overriding emphasis is on the 
thematic objectives of Europe 2020. 

The focus of the Commission’s proposals on the territorial dimension is mainly on 
local or sub-regional development, with plans for community-led local development, 
local development strategies, local action groups and integrated territorial investments. 
These are positive proposals, in the spirit of the Barca Report and other contributions to the 
reform debate, which have advocated a place-based approach, ensuring that interventions 
are adapted to the spatial scale of a policy challenge and that they are coordinated to 
promote potential synergies. They have the potential to increase local ownership, improve 
targeting, avoid duplication and enhance cooperation between local bodies.
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A key concern is the top-down prescriptiveness of the provisions in the draft 
Regulations. It is understandable that the Commission is seeking mechanisms to ensure 
that policy goals are translated into action on ground, but there are dangers in assuming 
that ‘one size fits all’. The Regulations appear to expect that all the proposed territorial 
actions will need to be included in the Partnership Contract drawn up by Member State, 
whereas it would be more appropriate to regard them as options whose use (or not) would 
be justified by the Member State based on domestic requirements. For example, 
community-level interventions may not be the best use of Structural Funds in some 
Member States. Similarly, while there is merit in requiring some ring-fencing of ERDF 
funding to sustainable development delegated to cities, the figure of five percent is 
arbitrary, ignoring the big differences between Member States in urban structure (number 
and hierarchy of cities and large towns). 

A more strategic approach to European Territorial Cooperation is foreseen, 
incorporated in a specific ETC regulation and additional funding. There is an expectation of 
thematic concentration, coordination with national and regional programmes and macro-
regional strategies, and a stronger results orientation. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should seek to strengthen the territorial dimension of the draft 
legislative package. In particular,

 the CSF should contain a specific section - and sub-sections under each of the thematic 
objectives (Annex I of the draft CSF) - on the territorial dimension, setting out territorial 
principles, priorities and actions using the Territorial Agenda 2020 as a reference point 
and indicating key linkages between this Agenda and  Europe 2020; and Partnership 
Contracts should be required to set out, at a strategic level, how they are using 
Cohesion Policy interventions to exploit territorial potential to achieve the aims of the 
Europe 2020 strategy, in line with the Territorial Agenda, and increase territorial 
cohesion at regional, national and European levels.

 Operational Programme implementation reports should be required to provide 
information on the territorial distribution of funding at the sub-regional level (i.e. NUTS 
III/IV boundaries or the lowest level at which data on operations is automatically 
collected in the monitoring system) for each thematic objective in the programme. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should advocate:

 making the use of territorial instruments optional and subject to appropriate 
justification by the Member States of their relevance, in the regulatory provisions 
referring to specific territorial instruments in the content of the Partnership Contract
(Article 14); and

 providing greater flexibility to Member States in their approach to sustainable urban 
development, by stipulating that the level of ring-fencing should be negotiated with the 
Commission on the basis of  Member State justifications of need, and that the required 
list of cities should be indicative.
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Further, there are questions about the administrative capacity for implementing an 
integrated territorial approach that need to be considered further. Previous experience 
with sub-regional packages of support has demonstrated formidable challenges (notably at 
the outset) in mobilising local partners to work together in pursuit of a common goal.  The 
required local capacity may not be available. Project quality may suffer from the pre-
allocation of resources, and the delegation of decision-making may reduce accountability 
and transparency on the efficiency and effectiveness of spending. In this regard, the 
Commission’s impact assessment on the General Regulation, which notes that “designing 
and implementing integrated strategies is not only a matter of the EU regulatory framework 
but is also linked to administrative and institutional capacity” is apposite135. While the draft 
Regulations do pay attention to the specific requirements for setting-up, administration and 
decision-making (see Table 20), there is a need to ensure that the required administrative 
capacity is in place (for example, through the ex-ante evaluations of programmes). 

Recommendation

The Regulations should require the implementation of community-led development and 
integrated territorial investments to be supported by specific evidence in the Partnership 
Contract and subsequent ex-ante evaluation of programmes of appropriate administrative 
capacity.

Taking a strategic view, there is an important weakness in the Commission’s proposals for 
territorial dimension of future Cohesion Policy. The strong thematic orientation of the 
Commission’s proposals, and the linkage with Europe 2020, raises justifiable concerns 
about losing a strategic approach to territorial development. Further, there is potential for 
the geographical and thematic fragmentation of assistance in the next period. In some 
Member States, regional programmes may be replaced by thematic programmes with a 
weak territorial focus; combined with the emphasis on sub-regional and local development, 
the outcome may be a plethora of interventions at different spatial scales, without an 
overarching territorial framework at Member State or EU levels.

Lastly, there is considerable merit in the Commission’s proposals to increase the 
strategic focus and coherence of ETC programmes, through stronger thematic focus 
and greater coordination with national/regional programmes and macro-regional strategies. 
The major, valid concern is the proposal to limit interventions to four thematic objectives. 
Territorial cooperation programmes have to address complex combinations of needs and 
challenges that vary greatly across the EU, especially those at the periphery of the 
Community. The opportunities for intervention and the project pipeline are sometimes 
restricted, with a need to support more basic investment priorities than allowed for in the 
regulations.  A second question, related to the earlier point, is how to ensure a strategic 
territorial approach to ETC. At present it is unclear how ETC interventions are to be 
included in the Partnership Contracts, and how the Contracts of different Member States 
can be coordinated.

                                        
135 European Commission, 2011i.
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Recommendation

The Regulations should provide greater flexibility for ETC programmes with respect to the 
thematic focus of interventions, either by increasing the number of thematic objectives that 
can be included, or by restricting the concentration requirement to a percentage of the 
allocated resources (e.g. 75 percent). Further, provision should be made for a coordination 
mechanism between the Partnership Contracts of Member States participating in a common 
ETC, for example a ‘territorial memorandum of agreement’ setting out the main priority 
areas for cooperation and taking account of relevant macro-regional and sea-basin 
strategies.

8.5. Strategic coherence and programming

8.5.1. Strategic coherence

A key aim of the proposed strategic planning framework is to achieve a more integrated 
governance approach across EU Funds and policies centred on the Union’s Europe 2020 
objectives. A Common Strategic Framework would be adopted by the Commission covering 
all the shared management Funds (the ERDF, CF, ESF, EAFRD and EMFF) and making 
explicit links with other EU policies. Specifically, the document should identify 
complementarities between the CSF Funds and guidance on the way the Funds should be 
articulated to maximise synergies, as well as orientations on the articulation with other EU 
policies such as Horizon 2020, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Common Agricultural 
Policy (Pillar I) etc.

In providing a single source of strategic direction to Member States and regions, the CSF 
offers a significant improvement on the existing fragmented approach. The main concern 
emphasised in the previous chapter, however, is that a strong thematic orientation would 
hamper the adoption of a strategic, place-based approach to territorial development. 
Accordingly, it was recommended that a specific chapter on the territorial dimension is 
included in the CSF based on the Territorial Agenda 2020. To support this territorial 
perspective, and to increase general ownership and legitimacy of the CSF, it is necessary to 
include the EU’s legislative bodies in the approval process. Many Member States have called 
for a stronger territorial approach in the consultation on Europe 2020, as has the 
Committee of the Regions in many of its opinions and reports. Timely adoption of the CSF 
is also crucial. In the current period, the late approval of the Community Strategic 
Guidelines for Cohesion, 3 months of after the Regulations, was reported by some Member 
States to have contributed to delays in the launch of programmes. 

Recommendation

The Common Strategic Framework should be proposed by the Commission and approved 
by the Council and the European Parliament with consultation of the Committee of the 
Regions and European Economic and Social Committee, preferably as an Annex to the 
general Regulation
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Another general feature of the planning framework is a more binding governance approach 
involving a stronger strategic steer from EU level, a firmer commitment to EU objectives in 
national strategies and an increased role for the Commission in decision-making. The main 
proposals to achieve this are the definition of ‘key actions’ in the CSF, the replacement of 
national strategic reference frameworks with ‘partnership contracts’, the introduction of 
explicit linkages with Council recommendations, and a stronger role for the Commission in 
negotiating, approving and revising the contracts. The underlying intention is to ensure that 
Cohesion policy is able to provide a more visible, coherent and demonstrable link to EU 
objectives than in the past and that this vision is effectively translated into national and 
regional strategies.  

In line with the above comments on the CSF, a key concern from this approach is that 
Cohesion policy may lose some of its personality as a core EU policy in its own right 
anchored in a Treaty commitment to economic, social and territorial cohesion. Cohesion 
policy should not be a mere delivery instrument for Europe 2020 or for Council 
recommendations in unrelated fields or related areas where the EU has only weak 
competences and legitimacy. There is also scope to be bolder in the provisions for the 
adoption of a territorial and integrated approach, especially within operational programmes. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should ensure that the Treaty objectives of cohesion are 
adequately reflected in the content of Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes, 
including a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach: 

 The general Regulation should make clear that Partnership Contracts and especially the 
Operational programmes should set out first and foremost a strategy to pursue the EUs 
objectives for economic, social and territorial cohesion, while contributing also to the 
Europe 2020 strategy and not the other way round as is suggested in the draft 
Regulation (Art. 87).

 The content of Partnership Contracts and Operational Programmes should be required 
to demonstrate a ‘territorial’ and ‘integrated’ approach. This means that territorial 
specificities at different spatial scales need to be reflected in the strategies instead of a 
one-size-fits-all sectoral logic, and that information is provided on the mechanisms to 
ensure integration across policy fields instead of demarcation of different policy fields. 
Any weakening of these provisions by the Council should be resisted by the European 
Parliament. 

 To further facilitate the integrated approach, provisions should be included to allow the 
adoption of multi-fund programmes including all CSF Funds (not just the ERDF, ESF and 
CF), an increase in the cross-financing thresholds to at least 10 percent (instead of 5 
percent) and for priority axes to combine investment priorities from different objectives 
under all Funds (not just under the ESF).
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The introduction of a more contractual approach through Partnership Contracts raises 
legitimate concerns about centralisation, especially in federal and devolved countries, and 
also about the generation of additional administrative burdens. In this respect, it should be 
recalled that the part of the motivation for introducing National Strategic Reference 
Frameworks in this period was to replace the Community Support Frameworks for Objective 
1 regions which were considered to be excessively rigid and heavy from a management 
perspective.

Recommendation

It is necessary to avoid overlaps and duplication in the content of Partnership Contracts and 
Operational Programmes. In particular, 

 consideration should be given to which elements and types of information could be 
included exclusively in programmes, and whether the scope of the Commission’s 
decision should be narrowed to certain key aspects of the Partnership Contract; and 

 the procedures for planning and adopting Partnership Contracts must be sensitive to 
territorial specificities and governance arrangements, especially in countries where 
regional development competences are partly or fully devolved to regions. 

8.5.2. Thematic concentration

To ensure that EU investments are concentrated on Europe 2020 objectives and achieve a 
critical mass for effective investment, the Commission proposes minimum allocations for a 
number of thematic objectives and investment priorities under the so-called ring-fencing 
mechanism. For instance, in more developed and transition regions at least 80 percent of 
ERDF resources at national level would be allocated to RTDI, SME Competitiveness and 
climate change. Less developed regions would allocate at least 50 percent of ERDF 
resources to these objectives, providing a greater margin for manoeuver. A different 
system is proposed under the ESF. For developed regions, 20 percent of funding would be 
concentrated on a single thematic objective and the rest on 4 (out of 19) investment 
priorities. There would be a greater margin for manoeuver in less developed (as well as 
Transition) regions in the selection of investment priorities. 

The Commission has also proposed to increase the relative share of ESF funding in the 
overall Cohesion budget, again involving sliding ring-fenced shares to differentiate the 
relative effort required in different categories of regions. This is justified by the Commission 
on the basis of a need for more predictable and visible ESF funding.

The assessment provided in this report of the proposals, including the reactions of Member 
States and other stakeholders, was critical of this new approach to thematic concentration. 
It was argued that the ring-fencing proposals would introduce an unnecessarily complex 
and incoherent system across different Funds that is inconsistent with the principles of 
simplification and harmonisation and with the bottom-up, territorially-sensitive rationale of 
Cohesion policy. Accordingly, it its proposed that the European Parliament should seek to 
encourage a more simplified and flexible approach to thematic concentration that takes due 
account of territorial needs. In this context, the Member States have suggested various 
alternatives or adjustments to the ring-fencing mechanism including: using the proposed 
thresholds as a non-binding, aspirational target in programme negotiations; introducing an 
additional thematic target on integrated territorial development; taking into account the CF 
as part of the total budget of the ERDF ring-fencing thresholds to minimise the required 
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concentration effort in less developed countries; and obliging Member States / regions to 
choose a limited number of objectives or priorities. 

A combination of the above proposals could be supported by the Parliament. This study, 
however, considers that the last option provides a more adequate response to territorial 
needs, as long as the obligation to concentrate funding is respected. 

Recommendation

Provisions should be included in the Regulation to require Member States and regions to 
provide a justification of the increased level of thematic concentration for all CSF Funds and 
to explain how this would contribute to achieving greater critical mass for the types of 
investment selected. The justification should be provided in the operational programmes 
and assessed in more detail in the ex-ante evaluations. 

To be clear, the critical point is that the justification should not only provide a quantitative 
analysis of the level of concentration proposed for 2014-2020, but rather to demonstrate 
that there is a planned increase in the level of concentration in the proposed objectives and 
priorities relative to the 2007-13 period. In return, the Member States would have 
complete freedom to decide on which thematic objectives and investment priorities to 
adopt in line with territorial needs. This approach should apply to all CSF funds in line with 
the harmonisation principle. 

Further, accountability to the European Parliament on the outcomes of the partnership 
contracts and negotiations should be provided in the form of a Commission Communication, 
as in previous programme period. Following on from the previous recommendation, the 
report should provide information on the extent to which thematic concentration has 
increased, both across Member States and overall at EU level, instead of presenting data on 
the self-evident fit between Cohesion policy expenditure and EU objectives. 

Recommendation

The European Parliament should request that the Commission’s report on the programme 
negotiations and outcomes provides analysis of the increased level of thematic 
concentration across the Member States and at EU level in comparison to the 2007-13 
period. 

In line with the criticisms of the ring-fencing of expenditure within the Funds, the proposal 
to ring-fencing shares of the Cohesion policy budget to the ESF should be resisted by the 
European Parliament. ESF allocations to countries and regions should be determined on the 
basis of a sound analysis of territorial needs and absorption capacity not arbitrary ex-ante 
thresholds set at EU level. The does not necessarily mean that the relative share of ESF 
funding should not increase in 2014-202, but that decisions on financial prioritisation are 
informed by a needs-based analysis and agreed by the key actors responsible for 
developing contracts and programmes. 
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Recommendation

ESF allocations should be determined on the basis of a sound analysis of territorial needs 
and absorption capacity and negotiated consensually by the European Commission, 
Member States and regions.

8.6. Performance Framework

8.6.1. Conditionalities 

This study finds that there is a strong case for the introduction and reinforcement 
of ex-ante conditionalities on the use and disbursement of Cohesion Policy
funding. Important pre-conditions for such ex-ante conditionalities are well-known: 
focused on improving effectiveness; linked to Cohesion Policy investments; limited in 
number; respectful of subsidiarity; and based on a joint and consensual agreement 
between the Commission and Member States. To take a prominent example, it makes 
sense from an effectiveness perspective to require a ‘smart specialisation strategy’ –
essentially a place-based framework for research and innovation - to be in place or to be 
developed if significant amounts of funding are being allocated to R&I expenditure. Yet, 
there are questions about whether all regions, especially the less developed regions, have 
the capacity to develop such strategies in time to allow a smooth launch of the 
programmes.

The effectiveness test is less convincing for some of the general conditionalities 
proposed which are more geared towards ensuring compliance with the rules of other EU 
policies (e.g. public procurement and State aid) than with ensuring effective attainment of 
the actual programme’s strategic objectives. 

By contrast, the extension of macro-economic conditionalities from the Cohesion 
Fund to the Structural and other Funds is not well-justified. The case of the 
Cohesion Fund is quite simply different. The Fund was created in 1993 to facilitate the 
fulfilment of budgetary criteria as part of EMU in the Less-developed countries, although 
this rationale became less relevant with the creation of the Euro and the 2004/7 
enlargement, since which the Fund’s rationale has arguably become more framed as a 
device to facilitate compliance with the EU’s environmental and transport acquis. By 
contrast, the Structural Funds (ERDF and ESF) have never had a direct link to the EU’s 
macro-economic rules on budgetary deficits and imbalances. The legal basis and rationale 
for the Structural Funds is founded on the 1988 Treaty commitment to cohesion and the 
promotion of harmonious development by reducing territorial disparities.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the introduction of ex-ante conditionalities, insofar 
as they meet the above pre-conditions. However, the weak justification for macro-economic 
conditionality – from a Cohesion Policy viewpoint – argues for it to reconsidered. If broader 
political pressures make this impracticable, the questionable legal basis for the proposed 
extension of macro-economic conditionalities to the Structural Funds needs to be clarified. 
Furthermore, it should not impose obligatory amendments of the Partnership Contracts or 
programmes and should cover all payments from the EU budget to the Member States.
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8.6.2. Performance Framework and Reserve 

The second key feature of the reform proposals is the introduction of a new performance 
framework and an obligatory performance reserve. If the aim is to improve the results-
orientation, then the focus of the performance framework and reserve should be on ‘results’ 
indicators, not on spending or outputs. Put another way, a ‘financial absorption reserve’ is 
not necessary as there is already an n+2 rule for this purpose. 

Assuming that there is agreement on the introduction of a performance reserve at national 
level linked to programme results, several important issues need to be considered. First, 
the performance review and attribution of allocations may have to take place at a later date 
than is currently foreseen, given the need for a sufficient level of implementation and the 
associated lags in the generation of results. Second, improvements in the data and 
information used for monitoring, evaluation and reporting are crucial. Third, and related, it 
must be recognised that there are important methodological challenges in demonstrating 
the causal impact of programmes on programme targets, at least in relation to results 
indicators that are not collected through the monitoring system, requiring the production of 
new data and/or evaluations to assess programme effects. To avoid the risk of setting 
easily-achievable targets, a system of benchmarking of targets across programmes and 
Member States needs to be devised and monitored regularly and transparently. Lastly, 
there should be a requirement to allocate the reserve to high-quality projects.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the proposed performance framework/reserve, 
subject to it being: linked to results; carried out at a point in the programme 
implementation calendar when significant results can reasonably be expected; applied with 
credible monitoring information and assessment methodologies; and allocated to high-
quality projects. Without these conditions (especially regarding data), the administrative 
workload associated with a reserve is difficult to justify.

8.6.3. Monitoring and evaluation

A results-based monitoring and evaluation system is a crucial component of the 
performance framework. Whether the 2014-2020 legislative proposals have done 
enough to facilitate this shift is debatable. As noted above, the regulatory framework 
continues to place a strong emphasis on ‘spending’ and ‘outputs’ rather than ‘results’. A 
notable exception to this is the new ex-ante conditionality on ‘statistical systems and 
results indicators’ which would require ‘the existence of an effective system of result 
indicators to monitor progress towards results and to undertake impact assessments’. As 
noted, this is a necessary precondition for the generation of robust and credible evidence 
on performance and should be supported. 

The Commission’s proposals for the use of common indicators at EU level and programme-
specific indicators at Member State level would formalise existing practice and are positive. 
In the current period, the common indicators were introduced during the implementation 
phase, creating difficulties for their integration into indicators sets and systems. Agreement 
on common indicators from the outset, either in the draft Regulations or in Commission 
Acts, would resolve this problem. Nevertheless, there is inconsistency in the approach to 
common indicators across the Fund regulations. Specifically, the draft ERDF and CF 
Regulations do not distinguish between ‘output’ and ‘results’ indicators, while the ESF 
Regulation does (even subdividing results into short-term and long-term results). 
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Accordingly, it is recommended that the ERDF and CF Regulations are amended to indicate 
clearly which indicators are outputs and which are results, following the approach of the 
ESF Regulation. This is necessary because the distinction is not always understood by 
Managing Authorities and beneficiaries, leading to mistakes in data reporting. It is 
imperative that the basic legal texts of Cohesion Policy do not contribute to this confusion.

Recommendation

The Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for effective results-based 
monitoring and evaluation systems and ensure that the Council does not weaken the ex-
ante conditionality on statistical systems and result indicators during the negotiations. The 
proposed use of common indicators at EU level and programme-specific indicators at 
Member State level should also be supported, subject to ensuring consistency of approach 
across the Funds.

The proposed evaluation requirements for the 2014-2020 period are an 
improvement on the current arrangements. Member States would still have the 
freedom to decide the timing, the content and methods of evaluation during the 
programme period, but they would be required to undertake at least one evaluation of each 
priority axis. All evaluations would be made public in their entirety and a summary of all 
evaluations would be submitted to the Commission at the end of the period. The proposals 
provide a good balance between the need to ensure flexibility so that the evaluations are 
adapted to Member State needs, and a requirement to undertake evaluations during the 
period to account for the effectiveness of spending and ensure that the results are publicly 
available to animate debate and strengthen accountability. The latter should not only apply 
to the Member States, but to Commission sponsored evaluations as well. Moreover, there 
should be a requirement for European Commission and Member States evaluation reports 
to be made publicly available in their entirety and in a timely manner to feed into decision-
making debates. The Commission’s external studies on the administrative costs of the 
legislative reform proposals and the e-governance initiative are obvious examples where 
such a rule could have been beneficial (see Chapter 7). 

A final and related recommendation is to create an EU platform for storing, accessing and 
disseminating evaluation reports, in line with the recommendations of the Barca Report. 
The current online library of the Commission’s ‘evalsed website’ has made a start on this, 
but the web-sites content could be significantly expanded and should include full evaluation 
reports rather than summaries. It could also include Commission evaluation reports.

Recommendation

The European Parliament should support the Commission’s proposals for strengthening 
evaluation and, indeed, should seek maximum transparency and accessibility for all 
evaluation outputs to help inform decision-making.
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8.6.4. Institutional capacity

The regulatory encouragement given to Member States in the 2007-13 period to reinforce 
their administrative capacity for implementing the Funds is strengthened in the legislative 
proposals for the 2014-20 period. One of the 11 thematic priorities for investment is 
‘enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public administration’, and the Commission 
is proposing to include conditions relating to administrative capacity in its Partnership 
Contracts with Member States. The Commission’s draft concept of how capacity should be 
measured is, however, still rudimentary. 

Recommendation

The Commission should develop effective benchmarks and indicators to measure and 
monitor the state and progress of administrative performance and capacity; this is a critical 
task before the next round of programmes are launched in 2014.

8.6.5. Joint Action Plans 

Joint Action Plans represent a new performance-oriented instrument based on the output-
based approach of expenditure reimbursement. While a range of potential drawbacks have 
been highlighted in the report, mirroring those of the performance reserve, the initiative
has many positive features with the scope to test options for enhancing the performance 
orientation of parts of programmes. Careful monitoring and evaluation of Joint Actions 
Plans would be necessary in the future to draw out the lessons and potential for 
mainstreaming to other types of interventions (such as infrastructure support under the 
ERDF). 

Recommendation

The Joint Action Plan initiative should be supported as it is voluntary and could provide a 
useful testing case in the future of how to enhance the performance orientation of parts of 
programmes.

8.6.6. Accountability for Performance 

An area where the draft Regulations and the recent reform discussions have been relatively 
silent is on how to strengthen high-level political debate and accountability over 
performance at EU level. To address this gap, an EU Performance Accountability Framework
could be set up including: annual reporting to the Parliament by the Commission; annual 
debate in the Council and peer review in a new High Level Group; and a re-focusing of 
implementation reports towards results.

A first step would be for the Commission to submit and present an Annual Performance 
Report to the REGI Committee. The report should focus primarily on programme 
achievements. It would omit financial implementation or absorption information (as this 
would be provided separately, see below), including instead comparative data, analysis and 
rankings of performance across the Member States and the reasons for slow or rapid 
progress towards the set targets. As programme results would not be detectable until 
several years after the launch of programmes, the first performance reports would provide 
comparative analysis of the programmed targets and the level of ambition foreseen in 
different Member States. 



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

169

The presentation of the Annual Performance Report to the Parliament should be 
timed to follow the presentation of the Court of Auditors’ Annual Report on the 
discharge of the budget in November each year to provide much needed balance to 
the dominant legality/regularity focus of Parliamentary debate on Cohesion Policy. As this 
would take place at the end of the year, the Commission would have sufficient time to 
undertake its own meta-analysis of the programme implementation reports submitted by 
the Member States in the first half of each year (see below). 

A selection of Member States could also be invited to participate in the annual performance 
hearings to present the targets selected in their Partnership Contracts and subsequent 
progress.

In addition, the Commission should transmit to the REGI committee regular quarterly or 
biannual reports on financial and physical progress on the basis of the data gathered 
centrally through the Commission’s electronic information system. Again, these reports 
should contain both aggregated data at EU level and at Member State level to allow for 
comparison across countries/programmes and the elaboration of national rankings across 
core thematic and territorial priorities. As noted, the more detailed analysis of performance 
and explanation for the cross-national differences would be left to the Annual Performance 
Report.

The principles of the Performance Accountability Framework should be codified in 
the general Regulation, potentially in the section on strategic reporting or in a new Title. 
The detailed modalities and requirements of the Performance Accountability Framework 
should be set out in a Memorandum on Performance Accountability signed by the European 
Parliament and European Commission following agreement on the legislative package.

Equally important is the need for more high-level political debate mong Member 
States. This was a central proposal of the Barca Report and was also mentioned in the Fifth 
Cohesion Report, but has not fed through into any proposals for changes to the current 
institutional or reporting arrangements. Given the lack of political will to set up a specific 
Council configuration for Cohesion Policy, the Council of Ministers should be required to 
hold at least one annual meeting on the performance of Cohesion Policy in the 
Council with the Ministers responsible for Cohesion Policy and European Parliament 
representatives. As the currently proposed Progress Reports would only be available in two 
years during the eight-year life cycle of the programmes, the Annual Performance Report,
described above, could form the basis for this debate. 

At a more technocratic level, and following the approach employed by the Commission in 
the preparation of the legislative proposals, a High-Level Group to Review the 
Performance of Cohesion Policy could be created to hold regular, structured and 
informal discussions among high-level officials responsible for Cohesion Policy. This group 
would engage in performance-related peer review at both the programming and 
implementation stages, beginning with the Partnership Contracts and subsequently 
progress with delivery. The aim would be to address the weakness in the Committee on the 
Coordination of the Funds (COCOF) whose focus is primarily on resolving technical 
administrative issues and hasI insufficient time to discuss performance and strategic issues. 
The European Parliament should be a permanent member of the High Level Group, and
external experts could be invited to contribute as required.
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Recommendation

The European Parliament should require, as a matter of priority, the establishment of an EU 
Performance Accountability Framework for Cohesion Policy including: annual reporting to 
the Parliament by the Commission; annual debate in the Council and peer review in a new 
High Level Group; and a re-focusing of Member State implementation reports towards 
results.

8.6.7. A focus on results in implementation reports 

In line with the above proposals, there is a strong case for revising the envisaged 
reporting mechanisms to increase the profile of performance. At present, the 
Commission’s Annual Reports on Structural and Cohesion Funds focus exclusively on 
financial absorption, audit and control issues. There is a case for eliminating the sections on 
audit and control (given that this information is already available in the Commission’s 
Annual Activity Reports) and replacing it with a ‘performance chapter’ on programme 
achievements in relation to ‘outputs’ and ‘results’, including national and comparative data, 
analysis and rankings. This section could form the basis for the proposed Annual 
Performance Report that would be presented to and debated by the European Parliament.

Just as the Commission’s implementation reports need to give more prominence to 
performance, so too do the programme implementation reports by the Member States 
which provide the data and analysis upon which the Commission’s assessment must rely. 
The Commission’s proposal to streamline the annual implementation reports is welcomed, 
but a more important priority should be to strengthen the quality, consistency and 
comparability of the information and analysis of programme results and achievements in 
the annual implementation reports. 

The Commission also proposes the introduction of ‘citizen’s reports’ of the annual and final 
implementation reports. This is essentially a publicity measure and will do little to address 
the current weaknesses in the quality of the information and analysis or provide sufficient 
detail to hold decision-makers to account; indeed, it is striking that in the current period 
some Member State authorities do not publish the reports, or do so very late limiting their 
utility for animating debate on programme achievements. To strengthen accountability it is 
necessary to go further than the publication of citizen summary reports with 
transparent, timely publication of the full reports. A similar provision has been included in 
the general Regulation for evaluations, and there is no reason why it should not be 
extended to implementation reports. Transparency is necessary to drive up the quality of 
the reports – not least because it would allow standards to be monitored and compared 
across EU countries and regions - and raise accountability. Timely publication is critical to 
maximise their relevance. 

Recommendation

The performance orientation of reporting mechanisms should be increased through: (a) 
revision of the Commission’s annual report on Cohesion policy to give more prominence to 
performance issues; (b) strengthened and binding obligations on minimum standards for 
performance reporting in Member State implementation reports (specified in the Regulation 
and in the Commission’s guidance on the content of the reports); and (c) increased 
transparency through a regulatory provision  requiring all annual implementation reports to 
be published online in their entirety by June of the following year.
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8.7. Simplification and Assurance

Simplification and assurance are central aims of the legislative proposals for 2014-2020. 
Considerable efforts have been made by the Commission to simplify, streamline and 
harmonise systems and rules, particularly through the establishment of common regulatory 
frameworks and requirements across different Funds. Other measures are geared more 
towards enhancing assurance of the legality and regularity of expenditure by, for instance, 
establishing accreditation bodies and procedures. 

Assessing the implications of these proposals is far from straightforward. Not only are the 
measures wide-ranging and technical, the effects can be mutually reinforcing or conflicting 
depending on the particular goals pursued. On the one hand, simplification of rules can 
reduce complexity, administrative costs and the error rate. On the other hand, assurance-
enhancing measures can imply more obligations and require additional administrative 
investments, which would be required too for some of the simplification measures, at least 
in the short-term. There may even be a risk of increased error from some assurance 
measures, where more responsibility is devolved to Member States and the Commission’s 
supervisory role is reduced. 

Further complexity arises in trying to differentiate which actors are most affected by the 
measures. Some may lead to simplification for the Commission, Member State authorities 
and beneficiaries. Others may lead to simplification for beneficiaries but not necessarily for 
Managing Authorities, and still others may only provide simplification for certain Member 
States or primarily for the Commission.  

The effects are also contingent on the choices or institutional systems of different Member 
States and regions. As some measures are optional, they may not be taken up - and where 
they are taken up, the effects may be mitigated by the adoption of additional domestic 
rules on top (‘gold-plating).  Effects may also vary according to the administrative set-up at 
national and regional level, and therefore be lower in some Member States and regions 
than in others.  

Notwithstanding these caveats, the analysis of the proposals and the literature revealed a 
number of points that merit careful consideration by the European Parliament in 
formulating is negotiation position.

A key point is that the primary focus of the legislative proposals for 2014-2020 is 
on simplification for beneficiaries. This is most evident in the requirement for 
Partnership Contracts and programmes to outline simplification measures for beneficiaries, 
in the annual rolling closure provisions, in the flexibility granted for operations to receive 
funding from more than one CSF Fund and, to an extent, in the e-governance proposals 
and the limits on audit and control for small projects. 

While the administrative savings for beneficiaries could be significant, the impact 
on national or regional programme administrators seems – on balance - to be 
limited. The Commission acknowledges that the assurance proposals would involve a 
‘redistribution’ of costs and work rather than a reduction136, while the European Court of 
Auditors considers that ‘the burden for the EU and national administrations…will even 
possibly become higher than is currently the case’137. In particular, significant changes to 
the systemic arrangements for assurance flow from the draft Financial Regulation, with far-
reaching consequences for day-to-day administration. Yet, many of the proposals imply a 

                                        
136 European Commission, 2011a.
137 Court of Auditors, 2011.
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progression of existing rules and, as noted, there are also a number of optional provisions 
that provide freedom of manoeuvre for Member States and regions. 

Recommendation

Given the strong emphasis on finding administrative savings for beneficiaries in the draft 
proposals, the key priority for the European Parliament in formulating regulatory 
amendments must be to simplify the day-to-day administration for Managing Authorities, 
including sensitivity to different administrative set-ups at national and regional level.

Finally, it needs to be recognised that there is no easy solution to the problems 
associated with administrative complexity and error in Cohesion policy. What is 
certainly needed, however, is more balance between the (often competing) goals of 
simplification, assurance and performance. In this sense, the proposals to enhance 
simplification and assurance, especially those involving radical alterations to structures or 
systems, require careful consideration of the trade-offs between the costs and benefits of 
change138. It follows that the new measures must be grounded on a thorough ex-ante 
assessment of effects and subject to equally rigorous on-going monitoring and ex-post 
evaluation.

Recommendation

The European Parliament’s position must be informed by a systematic assessment of the 
administrative costs of the reform proposals. To this end, 

 the Commission’s external studies on administrative costs should be made available to 
the Parliament or published as soon as possible, and follow-up studies should be 
commissioned to assess the effects during the implementation of the 2014-2020 
programmes; and

 simplification should be a core feature of the Performance Accountability Framework set 
out in Chapter 6, as it is a is a key component of performance efficiency (i.e. results 
relative to resources).

                                        
138 Bachtler and Mendez, 2010.



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

173

REFERENCES

 Bachtler J and Mendez C (2010) Review and Assessment of Simplification Measures in 
Cohesion Policy 2007-2013, European Parliament, Brussels.

 Bachtler J, Mendez C and Oraze H (Forthcoming) From Conditionality to Europeanization 
in Central and Eastern Europe: Administrative performance and capacity revisited, 
European Planning Studies. 

 Böhme K, Doucet P, Komornicki T, Zaucha J and Świątek D  (2011) How to strengthen 
the territorial dimension of ‘Europe 2020’ and the EU Cohesion Policy, Report based on 
the Territorial Agenda 2020, Polish Presidency of the Council of the European Union, 
Warsaw.

 CEPS (2012) Investing where it matters: An EU Budget for Long-Term Growth, CEPS 
Taskforce, Brussels.

 Committee of the Regions (2011a) Territorial Cooperation in the Mediterranean through 
the Adriatic-Ionian Macro-region, Own-Initiative Opinion, COTER-V-016, 92nd Plenary 
Session, 11-12 October 2011, Brussels.

 Committee of the Regions (2011b) Opinion of the Committee of the Regions on the Fifth 
Cohesion Report, Committee of the Regions, Brussels.

 Committee of the Regions (2012) Draft Opinion of the Commission for Territorial 
Cohesion Policy on the Proposal for a General Regulation on the Funds covered by the 
Common Strategic Framework, 11th commission meeting, 5 March 2012, Brussels.

 Council of the European Union (2011) Cohesion Policy Legislative Package, Presidency 
Report, 18097/11, Brussels.

 CSIL (2011) Moving towards a more results/performance-based delivery system in 
Cohesion Policy, Provisional Version, European Parliament, Brussels.

 DG Regio (2011a) The Programming Period 2014-2020 – Monitoring and Evaluation of 
European Cohesion Policy (European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund) –
Concepts and Recommendations, Guidance Document, Directorate-General for Regional 
Policy, European Commission, November 2011 (draft), Brussels.

 DG REGIO (2011b) 43rd Meeting of the Coordination Committee of the Funds (COCOF), 
29 June 2011, DG Regio, Brussels.

 European Commission (2011a) Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament 
and of the Council laying down common provisions on the European Regional 
Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 
covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions of the 
European Regional Development fund, the European social fund and the Cohesion Fund 
and repealing Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006, COM(2011)615 final of 6 October 2011.

 European Commission (2011b) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council on specific provisions concerning the European Regional Development 
Fund and the Investment for growth and jobs goal and repealing Regulation (EC) No 
1080/2006, COM(2011)0614, Brussels. 

 European Commission (2011c) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council on the European Social Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 
1081/2006, COM(2011)0607, Brussels. 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies

174

 European Commission (2011d) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council on the Cohesion Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 
1084/2006, COM(2011)0612, Brussels.

 European Commission (2011e) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council on specific provisions for the support from the European Regional 
Development Fund to the European territorial cooperation goal, COM(2011)0611, 
Brussels.

 European Commission (2011f) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1082/2006 of the European Parliament and 
of the Council of 5 July 2006 on a European grouping of territorial cooperation (EGTC) 
as regards the clarification, simplification and improvement of the establishment and 
implementation of such groupings, COM(2011)0610, Brussels.

 European Commission (2011g) A budget for Europe 2020, COM(2011)500 final of 29 
June 2011, Brussels.

 European Commission (2011h) Cohesion Policy 2014 -2020: Investing in growth and 
jobs, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union

 European Commission (2011i) Impact Assessment accompanying the Draft Regulation, 
Commission Staff Working Paper, Part I, SEC(2011) 1141 final, Brussels.

 European Commission (2012a) Elements for a Common Strategic Framework 2014 to 
2020 the European Regional Development Fund the European Social Fund, the Cohesion 
Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime 
and Fisheries Fund, Commission Staff Working Document, SWD(2012) 61 final, Part I, 
Brussels.

 European Commission (2012b) Elements for a Common Strategic Framework 2014 to 
2020 the European Regional Development Fund the European Social Fund, the Cohesion 
Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime 
and Fisheries Fund, Commission Staff Working Document, SWD(2012) 61 final, Part II, 
Annexes, Brussels.

 European Commission (2012) A Simplification Agenda for the MFF 2014-2020, 
Commission Communication, COM(2012) 42/5, Brussels.

 ESEC (2011) Background note on draft regulations for ERDF, ESF and EAFRD, East of 
Scotland European Consortium, Aberdeen.

 European Court of Auditors (2011) Opinion 7/2011 on the Draft General Regulation, 
European Court of Auditors, Luxembourg.

 INTERACT (2012) Inputs to the Draft Legal Framework for European Territorial 
Cooperation (ETC), January 2012, INTERACT, Bratislava. 

 Kah S (2011) A Snapshot of the Present and a Glimpse of the Future of Cohesion Policy, 
Paper presented to 31st IQ-Net Conference, 7-9 December 2011, Aachen.

 Mendez C and Bachtler J (2011) Administrative Reform and Unintended Consequences: 
An Assessment of the EU Cohesion Policy 'Audit Explosion' in Journal of European Public 
Policy , Vol. 18: 5, 745-764.

 McCann P (2011) Brief notes on the major practical elements of commencing the design 
of an integrated and territorial place-based approach to Cohesion Policy, Territorial 
Dimension of Development Policies.



Cohesion Policy after 2013: A critical assessment of the legislative proposals

175

 Mendez C, Bachtler J and Wishlade F (2011) Comparative Study on the Visions and 
Options for Cohesion Policy after 2013, Report to European Parliament, Brussels.

 Molle W (2012) Competitiveness, EMU and Cohesion. Conditions for an Effective post 
Crisis EU Policy, in Latoszek E, Kotowska I,  Nowak A, Stępniak A (eds.) European 
Integration Process in the New Regional and Global Settings, Wydawnictwo Naukowe 
Wydziału Zarządzania UW, Warsaw.

 Polish Presidency of the EU (2011) Key messages of the Polish Presidency conference 
‘Effective instruments supporting territorial development’, October 24-25, 2011, 
Warsaw.



 



 




	pe474558_en.doc

