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PREFACE 
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was undertaken by EPRC in preparation for the 53rd IQ-Net Conference on 7-9 December 2022. 

The report was written by Viktoriya Dozhdeva and Eléna Jabri.  
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The partners in the IQ-Net network are as follows: 

Austria 

• ÖROK Secretariat – Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning 

 

Belgium 

• Flanders Innovation & Entrepreneurship 

 

Czechia 

• Ministry of Regional Development 

 

Denmark 

• Danish Business Authority 

 

Finland 

• South and West Finland (Etelä- ja Länsi-Suomi) 

 



 

 

 

Greece 

• Management Organisation Unit of Development Programmes S.A., Ministry of 

Development and Investments  

 

Hungary 

• Managing Authority of the Economic Development and Innovation OP (GINOP), Ministry 

of Finance 

 

Ireland 

• Southern Regional Assembly, EU and Corporate Affairs Division 

• Northern & Western Regional Assembly 

 

Netherlands 

• Managing Authority Kansen voor West 

• Managing Authority Noord, Northern Netherlands Alliance (SNN) 

• Managing Authority OP Oost 

• Managing Authority Stimulus (OP Zuid) 

 

Poland 

• Marshal Office of the Warmińsko-Mazurskie Region 

 

Portugal 

• Agency for Development and Cohesion (ADC) 

 

Spain 

• Provincial Council of Bizkaia/ País Vasco (Basque Country) 

 

United Kingdom 

• Scottish Government 

• Welsh European Funding Office 

 

For further information about IQ-Net, and access to the full series of IQ-Net Papers, please visit 

the IQ-Net website at: https://eprc-strath.org/iq-net/login/ 

To cite this paper, please use the following: Dozhdeva V and Jabri E (2022) Reconciling crisis 

response and long-term objectives: Dealing with multiple pressures in Cohesion Policy 

programmes. IQ-Net Review Paper 53(1), European Policies Research Centre Delft. 

Disclaimer 

It should be noted that the content and conclusions of this paper do not necessarily represent 

the views of individual members of the IQ-Net Consortium.

https://eprc-strath.org/iq-net/login/o


 

 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

CARE Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe 

CF Cohesion Fund 

CLLD Community-led Local Development 

CPR Common Provisions Regulation 

CRII/+ Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative/Plus 

DG Directorate General 

DNSH Do No Significant Harm 

EC European Commission 

ERDF European Regional Development Fund 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

ESF / ESF+ European Social Fund / European Social Fund Plus 

ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds 

FAST-CARE Flexible Assistance for Territories 

FEAD Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

IB Intermediate Body 

IROP Integrated Regional Operational Programme (Czechia) 

ITI Integrated Territorial Investment 

JTF Just Transition Fund 

MA Managing Authority 

MC Monitoring Committee 

MS Member State 

NCA National Coordination Authority (Czechia) 

NSRF National Strategic Reference Framework 

OP Operational Programme 

PA Partnership Agreement 

PO Policy Objective 

R&I Research and Innovation 

REACT-EU Recovery Assistance for Cohesion and the Territories of Europe 

ROP Regional Operational Programme 

RRF Recovery and Resilience Facility 

RTDI Research, Technological Development and Innovation 

(N)RRP (National) Recovery and Resilience Plan 

SCO Simplified Cost Options 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SME Small and medium sized enterprises 

SUD Sustainable Urban Development 

TJTP Territorial Just Transition Plan 

YEI Youth Employment Initiative 

 

  



 

 

 

COUNTRY/PROGRAMME ABBREVIATIONS 

Country  Abbreviation 

Austria AT 

Belgium (Vlaanderen) BE (Vla) 

Bulgaria  BG 

Czechia CZ 

Cyprus  CY 

Denmark DK 

Estonia EE 

Finland FI 

France FR 

Greece EL 

Hungary  HU 

Ireland IE 

Ireland (Southern Regional Assembly) IE (SRA) 

Ireland (Northern and Western Regional Assembly)  IE (NWRA) 

Latvia LV 

Lithuania  LT 

Luxembourg LU 

Netherlands  NL 

Poland PL 

Poland (Warmińsko-Mazurskie) PL (W-M) 

Portugal PT 

Slovenia SI 

Slovakia SK 

Spain ES 

Spain (Bizkaia, País Vasco) ES (Biz) 

Sweden SE 

United Kingdom UK 

United Kingdom (England) UK (Eng) 

United Kingdom (Scotland) UK (Sco) 

United Kingdom (Wales) UK (Wal) 



 

 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................. 1 

2 FINALISING THE 2014-20 PROGRAMMES: MOVING TOWARDS CLOSURE .................. 1 

2.1 Financial implementation: significant progress ......................................................... 1 

 Reaching maximum commitment ...................................................................... 2 

 Rising spending rates ............................................................................................ 3 

2.2 REACT-EU: major commitment but variable spending ............................................. 5 

 Programming and implementing REACT-EU resources across IQ-Net 

programmes: progress and key constraints ..................................................................... 6 

2.3 Global challenges, audit & capacity ........................................................................ 9 

 Challenging global context ................................................................................ 9 

 Ongoing implementation issues: audit, procurement, capacity ................... 11 

2.4 Policy priorities and responses .................................................................................. 11 

 Current & future priorities: absorption, closure & 2021-27 launch................... 11 

 Policy responses: Programme changes ............................................................ 12 

 Policy responses: monitoring, overbooking & transfers ................................... 13 

 ESIF responding to the new demands: energy and refugee crises ................ 15 

2.5 Programme closure: a tight timetable ahead ........................................................ 17 

2.6 Evaluation: understanding programme impacts .................................................... 19 

3 PREPARING THE 2021-27 PROGRAMMES ................................................................... 22 

3.1 Progress with PA and OP preparation ..................................................................... 22 

3.2 Key issues: sustainability, climate proofing and DNSH ............................................ 25 

 Sustainability-related requirements and measures .......................................... 25 

 Other issues ......................................................................................................... 28 

3.3 Thematic focus and investment priorities ................................................................ 29 

3.4 Territorial instruments: mix of continuity and change ............................................. 31 

3.5 Programme operationalisation: launch of the first calls ......................................... 32 

4 JUST TRANSITION FUND ............................................................................................... 34 



 

 

 

4.1 JTF programming progress: submission & adoption underway ............................. 34 

4.2 IQ-Net programme approaches to implementing the JTF .................................... 35 

 Eligible regions: reaching agreement on territorial scope .............................. 35 

 Programming and implementation arrangements ......................................... 36 

 Governance: pursuing policy coordination and synergies ............................ 37 

 Emerging and outstanding JTF challenges ...................................................... 38 

5 CONCLUSIONS ........................................................................................................... 39 

 



 

i 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The current period is exceptionally difficult 

for national and regional authorities 

responsible for Cohesion Policy. In the 

context of recovery from the pandemic, 

and the effects of the Ukraine crisis, 

programme managers are dealing with 

multiple pressures, encompassing: 

finalisation of the 2014-20 programmes, 

including programme modifications; 

implementation of REACT-EU; programming 

and launch of the 2021-27 PAs and OPs; 

and JTF programme preparations. 

Despite the persistence of exceptional 

circumstances, including the ongoing 

impact of the pandemic and additional 

resources from REACT-EU, significant 

progress has been achieved in ESIF 

financial implementation. The majority of 

IQ-Net authorities report consistent progress 

with the 2014-20 programmes, with 

commitment and spending rates 

developing steadily. 

Commitment and timely implementation of 

REACT-EU is currently among the key 

priorities for IQ-Net managers. Most IQ-Net 

programmes have submitted and had 

approved OP amendments to integrate 

the 2022 tranche of REACT-EU, but the 

substantial amount of resources combined 

with the relatively tight timeframe for 

implementation create significant 

pressures in terms of ensuring timely 

allocation and full absorption of funds. 

The ongoing effects of the COVID-19 

pandemic have combined with emerging 

challenges associated with the Ukraine 

crisis and its knock-on impacts on the 

energy and refugee crises, inflation, supply 

chains disruptions, and labour force 

shortages, to create a difficult context for 

programme and project implementation 

and finalisation. This has led to an increased 

number of project extensions and contract 

modifications, which are causing 

implementation delays and jeopardising 

timely closure. 

These constraints mean that the key 

priorities of programme managers remain 

focused on the current period. Ensuring 

good implementation progress towards 

finalising the 2014-20 programmes, as well 

as preparing their orderly closure are 

among the most pressing priorities now and 

for the next six months. 

Programme managers are undertaking a 

range of actions to facilitate 

implementation and ensure expenditure, 

outputs and results meet agreed aims. 

These include: programme modifications, 

close monitoring of implementation 

progress, identification of potential risks 

and areas that need special attention, and 

correction of deviations. 

The combined problems linked to REACT-EU 

implementation, the impact of COVID and 
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other contextual pressures mean that 

timetables for project implementation and 

closure are being extended. In this context, 

closure is expected to be a challenging 

process, entailing a period of intense 

activity for many programmes. To alleviate 

pressures and facilitate the process, 

programme managers are adjusting the 

timelines for different steps in the closure 

exercise and setting internal deadlines; 

preparing guidelines and working closely 

with beneficiaries to ensure compliance; 

and setting up dedicated working groups. 

Flexibility options, including those 

introduced under the FAST-CARE initiative, 

are welcomed as a means to facilitate the 

closure process. 

Evaluation activity has advanced, with 

some programmes having completed most 

of their 2014-20 evaluations. With the 

current period approaching its final stages, 

the relevance of impact evaluations of 

2014-20 programmes has increased 

greatly. Preparations of evaluation plans for 

the 2021-27 period are also starting, with 

some changes planned in relation to 

evaluation scope, timelines and 

capacities. 

Progress with the drafting and adoption of 

the 2021-27 PAs and programmes has 

advanced considerably during 2022. Most 

PAs have been approved, with all 

outstanding IQ-Net OPs expected to be 

approved by the end of 2022. Some issues 

have slowed down the PA/OP negotiation 

process or remain a source of concern for 

programme managers. These relate to new 

regulatory requirements around 

sustainability (e.g. thematic concentration, 

climate targets, DNSH), enabling 

conditions, indicators, and horizontal 

principles, among others. 

A significant degree of continuity is 

expected in the thematic focus of new 

programmes, with a strong emphasis 

anticipated on PO1 and PO2. The 

deepening energy crisis has underlined the 

relevance of ESIF support to green transition 

(particularly energy efficiency measures), 

which is anticipated to increase further. 

The internal programming and set-up of 

territorial instruments is ongoing, and 

preparatory works related to setting up 

specific territorial strategies have 

advanced. 

Despite delays in PAs and OPs negotiations 

and approval, IQ-Net authorities across 

several countries have started opening the 

programmes, by launching project calls 

and in some cases selecting projects and 

committing funding. This has been met with 

very positive responses from applicants 

and strong interest in the calls. Where the 

start of implementation was still expected, 

relevant preparatory work was being done 

to ensure the swift launch of programmes. 

IQ-Net authorities have progressed further 

in their JTF programme preparations, with 

the TJTPs / JTF OPs already approved by the 

Commission for some and approval 

pending for others. Further progress has 

been achieved in agreeing eligible regions 

and defining JTF governance 

arrangements, but some (anticipated) 

challenges relate to implementation 

timeline, absorption, and JTF/ESIF 

complementarities. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

In the challenging context created by the ongoing effects of the pandemic combined with 

the growing pressures of the energy and refugee crises, programme managers are navigating 

through multiple and often overlapping priorities.  

Ensuring good implementation and progress towards finalising the 2014-20 programmes, as 

well as preparing their orderly closure are among the key tasks now and for the months to 

come. At the same time, the approval and launch of the 2021-27 OPs are seen as pressing 

priorities, particularly in order to catch up with the delays in the adoption of the legislative 

framework and negotiations with the Commission, and to address effectively the on-going and 

emerging challenges and structural needs at national and regional level. 

This paper reviews the progress in implementing IQ-Net programmes over the last six months, 

highlighting the key constraints and responses. It starts by reviewing progress with the 2014-20 

programmes (Section 2), including the implementation of the additional funding under REACT-

EU and preparations for closure. Section 3 provides an update on the preparation and launch 

of the 2021-27 programmes, and, finally, Section 4 outlines the JTF programming progress. 

2 FINALISING THE 2014-20 PROGRAMMES: MOVING 

TOWARDS CLOSURE 

With the 2014-20 programmes approaching their final stages, significant progress has been 

achieved in ESIF financial implementation, despite the persistence of exceptional 

circumstances including the ongoing impact of the pandemic and utilising the additional 

resources from REACT-EU. Progress has generally been positive in implementing these 

additional resources, although constraints have also been identified, namely regarding 

timescale as well as capacity and resource pressures, set in the broader context of inflationary 

and energy-related issues. Programme managers have continued to introduce measures to 

address delays and bottlenecks in implementation, some of which have been caused or 

exacerbated by the ongoing impact of COVID-19 as well as more recent increases in energy 

prices and supply chains disruptions. 

2.1 Financial implementation: significant progress 

Significant progress has been made with financial implementation despite the continuing 

exceptional circumstances of the COVID pandemic and crisis. Approximately 106% (€676 

billion) of €640 billion were decided by the end of 2020, 102% (€746 billion) of €730 billion by 

the end of 2021, and 105% (€770 billion) of €735 billion by the end of June 2022. The most recent 

data on overall financial progress may be a slightly misleading measurement of the state of 

play of Cohesion Policy implementation, as the larger total block of funding available to ESIF 

programmes in 2021 and 2022 has resulted in less visible progress in figures than in preceding 

years, due to the addition of REACT-EU resources (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: ESIF 2014-20: Financial implementation time series (total cost). Period covered up to 

30/06/2022 

 
Source: https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/overview# 

 Reaching maximum commitment 

Programme authorities are making steady progress in financial implementation and 

continue to maintain high commitment rates, according to the latest data on 

selected projects (June 2022). Indeed, most programmes have reached/surpassed 

the 100 percent commitment rate. By the end of June 2022, the EU average commitment rate 

stood at 116 percent (Figure 2), an increase from 113 percent over the previous six months. This 

means that across the EU, there is a general over-commitment of funds to new projects. 

However, the average figures continue to mask variation between MSs and programmes.  

Figure 2: ERDF/ESF/CF implementation: selected projects as % of planned, 30 June 2022 

 

Source: Open data portal for the European Structural and Investment Funds, ESIF 2014-20 Finance 

Implementation Details, data downloaded October 2022.1  

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/overview
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Many programmes have already reached the stage of over-commitment in June 2020, and 

are continuing on this trend (despite the addition of the REACT-EU resources), with overbooking 

remaining a commonly used strategy to help fully absorb programme resources (see Section 

2.4). The highest levels of over-commitment amongst IQ-Net programmes are visible in Greece 

(154 percent, a 5 p.p. increase since December 2021), Portugal (136 percent, 4 p.p. increase) 

and the Netherlands (129 percent, 2 p.p. increase). Somewhat smaller levels of over-

commitment are found in Finland (111 percent) and Austria (117 percent).  

The biggest increases in commitment rates over the last six month period can be seen in 

Denmark (14 p.p.) and most significantly in País Vasco, where commitment is at 125 percent, 

an increase of 67 p.p. points since December 2021. More modest increases were recorded 

across most other countries and programmes, although commitment levels have slightly fallen 

in Hungary and Vlaanderen (-4 p.p. in both), while still remaining well above 100 percent (at 

126 and 113 percent respectively). 

Overall, progress amongst the IQ-Net OPs is deemed satisfactory by programme authorities, 

with the remaining funding expected to be fully committed on time in most programmes. This 

has been facilitated by relevant policy measures including close monitoring of financial 

progress and managing overbooking (see Section 2.4). Commitment of the final REACT-EU 

resources has remained an important priority (see Section 2.2). 

 Rising spending rates 

Similarly to the progress with commitments, financial implementation in the 2014-20 

period shows a continued rise of spending rates across EU regions (Figure 3). Since 

the end of 2021, average payment rates have increased from 63 percent to 69 

percent (as of June 2022). This applies also to the IQ-Net programmes, which have reported 

steady progress in spending, although the overall average masks variation in the experience 

of individual Member States and programmes.  

In June 2022, Hungary showed the highest spending rate among IQ-Net programmes at 87 

percent (a 9 p.p. increase since December 2021), followed by Portugal at 84 percent (a 6 p.p. 

increase). There was a sustained increase above the EU average across the majority of the IQ-

Net programmes, but also a steady increase over the six-month period, visible in the 

Netherlands (80 percent from 72), Wales (79 percent from 70), Finland (78 percent from 73), 

Greece (77 percent from 70), Czechia (76 percent from 70), Vlaanderen (75 percent from 72), 

and Warmińsko-Mazurskie (72 percent from 68).  
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Figure 3: ERDF/ESF/CF implementation – eligible spending as % of planned, 30 June 2022 

 

Source: Open data portal for the European Structural and Investment Funds, ESIF 2014-20 Finance 

Implementation Details, data downloaded October 2022. 

Among IQ-Net programmes, lower levels of spending rate are being experienced e.g. in 

Scotland (27 percent, a 3 p.p. increase) and País Vasco (39 percent, a 4 p.p. increase since 

the end of 2021).2 

Individual programme authorities have thus reported a steady increase in spending 

rates, with most of them considering the development as positive. This is the case, for 

example, in Western Finland, where 2022 has been a record year in terms of the 

number of payments. In Portugal, the incremental reorientation of focus from commitment to 

execution and payments to beneficiaries is expected to speed up implementation, allowing 

achievement of full absorption of programmed allocations.  

At the same time, the current international context and the impact of the pandemic have 

created a difficult environment, affecting implementation progress in some programmes. In 

Scotland, the low rate of programme spend remains an issue of concern, with significant 

delays both in delivery and in the submission and processing of claims slowing down 

implementation. Specific types of projects are (potentially) facing greater implementation 

challenges, including due to their greater vulnerability to contextual changes such as COVID, 

rising energy prices and raw material costs, and supply chain issues. These include business 

support projects (CZ, PT) and bigger investment projects (NL South), projects involving 

construction investments (CZ), and projects supporting various elements of sustainable 

development (Biz, IE SRA, NL West). For instance in Ireland (SRA), the main issue is accelerating 

payments under sustainable urban development projects, where many have been impacted 

by COVID-related delays and rising costs, which are now causing problems in the finalisation 

of the programme. In Czechia, projects supported under the OP Entrepreneurship and 

Innovations for Competitiveness are the most vulnerable, as the target group of SMEs has been 

particularly strongly affected by the negative impacts of several crises. 
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Finally, in several programmes, financial progress under the REACT-EU funding has been 

generally slower / more difficult compared to ordinary programmes (e.g. AT, FI, Vla), which 

creates concerns around meeting the payment targets on time (see Section 2.2). 

2.2 REACT-EU: major commitment but variable spending 

As of 19 October 2022, the total EU amount of REACT-EU resources mobilised to top-up existing 

Cohesion Policy programmes was €44.6 billion through ERDF and ESF (with a further €686 million 

allocated to FEAD), invested in the following themes (Figure 4): 

• Green transition (€7.2 billion ERDF), of which €6.1 billion targeting climate action; 

• Enterprises and business development (€8 billion ERDF); 

• Healthcare systems (€7.1 billion ERDF);  

• Digital economy (€3.1 billion ERDF); and 

• Labour market measures, social inclusion and education and training (€15.9 billion ESF). 

Figure 4: REACT-EU allocations by theme 

 

Source: https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-

resilience/26d9-dqzy/ Data as of 19 October 2022 

REACT-EU is divided into two tranches, with the majority available for programming in 2021 

(€39.6 billion) and the rest in 2022 (€10.8 billion), with the possibility for MSs to spend these 

resources until the end of 2023. Figure 5 illustrates the cumulative planned amount available 

per country (i.e. the amount so far formalised from the EU budget, including both the 2021 and 

2022 tranches) and the amount so far decided, i.e. total pre-financing and interim payments. 

green transition

17%

digital economy

8%

healthcare 

systems

17%

enterprises/business 

development

19%

labour market 

measures, social 

inclusion, 

education, 

training

39%

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-resilience/26d9-dqzy/
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-resilience/26d9-dqzy/
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Figure 5: REACT-EU payments vs planned EU amount (€ billion), November 2022 

 

Source: https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-

resilience/26d9-dqzy/ Data as at 18 November 2022 

Spain and Italy remain the countries with the highest allocation and decided REACT-EU 

amounts, with both surpassing the €14 billion mark in total allocations and both recording over 

€12 billion for decided amounts. They thus surpass other Member States by a wide margin. 

 Programming and implementing REACT-EU resources across 

IQ-Net programmes: progress and key constraints 

The majority of IQ-Net programmes have submitted and had approved their relevant OP 

amendments to integrate the 2nd tranche of REACT-EU (AT, CZ, DK, EL, FI, NL East, PT Açores 

and Madeira OPs, W-M), with the associated calls launched across several programmes (e.g. 

DK, FI, NL East, PT Madeira). While positive progress has also been reported on REACT-EU 

commitment, at the time of writing far fewer programmes have committed funds, especially 

under the 2nd tranche (see Error! Reference source not found.). 

  

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

ES IT FR DE PT EL PL RO CZ HU SK HR BG NL SE BE LT AT SI LV DK EE FI LU IE CY MT

B
ill

io
n

s

Total REACT-EU Allocation Total REACT-EU Decided Amount

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-resilience/26d9-dqzy/
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/REACT-EU-Fostering-crisis-repair-and-resilience/26d9-dqzy/


 

7 

Table 1: Progress with REACT-EU programming 

MS Region/OP name OP amended Submitted to 

COM 

Approved 

by COM 

Call launched Funds 

committed 

AT ERDF 01/02 2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

02/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

03/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

 03/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

End 2022 (2nd 

tranche) 

01/2022 (2nd 

tranche) 

02/2022 (2nd 

tranche) 

  

BE Vlaanderen 04/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

07/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

08/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

05/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

09/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

CZ Integrated ROP 2020 (1st 

tranche) 

 

 

04/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

 

05/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

 

06/2021 and 

12/2021 

(calls for 1st 

tranche with 

financial 

volume of 

both 

tranches) 

3/2022 

10/2021 (2nd 

tranche) 

12/2021 (2nd 

tranche) 

1/2022 (2nd 

tranche) 

DK DK priority 6 (1st 

tranche) 

02/2021 03/2021 04/2021 06/2021 1) 10/2021 

2) In process 

DK priority 6 (2nd 

tranche) 

01/2022 02/2022 03/2022 03/2022 08/2022 

(expected) 

FI Sustainable Growth 

and Jobs 2014-20 OP 

(1st tranche)  

12/2020 (at 

the MC 

meeting) 

03/2021 04/2021 04/2021 (calls 

launched in 

phases, 

starting from 

April 2021) 

Funding 

under 1st 

tranche 

committed  

Sustainable Growth 

and Jobs 2014-20 OP 

(2nd tranche) 

02/2022 

(through MC 

written 

procedure) 

04/2022 05/2022 Calls 

launched in 

phases 

Funding not 

yet 

committed, 

expected 

12/2022 

HU GINOP (Economic 

development & 

innovation OP) 

Summer 2021  

2 new PAx (1 

ERDF, 1 ESF) 

07/2021 08/2021 03/2021 

10/2021 

 

NL West (1st tranche) 02/2021 02/2021 03/2021 02/2021 10/2021 

South (1st tranche) 02/2021 02/2021 03/2021 01/02 2021 10/2021 

North (1st tranche) 02/2021 02/2021 03/2021 06/2021  09/2021 

East (1st tranche) 02/2021 02/2021 03/2021 04/2021 12/2023 

East (2nd tranche)  10/2021 02/2022 12/2021 12/2023 

PT OP Competitiveness 

& Internationalisation  

06/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

 

06/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

07/2021 (1st 

tranche) 

20 calls (from 

08/21) 

 

ROP Açores  06/2021 

(1st tranche) 

 

06/2021 

(1st tranche) 

07/2021 

(1st tranche) 

13 calls  

05/2022 

(2nd tranche) 

08/2022 

(2nd 

tranche) 

10/2022 

(2nd tranche) 

  

ROP Madeira  05/2021 

(1st tranche) 

05/2021 

(1st tranche) 

06/2021 

(1st tranche) 

18 calls  

08/2022 

(2nd tranche) 

08/2022 

(2nd 

tranche) 

10/2022 

(2nd tranche) 

  

PL W-M 

1st tranche: 

Measure 13.1 

Measure 13.2 

 

12/2021 

 

12/2021 

 

12/2021 

  

   04/2022 

10/2022 

07/2022  

03/2023   

2nd tranche: 

Measure 13.3 

10/2022 09/2022 10/2022 Still planning Still planning 

Source: IQ-Net research 
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i Thematic focus of REACT-EU: continuity vs change  

REACT-EU resources have provided significant support to various sectors across IQ-

Net countries and regions, including business support and entrepreneurship (EL, FI, DK, 

HU, PT, W-M), health (EL, CZ, PT, W-M), green technologies and climate transition (EL, DK, FI, NL, 

PT, Vla), job maintenance, skills development and digitalisation (FI, PT, Vla). The support is 

valued for coming at a critical moment during lockdowns and restrictions of economic activity 

and successfully counteracting the socio-economic impacts of the pandemic crisis (EL, PT). In 

some cases, these resources are also being considered for supporting Ukrainian refugees. 

In Portugal, the reprogramming of the 2022 tranche of the Competitiveness and 

Internationalisation OP will include an allocation to finance initiatives for the reception 

and integration of Ukrainian refugees, including school children.  

Similarly in Czechia, using the possibility given by FAST-CARE to use REACT-EU for 

refugee support, a small IROP allocation will support solidarity allowance for refugee 

accommodation and the costs of Prague to handle the refugee crisis. 

Many other programmes, however, are not considering utilising REACT-EU for this purpose, not 

least as funding has already been committed and is no longer available. 

In some cases, programme changes introduced in order to incorporate the 2nd tranche of 

REACT-EU have reflected other shifts in thematic priorities, often marking a strengthened focus 

on green transition and sustainable development. For instance in Warmińsko-Mazurskie, the 

2022 REACT-EU funds will be allocated to sustainable urban transport. In Greece, in line with 

the country’s commitment to use the 2022 REACT-EU resources to address climate change, the 

additional funds will be allocated to the energy saving and energy autonomy measures, 

targeting the energy upgrading of the housing sector. In Denmark, the 2nd tranche has also 

been used to support green investments in two rounds in June and November respectively. 

In other programmes, overall thematic continuity has been maintained between the 1st and 

the 2nd tranches. For instance in Czechia, thematic priorities were kept the same, and only the 

allocations of funds were increased. Similarly in the Portuguese Autonomous Regions of the 

Açores and Madeira, the respective OP amendments approved in October 2022 confirmed a 

general continuity in lines of support from the 2022 tranche compared to 2021. 

ii Ensuring timely implementation of REACT-EU 

Across IQ-Net programmes, commitment and timely implementation of the REACT-EU 

resources, including the full absorption of both tranches, have emerged as key 

priorities now and in the coming months (e.g. AT, DK, FI, Vla, W-M).  

Good implementation progress has been reported in some cases. In Greece, funding has been 

almost fully absorbed, while in West Netherlands, there has been rapid progress and money is 

being spent quickly and in Czechia the entire allocation has been committed. 

At the same time, although REACT-EU is greatly valued as additional funding, especially to 

provide a bridge between the two funding periods,3 the substantial scale of funding involved 
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combined with the relatively tight timeframe for implementation create significant pressure in 

terms of ensuring timely allocation and full absorption of funds (e.g. AT, CZ, FI, NL South). In 

many cases, this is aggravated by the fact that projects supported within the REACT-EU 

allocation were launched in the latter phase of the programming period, and often involve 

capital investment (e.g. CZ, Vla), meaning that they tend to take time before delivering 

concrete results. In addition, such projects often involve purchase of specific equipment, 

which has been negatively affected by the global disruptions to supply chains and delays in 

production (e.g. CZ).  

The combination of these factors means that progress under REACT-EU has been generally 

slower and more difficult compared to ordinary programmes (e.g. AT, FI, Vla). There are still a 

significant number of projects to be implemented and some of these are still at the early 

phases of implementation (DK, FI). This creates concerns around meeting the full payment 

targets on time and accomplishing projects by the end of the eligible period (AT, CZ, FI, Vla). 

In both Austria and Finland, the limited time for project approvals and finalisation has 

been noted as a challenge. While normally at this stage of a financial perspective, 

programme authorities would focus on the final ‘wrapping-up’ of projects and closure, 

this time, the additional REACT-EU funding has meant that funding calls are still ongoing.  

In Vlaanderen, REACT-EU supports a large number of investment projects with some 

having started late in the period and some experiencing difficulties due to inflation. 

Some operations are thus no longer achievable within the allocated budgets. This 

means that projects have to be redeveloped which can lead to additional delays.  

Similarly in Czechia, projects supported under REACT-EU may struggle to be 

accomplished by the end of eligible period, not least due to the relatively later launch, 

their investment nature or large scale / complexity (e.g. reconstruction of emergency 

departments at hospitals), as well as reliance on specific equipment affected by the 

lack of microchips in the global market. 

Some of the measures taken to address these constraints and advance REACT-EU 

implementation include close monitoring of more problematic / protracted projects and 

providing them with support on an individual basis (NL South, Vla), as well as setting ‘internal’ 

deadlines for projects completion (FI). 

2.3 Global challenges, audit & capacity 

While most IQ-Net authorities report consistent progress with the 2014-20 programmes, the 

ongoing effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, the emerging pressures brought about and 

exacerbated by the Ukraine crisis, combined with the ongoing implementation issues, have 

created a difficult context for programme and project progress and finalisation.  

 Challenging global context 

While now not seen as much as an acute threat, COVID-19 has continued to have an impact 

on the speed of implementation in some programmes over recent months. Progress has 

continued to be impacted by COVID-related delays (Sco, HU, IE SRA, Wal), including due to 
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staff shortages related to COVID absences (Vla), and slow-down / unreliability in the delivery 

of components (FI). The impact of the pandemic has continued to impede the fulfilment of 

original targets (Sco, Wal), and limited the ability of some private sector businesses to engage 

in projects, leading to a lack of private sector match funding (Wal). 

These difficulties have been further exacerbated by the effects of the conflict in Ukraine, with 

knock-on impacts evident in the deepening of the energy and refugee crises, inflation, 

disruptions to global supply chains, and raw material and labour force shortages.  

Rising prices / inflation. Rapid increase in prices of energy resources, raw materials, and 

consequently goods and services has been reported as the key problems affecting 

implementation (AT, Biz, CZ, EL, HU, IE, NL, PT, Vla, Wal, W-M). Sharp rises in energy prices 

and raw material costs have compromised the liquidity of companies, especially those 

in energy-intensive sectors. Inflation has also increased the prices of operating costs 

and the value of acquisition of materials and contracts, affecting both business and 

public investment. These inflation pressures have delayed many projects (HU, IE, NL, 

Vla), notably those of an investment nature, and required project restructuring, 

contract modifications or extensions due to the current costs no longer matching the 

budget allocations (EL, IE, NL, PT, Vla), causing further delays. The associated rises in 

interest rates are placing new constraints on the financing of the economy and 

household solvency. Countries with greater levels of energy intensity of their economies 

and higher reliance on energy imports from Russia have been particularly vulnerable 

to energy market disruptions and rising energy prices (e.g. CZ, FI, HU, PL).4 

Supply chain disruptions. In parallel, disruptions to the supply chains and delays in the 

supply of materials and components also continue to have an impact on project 

implementation (AT, FI, HU, NL, Vla, Wal, W-M). This leads to the need for project 

extensions (AT) and fewer investments overall (FI). In Wales, problems in obtaining 

materials for infrastructure projects means that fewer roads projects are now going 

ahead. In the Netherlands (West) around 10 percent of projects have experienced 

some delay because of supply chain issues combined with increasing prices. In 

Hungary, due to supply issues it is increasingly difficult to meet the internal rule around 

payment claims submission (project promoters need to submit 60 percent of payment 

claims within 12 months of contracting). 

Impacts on the labour market. An outflow of workers from Ukraine has had an impact 

on programme implementation in Warmińsko-Mazurskie, as well as in Czechia, where 

the impacts have been particularly felt in the construction industry. 

The above challenges have placed strong pressure on public finances, leading to the growth 

of state debt in some countries (CZ), and creating extra costs for beneficiaries to pay out of 

their own resources in order to successfully implement projects (CZ, HU, PT, etc.). 

In combination, these factors have often created situations where the initially contracted 

targets and objectives could no longer be met within the initially foreseen schedules or with 

the originally planned budgets. As a result, the number of requests for contract modifications 

and project extensions has increased (IE SRA, NL South, Wal, W-M). For example in Wales, while 

at this point, at least 85 operations would have been expected to have been completed, 

there has been a high level of requests for extensions, with the rising costs of building materials 

being among the key reasons. Apart from causing implementation delays and jeopardising 

timely finalisation and closure of programmes, these difficulties may lead to certain ‘relaxation’ 

in the degree of ambition of projects’ objectives or financial execution targets compared to 
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what was originally foreseen (e.g. PT). They may also reduce the appetite of applicants to 

engage in ESIF projects in the new period (e.g. CZ). 

Apart from the combined impact of COVID and the Ukraine crisis, other contextual changes 

that have affected programme implementation in the past months include institutional 

changes (e.g. modification of the institutional set-up of Cohesion Policy in Hungary), and 

instability of exchange rates (impacting the levels of funding to be absorbed in Hungary and 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie). 

 Ongoing implementation issues: audit, procurement, capacity 

Apart from broader contextual factors, a range of ongoing implementation issues continue to 

affect programme and project progress. Among others, these relate to: 

Audit. Minor issues related to domestic audits are having an impact on implementation 

in Austria. In Scotland, changes to the evidence required for claim submission, due to 

additional controls required by the Audit Authority following previous audit issues, are 

leading to delays in receiving and approving project claims. Ultimately, this is 

contributing to the low rate of programme spend. Vlaanderen, where over the next 

months the programme is entering the audit cycle, notes potential capacity issues, as 

this exercise requires considerable resources and significant inputs from the MA. 

Public procurement continues to affect implementation in Bizkaia as the related 

projects took a long time to start and are lagging behind other types of projects. 

Staff capacity. Shortages of skilled labour, increasing turnover of personnel, and 

stretched staff capacity due to the heavy workload and overlap between multiple 

priorities are also having an impact on programme implementation and closure (e.g. 

FI, Sco, Vla, Wal). In Finland, availability of skilled labour has increasingly been a 

challenge, particularly at the level of project applicants, beneficiaries and 

intermediate Bodies. Lack and increasing turnover of personnel at projects are 

affecting submission of payment requests and programme implementation overall. 

Staff shortages and staff retention at the MA are also affecting programmes in the UK, 

particularly as the programme cycle approaches the end, and personnel start looking 

for new posts. 

2.4 Policy priorities and responses  

In an effort to fulfil programme objectives and ensure smooth progress towards closure, while 

responding to the broader contextual and implementation difficulties noted above, 

programme authorities are reviewing their management priorities and policy responses. 

 Current & future priorities: absorption, closure & 2021-27 launch 

The key priorities of programme managers are still focused on the current programme period, 

rather than implementation of the 2021-27 programmes. Given the challenges posed by 

ongoing and new crises, ensuring good implementation and progress towards finalising the 

2014-20 programmes, as well as preparing their orderly closure are among the most pressing 

priorities now and for the next six months. 
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In view of the approaching closure of the 2014-20 programming cycle, the priorities of 

most IQ-Net programme authorities focus on meeting the strategic objectives 

enshrined in the OPs and PAs, securing the achievement of the related execution 

targets and financial indicators, and ultimately guaranteeing the full absorption of 

programmed funds. Within this, specific priorities include: ensuring compliant delivery 

of the project portfolio, to maximise the amount of eligible expenditure paid to 

operations (Wal), increasing the rate of project claims and programme expenditure 

(Sco), and ensuring the fulfilment of key financial indicators through close monitoring 

and regular risk assessment (e.g. CZ, CZ IROP, PT, Vla, etc.). 

For many programmes, this urgency is exacerbated by the need to absorb additional 

REACT-EU resources. The commitment of the final REACT-EU resources and their timely 

absorption (particularly of the second tranche) are thus among the most pressing 

priorities (e.g. AT, DK, FI, Vla, W-M) (see Section 2.2). 

Finally, managing a smooth closure process for the 2014-20 programmes is emerging 

as an important priority for many IQ-Net authorities (e.g. AT, DK, EL, CZ, CZ IROP, HU, NL, 

Wal, W-M), with preparations for closure under way in most cases (see Section 2.5). 

While the main focus remains on the 2014-20 programmes, approval, launch and smooth 

implementation of 2021-27 OPs remains on the agenda for all programmes. For example in 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie, the most important issues now include the adoption of the 2021-27 ROP 

and the fastest possible launch of its implementation, involving preparation of implementation 

documents with detailed descriptions of priorities and criteria for selecting projects. Some IQ-

Net partners are reflecting on broader debates on the future orientation of Cohesion Policy, 

including Czechia, where discussions have been organised under its Presidency of the Council 

of the European Union since July 2022. 

 Policy responses: Programme changes 

Several programmes have undertaken programme modifications in the last six months or are 

planning further programme amendments. Apart from programme revisions required to 

implement REACT-EU (e.g. EL, PT, W-M – see Section 2.2), completed or planned amendments 

relate to: 

Reallocation of funds. This concerns shifting resources between priority axes (EL, HU, W-

M), including to increase efficiency and accelerate programme implementation. 

Adjustment of intervention lines and/or indicators to changes in the wider socio-

economic context and related constraints (e.g. AT, Biz, IE SRA, PT, Wal). Across a 

number of programmes, revisions are planned in order to reflect the impact of the 

pandemic, the energy and refugee crises and inflation on programme priorities and 

progress. For example in Wales, the MA commissioned an independent evaluation of 

the portfolio to support a programme modification following the impact of COVID-19, 

which helped to identify areas where programme targets would not be achieved. 

Similarly in Portugal, a reprogramming of the OPs is expected to adjust some 

intervention lines to the current socio-economic constraints. In some cases, such 

revisions will involve adjustments to the relevant indicators (e.g. AT, Biz, PT). For instance, 

in both Bizkaia and Portugal, an upcoming reprogramming is expected to adjust 

targets and unit costs of the indicators most impacted by the current crises. 
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Modifications to accommodate new flexibilities introduced by the CARE provisions 

(e.g. AT, PT). The aim here, for example, is to provide for the 100 percent co-financing 

rate on payment requests for the 2021-22 accounting year. 

Other changes relate, for instance, to the need to absorb unused funds in the 

programmes (W-M), to make transfers of resources for phasing projects (EL), and 

targeted amendments to ensure orderly closure (CZ, W-M). 

 Policy responses: monitoring, overbooking & transfers 

Beyond formal programme amendments, other measures have sought to facilitate ESIF 

implementation and deal with delays and bottlenecks impeding smooth progress and 

finalisation of 2014-20 programmes.  

Close monitoring of implementation progress (including financial and material performance, 

fund release and fulfilment of key indicators) remained one of the key measures for most IQ-

Net authorities, aimed at ensuring that programmes are on track towards timely and orderly 

closure and full absorption. This exercise facilitates a prompt response to situations where 

potential risks or deviations from the envisaged implementation schedules have been 

identified, by adjusting areas within the programme priorities to ensure expenditure/outputs 

meet agreed aims. 

In Czechia, the MAs have been undertaking analysis of projects that are at risk (e.g. so-

called ‘sleeping projects’, including those awaiting supply of equipment, those facing 

problems with public tenders and withdrawal of suppliers due to increased prices etc). 

Currently, the MAs are working on calculating the proportion of ‘fallen projects’ in 

particular OPs. Going forward, a risk assessment for all OPs will be performed by the 

NCA in cooperation with the MAs at the beginning of 2023. A particular focus will be 

on the project level, identifying types of projects threatened by ‘non-finalisation’ by the 

end of 2023, which will be closely monitored and mitigated. 

Similarly in Portugal, a dedicated mechanism continues to monitor approved projects 

at risk of non-compliance (e.g. those with significant delays or other implementation 

issues), with a view to reallocating the respective financial allocations to projects with 

greater execution capacity. In addition, establishment and regular monitoring of 

compliance with execution targets defined for each OP and continued monitoring of 

the main physical indicators is an important measure to ensure progress is on track.  

The MA in Scotland has undertaken an exercise on spend profiles with programme 

delivery partners, and asked them to review expected results. 

Even though monitoring of programme performance and associated challenges has always 

been central to programme management, its intensity has increased over the past months 

(e.g. CZ, PT). 

Overbooking also continues to be an important measure, creating ‘cushions’ of projects that 

can be financed in case other projects cannot successfully proceed. For example in Portugal, 

the modalities of project approval in overbooking to compensate for possible shortfalls in 

execution have been extended in 2022 and can currently take two different forms (see Box 1). 

In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, in order to absorb the remaining allocation of the ROP, a decision 

was made in May 2022 to use the temporary over-contracting mechanism to a greater extent 
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in connection with the planned notifications on OP changes. Overall, the use of over-

commitment/overbooking as a strategy to help ensure full absorption imply the need of close 

monitoring of fund release, which is taken into account in project calls (e.g. Vla). At the same 

time, use of overbooking is noted to be more difficult in less developed regions where public 

budgets are more limited and the authorities do not have guarantees that the expenditure 

gaps can be filled and costs met if there is no funding available (e.g. W-M).  

Box 1: Project approval in overbooking in Portugal 

In Portugal, project approval in overbooking continues to be a crucial measure to help 

fully absorb programme resources. It can currently take two forms: 

I. Unconditional overbooking – Approval of operations above the funding 

allocation, taking into account estimates of shortfalls. These are established 

based on factors such as the historical behaviour of breaks in similar project types, 

and seek to ensure 100 percent absorption of the programmed fund at closure; 

II. Conditional overbooking – Adopted when the fund already committed absorbs 

the entirety of the programmed fund, including estimated shortfalls. New 

commitments are conditional on the extraordinary release of funds through the 

cancellation of projects and shortfalls in execution, which are determined at the 

closure of financed projects. This modality thus implies that the MAs commit to 

pay funds only if there is financial availability.  

Both modalities were adopted in the NSRF, but it was only in 2022 that the introduction 

of conditional overbooking under PT2020 was authorised. 

Source: IQ-Net research  

These initiatives have been accompanied by other measures (already adopted or planned) 

to facilitate implementation, relating to: 

Managing timeframes and setting deadlines. The definition of deadlines for approval 

and completion of the physical and financial execution of operations aims to ensure 

progress is satisfactory. In Scotland, the MA is working on defining a more staggered 

timetable depending on when operations will finish, in order to avoid/mitigate delays 

in receiving and approving project claims. 

Strengthening coordination and dialogue among implementing bodies and/or with 

beneficiaries (e.g. PT, Vla, W-M). In Vlaanderen, the MA is working with project 

beneficiaries in order to support them and ensure that project closure is spread out 

across the remainder of this period in a manageable way. The aim is to avoid having 

a large number of projects remaining in the implementation phase towards the end of 

the programme and avoid delays. Regular interactions between managing and 

implementing institutions (including the MAs, IBs, coordinating bodies) and with 

beneficiaries are prioritised in both Portugal and Warmińsko-Mazurskie, to speed up 

the reporting of execution, minimise response times and anticipate possible constraints. 

Issuing guidance (e.g. CZ). The Czech NCA issued recommendations for the MAs on 

how to address at risk projects. The elaboration of guidelines for closure has also been 

prioritised in some cases (e.g. CZ, EL, FI, PT – see Section 2.5). 

Launching additional calls (e.g. DK, PT, W-M). Launching of new calls aimed at themes/ 

priorities still insufficiently covered or at pressing structural needs at national and/or 

regional level remained a relevant measure in Portugal and Warmińsko-Mazurskie. In 

Denmark, an additional call for green investment projects was needed in order to be 

able to commit the last financial resources. 
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Granting project extensions (e.g. Vla). In Vlaanderen, the programme has been flexible 

in granting extensions (where reasonable) to projects particularly affected by COVID. 

At the same time, some programme authorities are cautious about granting further 

extensions, as this could have negative implications for closure (see Section 2.5). For 

instance in Ireland (SRA), the potential extension of projects facing COVID-related 

delays (particularly under SUD) is viewed by the MA as potentially leaving insufficient 

time to deal with any irregularities or problems in claims. Similarly in Wales, despite a 

high level of requests for extensions, the MA has now taken the decision not to grant 

any further extensions, as, combined with a lengthy process of closing each operation, 

they may jeopardise timely closure. 

Transferring allocation between (sub-)measures (e.g. CZ, HU, NL, W-M), and other 

flexibility measures. For instance in the Netherlands (West), the main priority in is to 

relocate funds from projects with large allocation but not enough time to implement 

to projects that are on schedule but lacking resources. Flexibilities introduced by CARE 

and widened by FAST-CARE (e.g. increased flexibility of funds transfer between priority 

axes; see Box 2) are also viewed positively and seen as an important factor for 

facilitating finalisation of the programme period (e.g. CZ, CZ IROP). Bizkaia, for 

instance, particularly welcomed the extension of the option to provide 100 percent EU 

co-financing among measures to help accelerate the absorption. 

Other measures to advance implementation and help absorb remaining resources 

have related, for instance, to supporting SMEs working capital and increasing the 

amount of support for public beneficiaries (HU), adopting SCOs and other simplification 

measures (PT), repurposing underspends or redefining staff roles to ensure 

impact/evidence requirements are in place (Wal), supporting programme delivery 

partners to improve claim quality and reduce error rates, as well as recruiting extra 

resources to support the processing of claims (Sco). 

  ESIF responding to the new demands: energy and refugee 

crises 

While the deepening energy and refugee crises are strongly affecting European economies 

and societies, the role of 2014-20 ESIF in responding to these new challenges over the recent 

months has been relatively limited, as programmes are approaching their final stages and 

most of the funding is already committed or spent and thus no longer available (e.g. CZ, DK, 

FI, HU, NL, PT).   

Nevertheless, in some cases, ESIF are responding to these new demands through the ongoing 

projects and their adjustments (CZ, DK, IE, Vla, W-M), or reallocation of REACT-EU resources. 

• ESF funding has been particularly relevant in terms of addressing challenges related to 

the refugee crisis. In both Denmark and Vlaanderen, ESF funding has been used for 

reskilling and upskilling of Ukrainian refugees, including through language skills support 

to facilitate their labour market entry. In Ireland, much of the efforts aimed at mitigating 

the refugee crisis have been channelled through the ESF programme, to be managed 

through a Simplified Cost Option. In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, existing ESF calls have been 

adapted to ensure that Ukrainian refugees are eligible for support. In Czechia, refugee 

support was integrated into already running projects (e.g. by enlarging target groups 

to include Ukrainian refugees in education and social housing projects).  

• Some programmes are allocating the 2022 tranche of their REACT-EU resources to 

support refugees (see Section 2.2), including through the (FAST-)CARE provisions. 
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As a result of the energy crisis, there has been some increase of interest from project applicants 

in measures aiming at energy savings (e.g. CZ), and some programmes are considering the 

option of using any potentially unused funding remaining at the end of the period for energy 

cost support measures (e.g. AT). In Hungary, the GINOP programme will finance a project 

implemented by the national SME agency to offer vouchers for consultancy services for energy 

efficiency to SMEs.  

Overall, the relevance of ESIF in responding to these problems is expected to increase in the 

2021-27 period, including in terms of providing long-term support for effective integration of 

refugees, as well as addressing the pressures of the energy crisis, for instance through greater 

support to energy efficiency projects (e.g. CZ, EL, FI, HU, IE, PT) (see also Section 3.3). 

Box 2: CARE and FAST-CARE instruments 

In March 2022, the European Commission introduced the Cohesion’s Action for 

Refugees in Europe (CARE)5 scheme to allow national and regional authorities to 

provide emergency support for Ukrainian refugees. Mirroring previous crisis responses, 

CARE introduced flexibilities to the 2014-20 Cohesion Policy rules to allow the swift 

reallocation of available funding to emergency support and the provision of ca. €10 

billion of 2022 REACT-EU funds to address new demands within the overall aim of post-

pandemic recovery. Some of the key changes included: 

• Extension of the option to provide 100 percent EU co-financing in programmes 

supported by the ERDF, ESF, CF and FEAD to accounting year 2021-22; 

• Greater flexibility in the use of ERDF and ESF, in addition to the options for 

complementary financing of operations already provided for; 

• Simplification of reporting and programme notifications. 

This initiative was extended in June 2022 with the Commission’s adoption of the FAST-

CARE (Flexible Assistance for Territories)6 package, with proposed changes to the 

2014-20 and 2021-27 Cohesion Policy legislation to accelerate and simplify support for 

projects that address migratory challenges, while continuing to help regional recovery 

from COVID-19. Some of the key changes include: 

• The amount of pre-financing for ERDF, ESF+ and CF programmes is increased by 

an additional €3.5bn for 2022 and 2023.  

• The possibility of 100 percent EU co-financing for measures promoting the socio-

economic integration of third country nationals available in both programming 

periods (until mid-2024, with a possibility to review). 

• The cross-financing possibility already granted between the ERDF and ESF is 

extended to the CF. Additional flexibility is granted to make transfers within 

programmes, without requiring Commission decisions.7  

• Unit costs to cover the basic needs of displaced persons are increased. 

• An increased level of flexibility for declaring expenditure at programme closure. 

• Projects worth more than €1m supported under the 2014-20 programmes that 

could not be completed due to price increases and shortages of raw materials 

and labour will continue to be eligible for support under the 2021-27 programmes.   

Source: Regulations (EU) 2022/562, 2022/613, and 2022/2039; and www.ec.europa.eu   

http://www.ec.europa.eu/
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2.5 Programme closure: a tight timetable ahead 

As mentioned, preparing and managing an orderly closure of 2014-20 programmes is an 

increasing priority for many IQ-Net authorities (e.g. AT, DK, EL, CZ, CZ IROP, HU, Wal, W-M).  

In many cases, programme closure is expected to be a challenging process, creating a very 

busy period (e.g. DK, Sco, W-M), not least as many projects need extensions into 2023, due to 

the combined impositions linked to REACT-EU implementation, the impact of COVID and other 

contextual pressures. The ongoing implementation of REACT-EU (Section 2.2) and other delays 

mean that many programmes are still in full delivery mode, which, combined with a high level 

of requests for extensions, can mean that the closure process has been constrained or has not 

progressed as far as hoped (e.g. FI, IE SRA, Vla, Wal).  

Extension of projects and closure to the end of 2023 will be challenging for both beneficiaries 

and institutions, and is placing additional pressures on an already difficult timetable, which 

already has little scope for slippage (e.g. FI, Sco, Wal, W-M).  

In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, due to the maximum use of the time remaining for the 

implementation of projects by beneficiaries, as well as increase in the number of final 

payment claims submitted, the institutions will have shorter time to perform final checks 

as well as verify and approve payment claims. 

Similarly in Wales, with the number of claims submitted from September to December 

2023, and current processing times, it will be difficult to verify and pay all claims (and 

complete the administrative closure process) within a limited timescale, and to ensure 

all payments can be included in the final interim accounts. In addition, the MA will find 

it challenging to undertake the final Annual Closure/Programme Closure process, given 

the much-reduced time allowed for submitting the final closure documents compared 

to previous years. As the number of operations that will remain active and close in the 

final year will be higher, the expenditure in the final ‘drawdown’ will also be higher. 

Audit samples will be taken from this and there will be a reduced time for undertaking 

all visits and discussing findings, as reports will need to be drafted and closed extremely 

quickly.  

The West NL MA also notes that contrary to other years, this time there will be unfinished 

projects which will lead to technical issues when closing the programme.  

Some other factors that also have a direct or indirect impact on closure include: complexity 

of the IBs system, complicating fund transfers between measures in Austria; the performance 

framework, regarded as having added to the overall administrative burden without leading 

to a significant improvement to the efficiency and effectiveness of ESIF interventions in Greece; 

State aid rules, considered too strict and complex for a small programme in Vlaanderen; or the 

instability in exchange rates between the euro and the national currency, having an impact 

on the levels of funding to be absorbed (Hungary8 and W-M). 

To address or mitigate these challenges, programme authorities are taking a number of steps. 

Essentially, all measures taken to facilitate implementation and address bottlenecks, described 

in Section 2.4, ultimately aim to ensure effective closure and anticipate any constraints. This 

includes continued monitoring of progress, identification of potential risks and areas that need 

special attention, and correction of deviations / mitigation measures. At the same time, a 
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range of more targeted measures are also being taken, especially to respond to the difficulties 

posed by project extensions and the tight timeframe for closure.  

Managing timetables. In order to avoid concentration of closure process at the very 

end of the programmes and spread the workload, programme managers are adjusting 

the timelines for different steps in the closure exercise and setting internal deadlines. In 

Finland, the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment has provided the timetable 

for closure to the IBs (by end of 2023). However, many regions have set out earlier, 

internal deadlines (around summer 2023) to spread the workload and to be in a 

position to process payment applications on time. In Wales, the MA is trying to manage 

a high number of operations completing/going through closure within the final year of 

the programmes, including by requesting that operations start their administrative 

closure process as early as possible. Similarly in Vlaanderen, the programme aims not 

to let a high number of projects run to the end and spread project closures before 2023, 

among other things through changing its timeline for spot checks.  

Preparing guidelines, and working with beneficiaries to ensure compliance. In Greece 

and Portugal, preparation of guidelines for closure is underway, aiming to anticipate 

any constraints in the process. The Regional Council of Helsinki-Uusimaa (Finland) has 

adopted stricter guidance/communication with project actors to ensure that they 

submit their payment requests on time.   

Setting up working groups and other dedicated teams. Working groups for closure have 

been set up e.g. in Czechia and Hungary. In Scotland, two groups have been set up 

to manage the process: a Closure Coordination Group (in charge of templates, 

guidance and processes), and a Closure Decision Group. Coordination between all 

bodies involved in the process has also been strengthened (e.g. PT, Vla, W-M). 

Ensuring appropriate staffing. In Wales and Finland (South), the programme authorities 

have undertaken personnel planning, ensuring that they have sufficient staff to process 

payments, reporting and other relevant tasks (Box 3). The South MA in the Netherlands 

has resolved anticipated internal staff shortage by putting a dedicated team on the 

programme closure process, and West has hired extra staff to deal with the workload. 

In Scotland, the MA has recruited 19 additional staff to support the processing of claims. 

Other measures such as dedicated seminars on the closure agenda, for instance led 

by the EC (CZ), or introduced or planned programme amendments (see Section 2.4.2) 

are also intended to facilitate this process (CZ, PT, W-M). Individual approaches to 

addressing specific issues faced by each OP in a targeted way is emphasised as an 

important means to ensure successful overall closure (e.g. PT). 

Box 3: Preparing for programme closure in Wales 

In Wales, closure is currently a key focus for the MA, although with the programmes still 

in full delivery mode, it has not progressed as far as hoped. 

The time taken for processing of final claims, which has increased significantly, is 

an area of concern. In order to rationalise this and have a consistent approach 

to priorities within teams, a weekly meeting has been established (comprising of 

key members of the Management Verification Team /Payments/Closure Teams) 

to review all final submitted claims along with any other claims that need to be 

progressed more quickly. It has also been agreed that where an operation has 

submitted its final claim, the ‘sample’ needed for the verification check will be 

produced early, so that the reviews can begin more swiftly. 

The MA is also working closely with beneficiaries to ensure compliance with the 

requirements around submission of claims etc. The MA’s Chief Executive has 

written to all beneficiaries to remind them that expenditure must be incurred and 
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defrayed by December 2023 at the latest to be eligible for payment, and 

encouraging beneficiaries to work closely with their Project Development Officers 

to submit all required documentation in time. Beneficiaries are also reminded 

about project evaluation requirements, document retention and audit trails.   

In addition, for both the payments team and the verification team, the MA are 

reviewing the staffing levels and capacity for processing claims, so that there can 

be a controlled management of the final ten months of the eligible expenditure 

period. 

Source: IQ-Net research 

Existing flexibility options are valued by programme authorities as facilitating the closure 

process and additional flexibilities would be welcomed. For instance, Austria aims to make use 

of the 10 percent flexibility to move funding between Priority Axes as much as possible. 

Vlaanderen hopes that the Commission will consider an extension to programme closure in 

order to ensure that the delayed projects can be completed successfully – particularly, the 

allocation of REACT-EU which came late in the programme cycle would benefit from an 

extended implementation period. The increased flexibilities offered by FAST-CARE, notably in 

terms of funds transfer between Priority Axes up to 15 percent,9 are also welcomed (CZ, CZ 

IROP). In Czechia, one of the priorities is to reflect conditions of the FAST-CARE into the national 

methodological framework and set up the conditions for closure to encourage 

accomplishment of the majority of projects by the end of the eligibility period. A meeting of 

the working group for closure is planned for late November to introduce in detail the FAST-

CARE measures and corresponding methodological changes. 

2.6 Evaluation: understanding programme impacts 

Across IQ-Net programmes, evaluation activity is mostly progressing according to plan. Some 

programmes have completed most, if not all, of their evaluations (e.g. AT, IE, PT). For example 

in Austria, all foreseen evaluations have been carried out. RTDI was the last topic to be 

evaluated, with the final report published in May 2022. In Portugal, 22 evaluations have been 

completed as of October 2022 (in addition to four ex-ante assessment of FIs), with 13 under 

way but expected to be completed in the course of 2022/23 and two in the competition 

phase. Many programmes, however, still have ongoing or scheduled evaluations (e.g. EL, CZ, 

IE, Sco, PT, Vla, Wal, W-M). 

Recent evaluation updates emphasise the persistent and heightened importance of impact 

evaluations on the 2014-20 programmes, not least as the current period is approaching its final 

stages and many of the implemented measures have produced sufficient results to be 

assessed. Examples of impact evaluations completed in 2022 include: 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie: Evaluations of the impact of the 2014-20 ROP on: sustainability 

and quality of employment; promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and 

discrimination; natural and cultural heritage; and quality of staff training for the labour 

market in the region. 

Wales: Counterfactual Impact Evaluation to assess the effectiveness of ERDF non-

financial support provided to businesses over the 2014-20 period with a particular focus 
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on the Research and Innovation and SME competitiveness priority axes (final report 

anticipated in late November/early December 2022). 

Portugal: Evaluations of the contribution of Portugal 2020 to: increasing adults’ 

qualification and (re)integration into the labour market; improving qualifications and 

quality of jobs for employed adults; and the increase of higher education graduates. 

A number of impact evaluations on 2014-20 had been completed earlier, e.g. in 2021 

(on themes related to the modernisation and capacity-building of public 

administration; educational performance and employability of young people; YEI; and 

PT 2020 macroeconomic impact), 2020 (low-carbon economy), and 2018 (companies 

performance; advanced training). Several more are currently under way (competition; 

climate change adaptation measures; digitalisation of education). 

Scotland: ERDF impacts on innovation and SMEs, and ESF impact on long term 

unemployed people. 

Several further impact evaluations are scheduled or considered, e.g. on themes such as smart 

specialisation (EL), territorial instruments / territory management (CZ, EL), low carbon (Sco), and 

infrastructure (e.g. CZ and potentially Wales, where the recently finalised evaluation of EU-

funded infrastructure during 2000-06 and 2007-13 considers the feasibility of undertaking an 

impact evaluation of infrastructure and set out recommended methods). 

In some instances, evaluation exercises have been postponed, including to reflect 

the implementation pace and availability of results, as well as to accommodate 

capacity challenges related to the overlap between multiple priorities. For example Ireland 

(SRA) has postponed its final/ impact evaluation to 2023. In Vlaanderen, the focus is mainly on 

the launch of the new programme, so the impact evaluation is also expected to start next 

year when new programme development activities are less pressing. Furthermore, there are a 

relatively high number of projects that have been delayed and in this context it is deemed 

better to delay the impact evaluation until a date when these projects are completed.  

Programme managers are undertaking the scoping of their evaluation progress, also 

taking into account the CPR Art.114 requirement to submit by the end of 2022 a 

summary of completed evaluations. In Wales, a scoping exercise is being undertaken to review 

evaluations undertaken so far in the 2014-20 period, progress against the indicators, current 

gaps in the work and impact achieved. A full ex-post evaluation will follow on from this ex-post 

scoping exercise once programmes have finished. The Commission provided clarifications 

regarding the Art.114 requirements, acknowledging that some evaluations will not have been 

completed by the deadline, and the main focus is on the most important and reliable findings 

that are already available (Box 4). For Ireland (SRA), this means that the MA can draw on the 

mid-term evaluation to comment on performance and indicators. 

Box 4: Evaluation summary report requirements (CPR Art.114) 

Legal requirement (Art 114(2), CPR 2014-20): “By 31 December 2022, managing 

authorities shall submit to the Commission, for each OP, a report summarising the 

findings of evaluations carried out during the programming period and the main 

outputs and results of the OP, providing comments on the reported information”. 

European Commission clarifications: 



 

21 

• By end 2022, not all evaluations will have been completed – report on what is 

already available, focusing on the most important and reliable findings.  

• Main evaluation findings, outputs and results. The links between findings and 

indicators recall the intervention logic of the actions (not all evaluation findings are 

necessarily related to the indicators used in the programme). 

• Report for each OP, multiple programmes can be covered in the same report. 

As clarified by the Commission, it is likely that some of the evaluations cannot be 

included in the Art. 114(2) report due by end of 2022 as some evaluations of the period 

can be implemented later and some interventions deliver results later. In this context, 

the most important consideration is to implement and include “useful evaluations”.  

Source: IQ-Net research (IE SRA) and https://www.interact-eu.net/download/file/fid/25026  

Work on the follow-up given to findings of evaluations continues, with a significant number of 

follow ups already completed. In Portugal, the follow-up exercise has been concluded for a 

number of evaluations completed over 2018-21, with the outstanding follow-up of the 

evaluations that were completed more recently under way. In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, by the 

end of 2021, 71 percent of all operational recommendations were implemented, and the 

implementation of the remaining ones will take place in the coming years. 

Preparations of evaluation plans for the 2021-27 period are also starting, with varied intensity 

across countries/regions. In Portugal, there is an ongoing process of awarding four studies with 

a view to preparing the Global Evaluation Plan for Portugal 2030, namely to identify knowledge 

needs and evaluations to be carried out, prepare technical specifications, and outline 

alternative methodological solutions for carrying out impact evaluations. The studies focus on 

the evaluability of the key themes of ESIF support in 2021-27, namely R&I; education and 

training; climate action; and employment policies. 

A significant degree of continuity in the overall approach to evaluations is expected across a 

number of programmes (NL West, Vla, W-M), with no major changes planned and intentions 

to continue along similar lines as in 2014-20 both in terms of content and processes. At the 

same time, some changes are also envisaged, e.g. related to: 

Evaluation milestones/timelines. In Denmark, while in 2014-20 all projects will be 

evaluated twice by external consultants and final evaluation launched in 2023, in 2021-

27 all projects will be subjected to mid-term evaluation, while post-project evaluation 

will only be undertaken for selected projects.  

Evaluation market and capacity. Portugal identified the need to expand the 

evaluation market, including through greater involvement of academia in the 

evaluation of Cohesion Policy and public policies more generally. This is part of the 

wider efforts to enhance evaluation capacity, including by strengthening cooperation 

with universities and developing evaluation skills and competences more broadly. In 

Denmark, following public tender, evaluations in 2021-27 will be undertaken by a 

different consultancy firm. 

Scope of evaluations. Portugal is considering whether the approach to evaluations 

could evolve also in terms of the scope or types of evaluations to be conducted in 

2021-27, e.g. by ensuring a better balance between process and impact evaluations, 

as well as between more holistic and more focused evaluations.   

https://www.interact-eu.net/download/file/fid/25026
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3 PREPARING THE 2021-27 PROGRAMMES 

Progress with the programming and adoption of the PAs and programmes has advanced 

considerably during 2022. At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (June 2022), there were 

significant delays with the programming and adoption of the 2021-27 PAs and programmes. 

This was due to a combination of factors, including the long process of approving the 

legislative framework, the prioritisation of RRF programming, as well as the demands of 

continuing implementation of 2014-20 programmes during the COVID crisis, combined with 

the programming of additional REACT-EU funding and negotiating new instruments notably 

the JTF. However, the adoption of the new Cohesion Policy legislative package in July 2021 

surmounted an important delay factor and helped advance 2021-27 preparations.  

While for many IQ-Net authorities key priorities are still focused on the 2014-20 period, including 

to ensure full absorption and smooth closure of the ongoing OPs, finalisation of programming 

and launch of 2021-27 OPs are high on the agenda for all programmes. This is seen as 

particularly pressing in order to catch up with the delays in the adoption of the legislative 

framework and negotiations with the Commission; to ensure uninterrupted and continuous 

support to the key priority areas, especially given that the 2014-20 funding is largely 

committed/utilised; and to help better address on-going and emerging challenges.   

3.1 Progress with PA and OP preparation 

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (June 2022), the EC had been expecting most PAs 

to be submitted and adopted before summer 2022. However, only eight PAs had 

been approved. Nine months after the PA for EL was approved in July 2021, DE and LT 

followed in April 2022, with the PAs for AT, CZ, DK, FI and SE following in May.  

At the time of writing, twenty-three 2021-27 PAs had been approved (Figure 6),10 with the PAs 

for the Netherlands, Poland and Portugal approved during summer 2022 and the PA for Ireland 

following in September 2022. 

Figure 6: Timeline of approved Partnership Agreements (November 2022)  

 
Source: https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en
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The remaining IQ-Net countries (Belgium and Hungary) foresee PA approval by end of 2022. 

In Hungary, the adoption of the PA is subject to the ongoing discussions on the rule of law 

procedure launched by the European Commission. A Council decision on this issue is expected 

in mid-November, to be followed by a decision by the Commission, expected by the end of 

the year. The Belgian PA is yet to be finalised by the federal government and submitted to the 

Commission. The draft PA was submitted in June 2022 and the expectation is that it will be 

approved later this year. Belgium has received a number of comments back from the 

Commission which are currently being discussed between the regions. The regions take yearly 

turns in leading the discussions, and the presence of three federal regions as well as the 

German-speaking community means that many actors, funds and stakes are around the 

table. The main hurdle is the final budget allocation per region.  

No major outstanding issues were reported by IQ-Net programmes, but some questions slowed 

the PA negotiation / approval process, e.g. issues related to the geographic scope of the JTF 

(PL), SCOs (NL), and new regulatory requirements around sustainability (Section 3.2), as well as 

lack of national-level coordination (NL), RRP preparations, and the need to introduce 

adjustments to reflect the structural challenges brought about by the COVID pandemic (PT). 

Among the IQ-Net Programmes, all had been submitted for approval to the Commission by 

the time of writing (with the final versions of the W-M OP in Poland and GINOP+ OP in Hungary 

expected to be submitted by the end of October 2022). Most IQ-Net programmes have 

already been approved (OPs in AT, CZ, DK, FI, NL) or expected to be approved by the end of 

2022 (HU, IE, PT, Vla, W-M), with several OPs already launched (through formal launch events 

and opening of calls) (AT, CZ, DK, FI, HU, NL, Vla). The (expected) schedule for programme 

finalisation, approval and launch among IQ-Net programme authorities is shown in Table 2.  

Table 2: Schedule for programme finalisation, approval & launch  

Country 

 

Programmes submitted Programme 

approval 

Programme 

launch 

First projects 

approved/ 

commitments 

 

July 2022 - ERDF-JTF OP Aug 2022 Oct 2022 - formal 

launch event 

Jan 2023 (expected) 

 

July 2022  Dec 2022 

(expected) 

Sept 2022  

 

Jan 2022 - IROP 2 July 2022 July 2022 Sept 2022 

Dec 2021 - OP Technologies and 

Applications for Competitiveness 

June 2022 Aug 2022  

Dec 2021 - OP John Amos 

Comenius (sphere of education) 

June 2022 June 2022  

Dec 2021 - OP Technical 

Assistance 

May 2022 June 2022  

Jan 2022 - OP Employment+ June 2022 June 2022  

Jan 2022 - OP Transport July 2022 First call not 

opened  

 

Jan 2022 - OP Environment July 2022 Aug 2022  

Feb 2022 - OP Fishery June 2022 First call not 

opened, planned 

for Oct 2022 
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March 2022 - OP Just Transition 

Fund 

Sept 2022 First call not 

opened yet 

 

 

April 2022 - ESF 

June 2022 - ERDF 

Sept 2022 - JTF 

July 2022 

Aug 2022 

Nov 2022 

(expected) 

May 2022 

May 2022 

Not decided 

 

Sept 2022 

Aug 2022 

Primo 2023 

 

March 2022  May 2022 May 2022 - formal 

launch event 

Calls opened in 

phases (some before 

OP approval), but no 

funding decisions yet 

 

June 2021: 1st informal submission  

Oct 2021: 1st formal submission 

Mar 2022: 2nd informal submission 

May 2022: 2nd formal submission 

of Competitiveness, 

Entrepreneurship, Innovation OP, 

Transport Infrastructure OP.  

Aug/Sept 2022: expected 

submission of regional OPs 

July 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q4 2022  

 

Jan 2022 (draft), Oct 2022 (final, 

version ready for submission 

pending PA approval) - 

GINOP+ (economic 

development & innovation OP) 

Dec 2022 

(expected) 

June 2021 Oct 2021 

 

July 2022 - IE SRA OP 

 

Oct/Nov 2022 

(expected) 

 

  

July 2022 - IE NWRA OP Nov 2022 

(expected) 

  

 

Dec 2021 – all OPs June 2022 Apr 2022 June 2022 

 

Mar 2022 (draft), Oct 2022 (final, 

expected) - ROP Warmińsko-

Mazurskie 

Dec 2022 

(expected) 

Q1 2023 

(expected) 

Q3 2023 (expected) 

 

Oct 2022 – all OPs Dec 2022 

(expected) 

Q1 2023 

(expected)11 

 

Source: IQ-Net research 

The reported delays in the finalisation of the OPs have often related to protracted EC-country 

level negotiation and approval of the PAs (HU, NL, Vla, W-M), as well as prioritisation of the 

REACT-EU implementation (NL, PT). For example in the Netherlands (South), the implementation 

of REACT-EU pushed the new OP to a lower place on the priority list which, combined with 

difficulties in finalising the PA at national level, resulted in delays. Similarly in Portugal, delays 

with the 2021-27 programmes reflect the constraints associated with the need to reprogramme 

the 2014-20 OPs to incorporate mitigation measures, in particular the REACT-EU initiative. For 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie, longer than planned timeline of agreeing the OP with the Commission 

is the consequence of prolonged negotiations on the PA, which lasted almost two years. For 

Hungary (GINOP+) and Belgium (Vla), the OPs will be officially submitted for formal approval 

once the PA is adopted – although despite this, project calls have already been launched in 

both countries (see Section 3.5). 
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Although negotiation experience has varied across countries, some IQ-Net authorities have 

described it as generally ‘difficult’ and ‘demanding’ (CZ IROP, W-M). For example despite a 

long informal debate on the Czech IROP before its official submission, the OP underwent a 

demanding formal negotiating process as other DGs had expressed their objections only 

during the official negotiation stage, although no major strategic objections were raised. 

Finally, as an overall reflection on the negotiation process with the Commission, some IQ-Net 

managers have noted the challenge of increased pressures on Cohesion Policy related to the 

fulfilment of wider EU priorities and other sectoral policies (CZ, EL, PT, W-M). Among other things, 

this delayed and complicated the negotiation and PA/OP approval process. For example in 

Czechia, the reason for time extension of formal negotiations is seen in comments on the PA 

from the EC horizontal units and from the other DGs. Comments received from different units 

were sometimes fragmented and inconsistent (W-M). In some cases, it has been felt that other 

DGs were bringing into negotiations on Cohesion Policy their own thematic / sectoral agendas 

and issues that were not always most relevant for those discussions, and other fora, outside of 

Cohesion Policy, would have been more relevant for such debates (e.g. Portugal). Overall, 

programme authorities have felt an increased need to accommodate, in the context of an 

already complex multi-sectoral and multi-level programming exercise, various intentions of 

sectoral actors, complemented by policy priorities and transversal commitments pursued by 

the Commission in other policy areas. Some of these priorities and commitments have been 

difficult to incorporate into specific measures supported by the programmes.  

3.2 Key issues: sustainability, climate proofing and DNSH  

The majority of issues standing in the way of finalising the PAs and OPs have been dealt with 

throughout the negotiation process with the Commission. Some of these have been resolved 

over the last six months, others had been dealt with earlier.  

At the same time, there still remain some outstanding issues that need to be addressed before 

programmes can be finalised and implementation launched. Other issues, while currently not 

standing in the way of programming,  remain a source of concern or subject of reflection, and 

will need to be clarified at a later point, as their relevance will increase once implementation 

has started/progressed (e.g. application of DNSH in practice).  

 Sustainability-related requirements and measures 

Specific elements of the new regulatory framework for sustainable actions are among issues 

that could prove challenging for programme managers, even though some of the outstanding 

issues have been clarified/resolved in recent months. Some concerns, for instance, related to 

the following: 

i PO2 thematic concentration, and Fund climate targets 

For some programme authorities regulatory requirements for PO2 thematic concentration and 

climate targets are welcome because they largely mean a continuation of their focus on the 
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low-carbon economy and respond to the wider challenges faced by European economies. 

However, some programme managers have concerns, for instance over their practical 

implementation or implications in terms of programme flexibility.  

According to Greece, excessive thematic concentration and climate-related 

preconditions have limited available investment options in the programmes. It is also 

regarded that place-based policy options have been weakened due to emphasis on 

thematic concentration. In terms of climate targets, the obligation to dedicate 30 

percent of ERDF resources to PO2 priorities has been met by changing Greece’s 

planning on climate and biodiversity. This regulatory requirement is also viewed as 

problematic and as being blind to conditions on the ground.  

In the Netherlands, West also expects some issues with the climate targets, as those are 

focussed on implementation projects, whereas the OP is more focussed on innovation 

projects and it is often hard to predict whether they will be able to meet this target.  

In Czechia, the need to meet the ERDF climate target means that the IROP already has 

to prepare a first a revision of the programme, reallocating funds to the OP 

Environment. This comes after all OPs’ approval and finalisation of financial allocations. 

The Commission took a stricter view during formal negotiations on what measures can 

be included in the climate target, which meant that the ERDF climate target was not 

eventually met despite the thorough PA design. 

For both Austria and Portugal, outstanding questions relate to the definition of the 

contribution of categories of interventions (Intervention Codes) to climate targets 

(Annex I CPR). For Portugal, whereas the climate targets as such are not necessarily 

viewed problematic, a more intense and reasoned work deepening the definition of 

these intervention fields and reconsidering the contributions of each of them to climate 

targets would be desirable.  

ii Climate proofing 

For some programmes, the way in which the climate proofing principle is to be implemented 

remains unclear (e.g. CZ, Vla). For example, Czechia notes that there is still considerable 

uncertainty in this area, and appropriate EU and thus national legislative frameworks are 

missing. In addition, a definition of infrastructure to be subject to climate proofing has not been 

formulated yet (see Box 5). Currently, intense debate is taking place within the Ministry of 

Environment on how to tackle particular requirements of climate proofing, including on if and 

how to use EIA/SEA processes for this. In the absence (as yet) of a single methodology, different 

MAs, who already have to deal with this requirement as calls for proposals are underway, are 

adopting various approaches. In order to streamline the approach to this requirement and 

facilitate its fulfilment, Czech authorities have been taking a number of steps: 

• Preparation of an umbrella methodology for climate-proofing by the Ministry of 

Environment in cooperation with the NCA, MAs and other relevant stakeholders was 

underway, with final draft expected by the end of October. In the meantime, the 

Ministry of Environment provides thematic support to the MAs during the launch of 

programmes to help address this requirement. 

• Since summer 2022, a project supported by the EC Technical Support Instrument has 

been under way to help address this issue.  
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• In addition, experience from the implementation of the National Recovery Plan and, 

for some elements of climate proofing, external consultants have been used. 

Box 5: Climate proofing requirement in CPR 2021-27 

• “Adequate mechanisms to ensure the climate proofing of supported investment 

in infrastructure should be an integral part of programming and implementation 

of the Funds.” (Recital 10) 

• “‘Climate proofing’ means a process to prevent infrastructure from being 

vulnerable to potential long-term climate impacts whilst ensuring that the ‘energy 

efficiency first’ principle is respected and that the level of GHG arising from the 

project is consistent with the climate neutrality objective in 2050” (Art.2(42)) 

• “In selecting operations, the managing authority shall … ensure the climate 

proofing of investments in infrastructure which have an expected lifespan of at 

least 5 years.” (Art.73(2)j) 

Source: Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 

iii The Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) principle 

The interpretation and application of the DNSH principle has remained challenging in some 

cases. Lack of a single methodological approach and set of guidance, and therefore of 

consistent interpretation and application of this requirement has been noted among the key 

issues (e.g. CZ, CZ IROP, IE SRA). For example in Ireland (SRA), early experiences of the DNSH 

were of differing interpretations, including by the MA, consultants, Commission colleagues, 

and environmental consultants, and lack of clear guidance is viewed as problematic. Similarly 

in Czechia, the lack of methodological leadership and support from the EC and subsequently 

from the Ministry of Environment means that the discussion on DNSH is fragmented, and MAs 

use different approaches and do not know so far how exactly compliance will be appraised. 

For several programmes, the application of DNSH in practice is an issue that will have to be 

assessed as implementation advances (e.g. PT, W-M), although some challenges are already 

anticipated, e.g. difficulty to check compliance (FI, NL), including due to staff capacity 

limitations. For example in Finland, there is some concern over the capacity of the ELY-centres 

to carry out DNSH assessments for all relevant investment projects. 

To streamline the approach and facilitate compliance, some practical measures have been 

developed and flexibility elements introduced or considered, for example: 

• Preparation of methodological guidelines is under way in Czechia, where the DNSH is 

being tackled in parallel with the climate proofing issue. 

• Use of RRF experience / templates where the DNSH has already been applied (EL, PT). 

• Integration of the DNSH assessment in the SEAs (e.g. PT), and definition of specific 

criteria for selecting operations that ensure compliance with the DNSH principle (e.g. 

CZ). In Czechia, it has been decided that DNSH will be addressed at programme level 

rather than at the level of individual projects/applicants. The requirements for meeting 

DNSH will thus be reflected in project appraisal criteria (as specified in project calls), 

and no additional requirements will be posed on project applicants/beneficiaries. 
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• Specialist input to help screen the new programmes against the DNSH criteria (e.g. EL, 

NL, Vla). For instance, this can be via external expert studies, or DNSH assessments 

through the involvement of experts at environmental units (FI). Increasing overall staff 

capacity and knowledge on the DNSH principle is also foreseen (e.g. NL). In addition, 

close communication with the relevant sectoral ministry is viewed as crucial. For 

example in Czechia, the NCA communicates with the Ministry of Environment, which is 

deemed as the factual guarantor of this principle.  

iv Other sustainability elements 

Other sustainability-related measures and elements of the new regulatory framework have 

recently been the subject of discussions or cause of some concerns. These include: 

• Energy efficiency measures. For several programmes, recent discussions with the 

Commission have touched upon issues related to support for energy efficiency (AT, PT, 

W-M). These relate to eligibility of large companies (AT), as well as forms of financing 

and contribution to climate objectives of energy efficiency measures in public 

infrastructures and social housing (PT, W-M). 

• Sustainable mobility. Issues here include the division of the allocation between road 

and sustainable transport (W-M). 

• Circular economy (IE), e.g. in terms of compliance with demanding national 

requirements around the circular economy and waste when undertaking energy 

retrofit in residential areas. 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). In Vlaanderen, the MA is challenging DG 

Environment’s requirement to produce an EIA on the following grounds: it was 

previously agreed with the responsible Flemish agency that the programme did not 

require to carry this out; some other countries also do not have an EIA; and Vlaanderen 

has already initiated an additional study in the context of the DNSH principle which to 

a large extent covers the EIA. 

 Other issues 

Other issues that have in recent months been a source of concern, either in terms of 

programming or implementation, or subject of negotiations and reflection, include: 

Enabling conditions (AT, CZ, PT, W-M). At the moment of writing, some enabling 

conditions have not been yet fulfilled in some programmes, e.g. in relation to transport 

planning (W-M) or environment and social inclusion areas (CZ). As noted by Portugal, 

in order for the enabling conditions to be met, it is necessary that the evidence is 

already approved and published, which is not the case in some contexts. Some 

questions remain because the national legislative process is not yet fully completed. In 

addition, there have been EC requests for additional clarifications regarding the 

fulfilment of the enabling conditions (AT, PT), which have to be addressed. In Austria, 

discussions about fulfilling enabling condition 1.1 (good governance of national or 

regional RIS3) have been resolved after the country submitted a background paper 

that provided more detail on its RIS3 (RTI Strategy 2030). 

Transfers between funds (CZ, PL). For Poland, this has been among the most important 

issues that were raised during the negotiations as there were divergent views between 

the Polish side and the EC. Similarly for Czechia, transfer of part of the allocation 

between funds (ESF+ to CF) was the most significant aspect of the PA negotiation. 

While it was proposed to retrospectively reallocate finance from the CF to ESF+ also in 
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order to respond to the refugee crisis, the result of national political debate is that the 

funds will sustain in the CF as there is a significant infrastructure investment need. 

Indicators (Biz, PT, W-M). Indicators, their target values (in particular intermediate 

values) and their relevance for specific project types have been among issues actively 

discussed internally and with the Commission. For Bizkaia, agreeing the methodology 

to calculate and measure indicators has been challenging. Portugal has also had 

intense discussions with the EC, including around indicator related to emission levels, 

which, although considered a generally relevant context indicator, is seen as being 

difficult to measure at programme/project level. 

Scope of support / project eligibility (EL, HU, PT, W-M). The GINOP MA in Hungary has 

introduced a limit on physical infrastructure funding in response to the EC suggestion of 

greater focus of financing for research on facilitating the execution of research 

projects as opposed to constructing physical infrastructure. Given the regulatory 

provision that innovative projects by large firms can only be supported when pursued 

in cooperation with SMEs, a new project type has been included in Portugal in some 

programmes for business investment integrated in R&D, allowing for an integrated 

approach and in co-promotion with SMEs. 

Coordination. Coherence with other programmes (Vla), and complementarity of the 

OPs’ support with the assistance under the RRF (CZ) have been among the recently 

discussed issues. In Czechia, in order to prevent a ‘tug-of-war’ between different policy 

instruments, in cases where thematically similar support is currently opened under the 

RRF, the relevant MAs have postponed the opening of respective project calls until the 

funds from the RRF for those particular themes have been utilised.  

Horizontal principles (FI, HU, PL). In Hungary, the MA has started reflecting on how to 

practically integrate horizontal principles during implementation, for example by 

setting specific project selection criteria linked to them.  

Some issues that have been resolved in the negotiations with EC in the past six months have 

also related specifically to:  

Social support measures (CZ, HU, PT, W-M). These have concerned employment and 

labour market support (HU, PT), social care facilities support (CZ), actions for equality 

and non-discrimination (W-M), socio-economic integration of marginalised 

communities (CZ), and support for social partners and civil society actors (W-M). 

Financial instruments (AT, HU, PL). For Poland, the scope to utilise FIs, in particular under 

PO1 and PO2 has been raised during discussions with the Commission, as this could act 

as a disincentive for some potential beneficiaries that have limited capacities to 

participate. For Austria, as a result of discussions with the EC, it was eventually agreed 

that in contrast to 2014-20, there will no FIs in 2021-27. Discussions on the proportion of 

FIs have taken significant time for Hungary, being the last outstanding issue up until the 

end of October. The MA had to provide a justification whenever grants have been 

used instead of FIs, and is currently focused on exploring the topic of practical 

integration of grants and FIs in a single operation. 

3.3 Thematic focus and investment priorities  

No major changes have been reported in the thinking about investment priorities in the 2021-

27 programmes since the last update. Overall evidence similarly points to a significant degree 

of continuity, with a strong focus anticipated on PO1 (Smarter Europe) and PO2 (Greener, 

carbon free Europe), with some adjustments and changes in emphasis in some cases. 
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The choice of investment types and changes in the overall approach to support under PO1 

are discussed in detail in the IQ-Net Thematic paper,12 including a more strategic approach, 

higher level of ambition and market-orientation of RDI activities, greater focus on major 

societal challenges, and a stronger responsibility for results-orientation. 

An overall emphasis on the topic of sustainability within Cohesion Policy interventions and a 

stronger focus on green transition is expected in most programmes, including through 

interventions under PO2. In many cases, this is in line with evolving domestic policy priorities, 

but also reflects the changes in the regulatory requirements regarding sustainability (e.g. 

around thematic concentration, Fund climate targets, compliance with the DNSH principle 

etc.), as well as in the wider socio-economic context. 

For example in Greece, environment and climate change are ascribed a much higher 

priority than in the previous period. Green transition has been incorporated in the 

programmes through specific actions such as ‘Green Transformation of SMEs’ and 

‘SMEs Green Productive Investment’ under the ‘Competitiveness’ OP 2021-27, and 

actions supporting green energy and large energy saving and e-mobility actions. In 

addition, Greece has exceeded the obligation to dedicate 25 percent of ERDF 

resources to PO1 priorities by dedicating 36 percent of its ERDF resources to this PO. 

In Vlaanderen, the two POs ‘Smart Vlaanderen’ (PO1) and ‘Sustainable/Green 

Vlaanderen’ (PO2) will have a 60:40 division applying to all parts of the ERDF 

programme. Specific objectives include innovation capacity, digitalisation and skills 

(PO1) and energy efficiency, renewable energy, climate adaptation, and sustainable 

urban mobility (PO2). The current SUD priority will be replaced by the urban ITI, which 

will similarly target Smart (PO1) and Green (PO2) projects.  

Similarly in Ireland, the programmes will focus on PO1 and PO2 (along with PO5), 

focusing on R&I capacities and the uptake of advanced technologies, sustainable 

growth and competitiveness of SMEs and job creation in SMEs (under PO1), as well as 

promoting energy efficiency and reducing GHG emissions (under PO2). 

In Finland, greater focus on digitalisation, green growth and climate priorities is seen as 

an important part of the COVID recovery efforts, particularly to counteract the effects 

of the pandemic on businesses and employment. 

In many respects, the deepening energy crisis has underlined the importance of the work 

under PO2, and the relevance of ESIF support to green transition, including energy efficiency 

measures, is expected to increase further, particularly as a way to respond to the increasing 

energy prices and longer-term impacts of the energy crisis (e.g. CZ, FI, IE SRA, PT).  

As a contextual response of Cohesion Policy to the current economic climate and 

energy crisis, allocation to energy-related measures has been substantially increased 

over the recent months in Portugal. 

In Czechia, as a result of the energy crisis, there has been an overall increase of interest 

from 2021-27 project applicants in measures aiming at energy savings.  

In Hungary, high energy costs are likely to increase demand for funding to increase 

energy efficiency of SMEs, which will be supported by the GINOP+ OP. 
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In Vlaanderen, the programme has a strong link to energy efficiency and renewables, 

and first project calls have shown a particularly strong interest in these type of projects. 

These are not only confined to PO2 which is focused on sustainability, but also many 

projects in PO1are likely to address energy related issues. 

Measures foreseen under the REPowerEU plan13 to help diversify energy supplies and 

accelerate the green transition could complement these policy responses to the crisis but also 

present an additional challenge for Cohesion Policy programmes due to potential transfers to 

the RRF to support REPowerEU reforms and investments, potentially weakening their role and 

adding another dimension to the ongoing debate about ‘synergies’ between EU Cohesion 

Policy and other EU policies.14 

A significant degree of continuity is also foreseen in terms of support under other POs, with 

some reported changes relating, for example, to: inclusion of higher education support as a 

new theme (HU); inclusion of support to systemic changes, supported through pedagogical 

innovations, in the development of key competences important for the development of the 

region under SO4e (W-M); strengthened focus on cooperation and networking under the ESF+ 

measures, leading to better services in employment, skills, and inclusion (FI); integration of 

support to human resources development into a large programme (EL); and reduction of 

resources allocated to transport (EL) and roads reconstruction priorities (CZ). 

3.4 Territorial instruments: mix of continuity and change 

There have been no significant changes in the planned use of territorial instruments since the 

last update, as most programme authorities had made decisions on their use earlier in the 

programming exercise and are currently proceeding with developing more detailed elements 

around the already stabilised programming options and architecture.  

Overall, a mix of continuity and change is expected, both in terms of uptake of territorial 

instruments and their implementation arrangements (including spatial coverage, objectives 

and governance architecture).  

For example in Greece, while the use of ITIs for non-urban areas will be continued and 

no significant changes are anticipated overall, the strategy as well as the territorial 

intervention framework under the existing ‘Small Islands ITI’ in the Voreio Aigaio region 

will be updated. In addition, the hinterland of several large islands in this region will be 

covered by new CLLDs.  

In Austria, while as in 2014-20, CLLD will continue only in Tyrol and ITIs will not be used, 

the minimum SUD allocation will be implemented in a wider range of Länder, including 

not only Vienna and Upper Austria, but also Styria and Carinthia. 

In some cases, preparatory works related to setting up specific territorial strategies have 

already started and advanced over the last months. For example in Czechia, all CLLD 

strategies under the IROP had already been approved, and the process of approval of the ITI 

strategies has continued according to plan. In others, the internal programming and set-up of 

territorial instruments is ongoing (e.g. PT). 
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Some issues that have been resolved more recently or are still among outstanding issues relate 

to the following: 

In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, negotiations with the Commission on the rules for the 

implementation of territorial instruments have been finalised. 

In Hungary, there have been lengthy discussions on how to implement the planned 

territorial instrument for tourism support under PO5. It has been ultimately decided to 

remove this priority from the programme, and as a result, there will be no territorial 

instrument in the GINOP+ OP in 2021-27.  

In Czechia, while the preparatory works related to ITI and CLLD strategies have 

advanced, an outstanding issue is to define the so-called ‘strategic projects’ that will 

be integral parts of implementing strategies for territorial tools. In addition, during the 

formal negotiation process of the OP Technologies and Applications for 

Competitiveness, the EC requested to emphasise the use of territorial instruments in 

specific territories defined by the Regional Development Strategy 2021+. As a result, 

both approaches – ITI and CLLD – will be implemented under this OP. 

In Portugal, contracting of indicators under PO5 remains a relevant issue. The internal 

negotiation and set-up of territorial instruments is not yet concluded, which means that 

there is as yet no sufficient clarity that would allow to determine a priori the indicators 

to include in the Programmes under PO5. As a result, it has been agreed with the EC to 

carry out reprogramming to include the indicators contracted with territorial actors in 

PO5 and the associated targets once the action plans for territorial instruments have 

been approved.  

3.5 Programme operationalisation: launch of the first calls 

Despite delays in PAs and OPs negotiations and approval, IQ-Net authorities across several 

countries have started opening the programmes, by launching project calls (CZ, CZ IROP, DK, 

FI, HU, NL, Vla) and in some cases already selecting projects and committing funding (CZ, CZ 

IROP, DK, HU, NL).  

Several programmes started launching calls from spring/summer 2022. For example in 

Finland, first calls were launched in spring, prior to the formal programme approval, 

including several rounds of business aid calls.15 In Denmark, the first call was launched in April 

2022, with first funds committed in September. Netherlands West started their first calls in June 

2022, targeted on field labs, heat networks and circular chemistry. The first project call under 

the Czech IROP was opened in July 2022, with the first project proposal submitted on the same 

day. A schedule of project calls has been also approved and so far approximately 40 calls 

have already been launched and 70 are planned to be opened by the end of 2022.  

Generally, very good responses from applicants have been reported, with strong interest in the 

calls and successful engagement of stakeholders in the programmes (CZ IROP, DK, NL, Vla). 

The high demand is partly explained by the preliminary work carried out by programme 

authorities, including intense communication with relevant partners and prospective project 

applicants during the entire period of OP preparation (e.g. CZ IROP). 
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In some programmes, start of programme implementation was still expected at the time of 

writing (e.g. AT, EL, IE SRA, PT, W-M), with the anticipated timeline for first project calls varying 

from the last quarter of 2022 (EL) and start of 2023 (AT, PT) to the second half of 2023 (W-M). 

Where programme implementation has not started and no calls have been opened as yet, 

relevant preparatory work was being done to ensure swift launch of the programmes once all 

the conditions are in place. For instance in Ireland (SRA), an intended structure for calls has 

been developed. In Portugal, all internal structures and systems necessary for the launch of 

PT2030 have been prepared in parallel to the final stages of negotiations with the EC, so once 

the OPs are approved (expected by end of 2022), it will be possible to launch the programmes 

very quickly. In addition, thanks to the PT2030 Extraordinary Anticipation Mechanism, which 

aims to ensure continuity of support between 2014-20 and 2021-27, the new PA is already 

largely on the ground, e.g. in ESF co-funded areas (e.g. qualifications, health equipment).16 

Some programmes are changing their approach to calls in 2021-27. For example Vlaanderen, 

instead of launching calls on an ad-hoc basis, is introducing a calls calendar, which aims to 

provide more certainty for stakeholders and the MA. A new approach of the IROP MA in 

Czechia is that all project calls are continuous and not competitive, which means that all 

proposals meeting the set appraisal criteria could be supported if allocation is available. In 

Austria, in contrast to the past, there will be one call implemented by the IB Austrian Research 

Promotion Agency, which will provide support for research infrastructure and will be the 

programme’s only call open to applications from all 9 Länder. In West Netherlands, calls are 

launched per themes aligned with the key societal challenges and not per PO or SO.  

In terms of anticipated difficulties, the absorption of the substantial amount of funding available 

in 2021-27 is seen as a potential issue in some programmes (e.g. North and East FI). Others 

assess the applicants’ absorption capacity in some themes as very high (CZ, CZ IROP). In 

Hungary, the ongoing contextual changes, including inflation and supply chain delays, are 

likely to have an impact on demand for financing. Finally, the delayed availability of the digital 

management system for 2021-27 ESIF has been reported as a major issue in Finland, where 

incomplete EURA2021 has delayed project implementation, particularly affecting businesses, 

as no payments have been possible prior to its finalisation. At the same time, it is expected that 

once fully functional, EURA2021 will provide an easy system for the authorities and 

beneficiaries. In contrast, the Czech IROP MA highlighted a well-prepared and operating 

central electronic monitoring system, which is seen as an improvement compared to the 

previous period. 
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4 JUST TRANSITION FUND 

The Just Transition Fund (JTF) was proposed by the European Commission in 2018 as a third pillar 

of the Just Transition Mechanism, alongside InvestEU and a public sector loan facility. With the 

adoption of the JTF regulation in 2021 by the European Parliament and the European Council, 

the fund has an approximate budget of €19.2 billion total (2021 prices), with around €10 billion 

made available from the EU recovery instrument NextGenerationEU. On 15 November 2022, 

the European Parliament and the Council of the EU, based on a proposal from the Commission, 

reached an agreement on the EU’s Annual Budget 2023 of €185.6 billion, which will be 

supplemented by approximately €113.9 billion in NextGenerationEU grants. €1.5 billion will be 

allocated to the JTF in 2023, with an extra €5.4 billion offered in NextGenerationEU grants.17 

4.1 JTF programming progress: submission & adoption underway 

In total, around 70 Territorial Just Transition Plans (TJTPs) are expected by the 

Commission, linked to over 40 JTF programmes. The Commission’s aim is to adopt 

all programmes by the end of 2022. As of October 2022, 13 programmes have been 

approved in nine Member States, linked to 19 Territorial Just Transition Plans and mobilising 

around €6.1 billion of EU investments.18 

Over recent months, IQ-Net authorities have further advanced in terms of their JTF programme 

preparations, although progress has varied across countries, with the TJTPs / JTF OPs already 

approved by the Commission for some (AT, CZ, EL) and preparations still ongoing for others. 

 

The Greek Just Development Transition Programme was approved by the 

Commission on 16 June 2022, becoming the first JTF programme to be approved 

at EU level, after having been submitted in October 2021. The first monitoring 

committee of the programme convened on 18 October 2022. 

 

The Territorial Just Transition Plans for Austria together with the first funding under 

the JTF were adopted by the Commission in August 2022. 

 

The Czech OP JT was approved by the Commission in September 2022. 

 

The Dutch OP for JTF was submitted in March 2022 and is now waiting for approval, 

with the negotiations on environmental assessment still ongoing. 

 

A joint Danish programme has also been submitted to the Commission, with 

approval still pending. 

 

An early draft of the Irish JTF programme was submitted to the Commission in 

summer 2022. 

 

The Finnish government approved the inclusion of the JTF to the OP as a 

programme amendment on 20 October 2022, with the submission to the EC for 

formal approval following after that. The OP amendment includes the 

environmental assessment of the JTF as well as the 14 Regional JTPs.  

 

In Portugal, the TJT Plans make part of the respective regional OPs, which are 

expected to be approved by the end of 2022. 
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Table 3: Progress on IQ-Net TJTPs (as of November 2022) 

Formally adopted Formally submitted / under assessment 

AT, CZ, EL DK, FI, IE, NL, PL, PT 

Source: IQ-Net research 

4.2 IQ-Net programme approaches to implementing the JTF 

 Eligible regions: reaching agreement on territorial scope 

As mentioned in previous papers, IQ-Net authorities have a varied experience with JTF 

programming. While some regional partners (e.g. Vla, W-M) are not eligible for the JTF, 

with implementation progress ongoing at a national level, several other IQ-Net 

countries and regions have more substantial engagement with the fund.  

Over the recent months negotiations with the European Commission continued and/have been 

finalised on the matter of eligible regions and the drafting of the TJTPs: 

As the original EC proposal was considered too narrow for Austria to absorb the 

funding, the country suggested an alternative map. Instead of the original EC proposal, 

which included two relatively small regions in Upper Austria and Styria, the agreed map 

also includes parts of Lower Austria and Carinthia. There are thus eligible territories in 

four Länder. 

In the Netherlands, while it was previously not clear how many regions were eligible, 

with the Dutch government preferring to distribute the fund over a larger number of 

regions as opposed to the EC proposal of its concentration in few territories, this has 

now been resolved on national and regional level. Eligible regions include: Groningen, 

IJmond (around the port of Amsterdam), Groot-Rijnmond (around the port of 

Rotterdam), West-Brabant, Zeeuws-Vlaanderen, and South Limburg. 

In Denmark, the JTF programme will cover two regions: North Jutland (due to Aalborg 

Portland being the largest Danish emitter of greenhouse gasses) and Southern 

Denmark (which will be affected by the ending of North Sea oil production in 2050). A 

joint programme has been submitted to the Commission, with approval still pending, 

but Brussels has indicated its support for extending the Danish programme to two 

regions rather than the one originally envisaged. 

Other IQ-Net programmes have indicated no major changes regarding eligible regions since 

the last research cycle (CZ, EL, FI, PT), with the programming proceeding on the basis of the 

previously agreed territorial eligibilities. 

Following an analysis of the profile and challenges related to the JTF for the territories 

in Portugal, it was decided to propose four territories to the Commission – the three 

initial territories identified in Annex D (Porto Metropolitan Area, Médio Tejo and Alentejo 

Litoral), and in addition Centro Litoral. The first three TJTPs focus on mitigating the 

economic and social effects of facility closures that have already occurred, justifying 

the need for measures of a reactive nature. The fourth TJTP focuses mainly on 

preventive and proactive measures to avoid the economic and social impacts arising 

from the risk of closing these units. 
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For Czechia, during formal negotiations, discussions have been held with the EC on the 

eligibility of site restoration activities allowed by the JTF Regulation. In order to ensure 

compliance with the Regulation, mapping documents were prepared to delineate 

accurately the areas affected by coal mining. Site restoration activities will only be 

eligible in the area so defined and not across the whole self-governing regions eligible 

for this OP. 

In Finland, the eligibility of JTF was discussed extensively and the final outcome of these 

discussions is the importance of including relevant areas in South and West Finland, in 

addition to North and East Finland which were included in the original EC proposal. 

In Greece, the Commission was ambivalent on the inclusion of islands as eligible 

regions, namely islands on which electricity generation relied on oil as fuel, but this 

proposal was eventually accepted. 

Figure 7: JTF territories 2021-27 (as of November 2022) 

  

Source: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funding/just-transition-fund/just-transition-platform_en  

 Programming and implementation arrangements 

Several options are available and have been adopted in the JTF programme 

architecture: a national or regional programme, or a combination of the two; a 

mono-fund or a multi-fund budget plan; and having it in a specific priority axis or a dedicated 

OP. Across the IQ-Net countries and regions, JTF programming choices in terms of architecture 

and implementation arrangements have been reasonably stable, with no substantial changes 

reported over the recent months. 

   

Proposed by 

European Commission 

(*) 

 

  

Included in approved 

TJTPs 

 

(*) Additional 

territories have been 

proposed by some 

Member States and 

may be accepted as 

part of TJTPs. The map 

will be updated 

accordingly. 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funding/just-transition-fund/just-transition-platform_en
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• Separate programmes (CZ, DK, EL, IE, NL, IE). In Denmark, following extensive 

stakeholder involvement in both regions, budgets and governance structures have 

been integrated in a joint programme. In Ireland, the JTF programme is separate from 

the Regional OPs and managed by the Eastern and Midlands Regional Authority. The 

Netherlands has one national JTF programme with six regional chapters, and the 

central government, provinces, and municipalities cooperate in its implementation. 

Similarly in Czechia, the JTF will be provided through only one programme to ensure 

clear accountability and a simpler strategic management process.  

• Separate priority axis in programmes (AT, FI, PT). In Austria, the JTF is included in two 

OPs, the ERDF-JTF one and the ESF+-JTF one. In Portugal, the TJTPs make part of the 

respective Regional OPs (Norte, Centro, and Alentejo) as dedicated JTF Priority Axes. 

 Governance: pursuing policy coordination and synergies 

Given that JTF programming involves a wide array of public policy fields as part of the 

transition process, there is a strong emphasis across IQ-Net countries and regions on 

ensuring coherence between different programmes and funding streams. Coordination is also 

pursued between relevant ministries, governmental departments and across government 

levels, as well as with other relevant stakeholders at national, regional and local levels.  

While pursuit of coordination and policy synergies for the programming and implementation 

of the JTF are common, governance architectures for implementation vary. Single ministry 

governance and/or close interministerial cooperation are common. Dedicated coordination 

mechanisms have been established in order to ensure an integrated approach to JTF 

programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  

In Austria, the JTP was developed in the context of the ÖROK platform. ÖROK’s sub-

committee for regional economy established a working group JTP (AG JTP), which will 

also continue to operate during the implementation of the JTP. The AG JTP comprises 

the representatives of the Länder, the MAs of the programmes, the responsible 

departments of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Regions and Water 

Management and of the Federal Ministry of Climate Action and Energy. 

In Portugal, given the innovative nature of the JTF, in addition to the leadership of the 

Regional Coordination and Development Commissions and regional programmes in 

the implementation of the TJTPs in their respective territories, a forum will be created to 

monitor the challenges of the energy transition processes, which will allow for a 

constant dialogue between the national entities, regional and local authorities and 

other relevant stakeholders.  

In Czechia, a participatory approach in the preparation of the JTF programme was 

ensured through the so-called Transformation Platform, with wide representation of the 

national, regional and local governments and other regional actors, umbrella 

organisations in various business and industrial sectors, and the non-profit sector. The 

partnership principle is also implemented at the level of thematic working groups in 

which relevant stakeholders participate, including representatives of NGOs. In 

addition, it is foreseen that the mid-term evaluation of the programme will involve the 

public as well as representatives of the Children and Youth Council. 

In Greece, the Coordination Committee for the Just Development Transition Plan set 

up a partnership including local authorities, economic and social partners, research 

and academic bodies, chambers of commerce, workers unions etc. The members of 
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this partnership are involved throughout the preparation, implementation and 

evaluation of the TJTPs and the JTF programme.  

 Emerging and outstanding JTF challenges 

Some difficulties persist or are foreseen by IQ-Net programmes related to JTF 

implementation. Notably, these relate to: 

• Implementation timeline and absorption demands. Czechia points out that the JTF OP 

has two funding pillars and 70 percent of resources under the Next Generation must be 

used by the end of 2026. Given the delay in the formal approval process and the 

complex nature of the planned investments, it is already apparent that compliance 

with this condition will be a major problem. In this context, representatives of the 

relevant self-governing regions intend to discuss with the EC the possibility of prolonging 

the eligibility period. The timetable for the JTF implementation and timely absorption of 

funding is a source of concern in Finland. The additional funding through the JTF might 

prove challenging in the years to come, as it remains to be seen to what extent there 

will be suitable projects to be funded through JTF, as well as to what extent JTF will be 

the preferred option over the normal ERDF funding (especially under PO2).  

• Dispersal of support. The difficulty in Finland is the widely dispersed nature of the JTF 

due to the thematic focus on the transition away from peat production (rather than a 

problem concentrated in one or a few specific regions). As peat production occurs in 

several regions, the funding is consequently territorially dispersed.  

• JTF/ESIF boundaries and complementarities. Complementarities and boundaries 

between eligible support under the ERDF / ESF and the JTF was one of the issues that 

Portugal sought to clarify in its negotiations with the EC. For Austria, a requirement to 

provide information about how the JTF is integrated into the programme, especially in 

terms of how JTF support is delimited from ERDF support, was resolved in recent months. 

• Gap analysis. Some IQ-Net countries which have JTF supporting productive 

investments in non-SMEs have encountered difficulties with the gap analysis required 

to justify the necessity of such support.19 In Czechia, this is currently under intense 

scrutiny. There is lack of clear implementation instructions on this matter in the JTF 

regulation, which may lead to different interpretations. The approval of the TJTP was 

seen as a confirmation that the correct approach was taken, but ambiguities remain 

in some sub-areas. The Ministry of the Environment has requested assistance from 

JASPERS colleagues to help clarify this. In other cases where gap analysis is relevant, 

however, no specific issues have been reported, with the analysis currently in 

preparation (AT – for one Land that will support non-SMEs) or concluded (NL – where 

Groningen has conducted this analysis and has been an example for other regions). 

Box 6: Sixth edition of the Just Transition Platform (JTP) conference (24-26 October 2022) 

The sixth edition of the JTP conference was an opportunity to exchange knowledge 

and good practices, in the context of the deepening energy crisis and shift from 

preparation to the implementation phase of the JTF.  

Participants highlighted common challenges, including: the need for transparent 

implementation, bottom-up processes and stronger engagement with local 

stakeholders; and the urgency of unlocking funding in the context of increasing 

pressure on climate neutrality targets. 

Source: https://energy.ec.europa.eu/just-transition-platform-conference-october-2022_en 

  

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/just-transition-platform-conference-october-2022_en
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

The current period is exceptionally difficult for national and regional authorities responsible for 

Cohesion Policy. The combination of several contextual crises and the ongoing 

implementation problems create a challenging environment for progressing with the 2014-20 

and 2021-27 programmes. Programme authorities are having to juggle multiple tasks, and 2023 

promises to be a demanding year. 

In view of the approaching closure of the current financial perspective, meeting the strategic 

objectives enshrined in the 2014-20 OPs and PAs and ensuring the full absorption of 

programmed funds – including the additional REACT-EU resources – is a pressing priority. In 

parallel, programme managers are focused on accelerating the approval and launch of the 

new OPs. Swift progress with 2021-27 programmes is seen crucial to catch up with significant 

delays compared to previous periods, to ensure uninterrupted support to the key areas, and 

respond to the new demands. 

Targeted initiatives introduced by the European Commission to help counteract the effects of 

the pandemic and address new pressures exacerbated by the refugee crisis are highly valued 

for providing additional funding and/or flexibilities for ESIF implementation. At the same time, 

accommodating new instruments is placing an additional strain on administrative and 

absorption capacity, often requiring additional coordination and adding to the complexity of 

management tasks. 

The ongoing and emerging contextual challenges are prompting actors involved in ESIF 

programming and implementation to re-think and sometimes re-adjust intervention lines within 

the programmes. In order to continue delivering on the strategic priorities of Cohesion Policy 

interventions while at the same time adjusting programmes to changes in the wider socio-

economic context and related constraints, programme authorities continue searching for a 

balance between crisis responses and longer-term objectives. 

 

Notes  

1 Note: The aggregated selected project amount divided by the total allocated amount provides the 

commitment rate. 

2 Note that the EU payment rate may slightly differ from the spending rate as reported by MAs based 

on project claims. 

3 See e.g. Dozhdeva V and Fonseca L (2021) Chain REACTion: Shifting Cohesion Policy Priorities in a New 
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4 See also Böhme K, Mäder Furtado M, Toptsidou M, Zillmer S, Hans S, Hrelja D, Valenza A & Mori A (2022) 
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6 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/communications/2022/flexible-

assistance-to-territories-fast-care; COM (2022) 325 final 2022/0208: Proposal for a Regulation FAST – 

CARE (29.6.2022); and Regulation (EU) 2022/2039 of 19 October 2022 amending Regulations (EU) No 

1303/2013 and (EU) 2021/1060 FAST – CARE. 

7 Regulation (EU) 2022/2039, Art 1(1) “… for programmes supported by the ERDF, the ESF or the 

Cohesion Fund, the Member State may transfer financial allocations between different thematic 

objectives within the same priority of the same Fund and category of region of the same programme. 

Such transfers shall be considered to be not substantial and shall not require a decision of the 

Commission amending the programme…”. 

8 In Hungary, due to the unexpectedly strong loss in value of the HUF compared to the EUR, significant 

additional resources are available for the GINOP programme. One year before closure it is a challenge 

to absorb these new resources in a timely manner. 

9 Regulation (EU) 2022/2039, Article 1(9) 

10 Based on IQ-Net research, https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/2021_2027/#12, and 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en 

11 While work is being carried out with the EC to ensure that decisions on the OPs are taken before the 

end of 2022, which would allow to start implementation in the 1st trimester of 2023. At the same time, it is 

not impossible that first call(s) under specific typologies can be issued already at the end of 2022 – 

depending on the date of OP approvals. Such situation e.g. took place at the launch of PT2020, where 
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was open already at the end of December of same year. 

12 Vironen H, Michie R, Fonseca L (2022) Implementing Innovation: Smarter & Greener Actions. IQ-Net 

Thematic Paper 53(1), European Policies Research Centre Delft. 

13 https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal/repowereu-affordable-

secure-and-sustainable-energy-europe_en; European Commission (2022) REPowerEU Plan – 

Communication from the Commission, 18.5.2022 COM(2022) 230 final; European Commission (2022) 

Proposal for a Regulation amending RRF Regulation as regards REPowerEU chapters in recovery and 

resilience plans, 18.5.2022 COM(2022) 231 final. 

The REPowerEU Plan was presented by the European Commission in May 2022, to end dependence on 

Russian fossil fuels by 2027 and to accelerate the green transition. It includes scope to transfer 

potentially substantial amounts of Cohesion Policy funds to dedicated chapters of NRRPs, by 

introducing the possibility of transferring up to an additional 7.5 percent of Member State allocations 

under Cohesion Policy to support REPowerEU activities under the RRF.  

In October 2022, the Commission presented new, targeted and exceptional measures under the 2014-

20 Cohesion Policy framework, to help citizens and SMEs facing the challenges resulting from the 

current energy crisis (https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/10/18-10-2022-eu-

cohesion-policy-new-exceptional-measures-to-support-citizens-and-companies-with-energy-costs). The 

measures would allow MSs and regions to redirect up to €40 billion unused funding from the 2014-20 

period, and apply 100 percent co-financing rates. The Commission presented these measures to the 

co-legislators in the framework of the ongoing legislative negotiations on the proposal for a regulation 

amending the Regulation on the RRF as regards REPower EU chapters in RRPs. These targeted changes 

build on the same mechanics as for recent flexibilities offered by the CARE and the FAST-CARE 

proposals in the context of the Ukrainian refugee crisis. 

14 Bachtler J, Mendez C and Ferry M (2022) Towards a Green and Digital Transition: The New Cohesion 

Policy Strategies and Reform Debate, Paper to the 43rd meeting of the EoRPA Regional Policy Research 

Consortium, October 2022, European Policies Research Centre, Glasgow and Delft. 

15 All calls are published on the website www.rakennerahastot.fi 

16 E.g. see the interview of the AD&C President, Cláudia Joaquim, with Expresso, on 21 October 2022 

(https://portugal2020.pt/portugal-2020-vai-ser-executado-a-100-e-portugal-2030-ja-esta-no-terreno/), 

who emphasised that the €23 billion Portugal 2030 PA, signed in July 2022, is already on the ground, 

through the Extraordinary Anticipation Mechanism, which made it possible to launch €800 million in 

calls, approve €412 million and already have €262 million in execution. This specifically relates to 

professional courses and education and training courses for young people, higher education grants for 

students in need, disability support, support for the recovery of learning, schools, health infrastructures.  
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