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PREFACE 

The IQ-Net Network promotes exchange of experience on the management and 

implementation of Structural Funds programmes among managing authorities and 

intermediate bodies. The network is managed by the European Policies Research Centre Delft 

under the direction of Professor John Bachtler and Heidi Vironen. The research for this report 

was undertaken by EPRC in preparation for the 52nd IQ-Net Conference (online) on 21 June 

2022. The report was written by Liliana Fonseca and Rona Michie.  

The report is the product of desk research and fieldwork visits during Spring 2022 to national 

and regional authorities in EU Member States (notably partners in the IQ-Net Consortium). The 

field research team comprised: 

• Stefan Kah (Austria) 

• Dr Wilbert den Hoed (Belgium) 

• Dr Katarzyna Piskorek (the 

Netherlands) 

• Dr Marie Feřtrová (Czechia) 

• Professor Henrik Halkier (Denmark) 

• Heidi Vironen (Finland) 

• Dr Eleftherios Antonopoulos (Greece) 

• Fabian Gal (Hungary) 

• Dr Liliana Fonseca (Ireland) 

• Irene McMaster (Ireland) 

• Dr Martin Ferry (Poland) 

• Viktoriya Dozhdeva (Portugal) 

• Dr Carlos Mendez (Spain) 

• Rona Michie (United Kingdom) 

EPRC thanks all those respondents from national and regional authorities who participated in 

the research. Thanks also to Alyson Ross and Carlos Mendez for editorial and research 

assistance. Additionally, EPRC gratefully acknowledges the financial support provided by 

participating national and regional authorities, whose contributions are partly co-financed by 

Technical Assistance from the European Structural and Investment Funds. 

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: Fonseca L and Michie R (2022) Continuity & 

Change: Balancing between two programme periods. IQ-Net Review Paper 52(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.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

CF Cohesion Fund 

CLLD Community-led Local Development 

CP Cohesion Policy 

CPR Common Provisions Regulation 

CRII/+ Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative/Plus 

DFB Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia 

DG Directorate General 

EC European Commission 

ERDF European Regional Development Fund 

ESF European Social Fund  

ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds 

IB Intermediate Body 

IROP Integrated Regional Operational Programme (Czechia) 

ITI Integrated Territorial Investment 

JTF Just Transition Fund 

MA Managing Authority 

MS Member State 

OP Operational Programme 

PA Partnership Agreement 
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R&I Research and Innovation 
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RRF Recovery and Resilience Facility 
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Country  Abbreviation 

Austria AT 
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United Kingdom UK 

United Kingdom (England) UK (Eng) 
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United Kingdom (Wales) UK (Wal) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The beginning of a new year has not meant 

respite from challenges. The effects of a 

global pandemic still loom, and a Russian-

Ukrainian conflict causes further 

destabilisation. ESIF programme managers 

continue to juggle responsibilities across 

two programme periods. The tail-end of the 

2014-20 programme period remains busy, 

particularly in terms of monitoring and 

processing expenditure claims, making 

payments to beneficiaries and closure 

arrangements. This workload is now 

exacerbated by many projects needing 

extensions into 2023, due to the impact of 

COVID-19 and emerging challenges linked 

to REACT-EU implementation and the 

Ukrainian conflict. 2023 is expected to be a 

demanding year. 

Significant progress has been made in the 

financial implementation of ESIF 

programmes, despite the ongoing 

exceptional circumstances and additional 

resources from REACT-EU. Overall, 

programme authorities continue to 

maintain high commitment rates, with most 

programmes nearing or surpassing a 100 

percent commitment rate. Despite the 

challenges, spending rates continue to rise 

across EU Member States and regions, from 

an average of 58 percent in mid-2021 to 63 

percent by December 2021. 

Progress has been very positive in 

implementing REACT-EU resources in many 

IQ-Net programmes, although significant 

challenges have also been faced, 

particularly in terms of the tight timescale, 

pressure on staff capacity and resources 

and the utilisation of the new CARE scheme. 

Not all IQ-Net programmes had committed 

REACT-EU funds by Spring 2022. Different 

approaches have been taken among the 

IQ-Net programme authorities in aiming to 

ensure rapid implementation and 

efficiently utilise resources. 

In general, programme managers continue 

to introduce responses to deal with delays 

and bottlenecks in programme 

implementation, some (but not all) of which 

have been caused or exacerbated by 

COVID-19. Work practices continue to 

adapt to new challenges, and programme 

amendments are being carried out related 

to reallocation of funds, re-programming 

required to implement REACT-EU, and 

introductions or reviews of programme 

mechanisms for further efficiency. 

Ensuring smooth programme closure is now 

a top priority for several IQ-Net 

programmes. Related technical issues 

highlighted include the treatment of flat 

rate corrections and how to treat 

unfinished and phased projects. 
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Preparations for the 2021-27 period 

continue. At the time of writing, eight PAs 

have been approved – Greece (in July 

2021), followed by Germany and Lithuania 

in April 2022, Austria, Czechia, Denmark 

and Finland in May, and France in June. 

Amongst the IQ-Net programmes, most 

have been submitted for approval to the 

Commission, with varying expectations of 

the negotiation process.  

Few changes are expected to programme 

architecture in many IQ-Net countries and 

regions, aside from inclusion of the JTF, with 

some programmes now becoming multi-

fund (or more multi-fund). Additional detail 

is emerging about planned investment 

priorities in the new programmes. However, 

the overall picture is still of broad continuity 

with 2014-20, with some adjustments and 

changes in emphasis. Despite approval 

delays, programme managers are making 

up for lost time by opening the programmes 

as early as possible.  

The increased focus on green transition in 

the programmes has introduced new 

challenging elements, including reinforced 

horizontal principles (such as DNSH), a 

move from ex-ante conditionalities to 

enabling conditions, new thematic 

concentration requirements, and a range 

of other sustainability-related requirements 

and incentives. Progress is evident in terms 

of the application of the DNSH principle, 

with specialist input being used to help with 

screening, the use of evaluation and 

assessment exercises, compliance reports 

and development of a range of practical 

implementation measures. Views remain 

mixed on the shift from ex-ante 

conditionalities to enabling conditions, with 

a few enabling conditions yet unfulfilled in 

IQ-Net programmes. While climate-related 

thematic concentration requirements 

largely imply a continuation of 2014-20 

approaches for some programmes, the 

resulting reduction in flexibility to respond to 

regional needs is noted.  

The accompanying IQ-Net Thematic Paper 

examines the use of territorial development 

instruments in urban areas/supporting 

sustainable urban development. Territorial 

instruments can also be implemented 

outside urban areas, often in the form of 

Community-led Local Development 

(CLLD). While several IQ-Net programmes 

are planning to use ESIF co-funded 

territorial development instruments only in 

urban areas, CLLD approaches are being 

planned in Austria, Czechia, and Greece. 

Non-urban areas can also benefit from 

funding under ITIs – an approach being 

continued in Vlaanderen and Greece. A 

range of thematic, functional, and 

transversal collective approaches are now 

proposed in Portugal, including use of ITIs. 

Planned use of financial instruments in 

2021-27 is also characterised by a high 

degree of continuity, with the roll-over of 

existing FIs and the launch of new ones, 

including FIs to implement JTF.  

Looking ahead, the European Commission 

published the 8th Cohesion Report on 

economic, social, and territorial cohesion in 

February 2022. Reflecting that attention is 

currently focused on more urgent and 

immediate priorities, feedback on the 8th 

Cohesion report by IQ-Net programme 

authorities has so far been limited. 

However, initial feedback includes 

agreement in principle with the findings, 

and a welcome for the reinforcement of 

the need for a regional approach to 

address regional disparities.  
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1 FINALISING THE 2014-20 PROGRAMMES 

Significant progress has been made in the financial implementation of ESIF programmes, 

despite the continued exceptional circumstances and additional resources from REACT-EU 

(though at a larger scale in 2022). Progress has generally been very positive in implementing 

these additional resources, although significant challenges have also been faced, namely 

regarding timescale and pressure on capacity and resources. In general, programme 

managers continue to introduce responses to deal with delays and bottlenecks in programme 

implementation, some (but not all) of which have been caused or exacerbated by COVID-19. 

1.1 Financial and project implementation progress 

The most recent data on overall financial progress runs the risk of being a slightly misleading 

measurement of the state of play of Cohesion Policy implementation. The larger total block of 

funding available to ESIF programmes in 2021 due to the addition of REACT-EU resources has 

meant a less visible progress in figures than in preceding years (Figure 1). Still, significant 

progress has been made despite the continuing exceptional circumstances of the coronavirus 

pandemic and crisis. Approximately 106 percent (€675 billion) of €640 billion were decided by 

the end of 2020, and 113 percent (€587 billion) of €522 billion by the end of 2021. The flexibilities 

introduced by the Commission’s Coronavirus Response Investment Initiatives (CRII/+) 

facilitated this progress. 

Figure 1: ESIF 2014-20: Financial implementation time series (total cost). Period covered up to 

31/12/2021. 

 

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

 Reaching maximum commitment 

The latest data on selected projects (December 2021) shows that programme authorities 

continue to maintain high commitment rates. Most programmes are still nearing or have 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/overview
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reached/surpassed the 100 percent commitment rate. By the end of 2021, the EU average 

commitment rate stood at 113 percent (Figure 2), an increase from 110 percent over the 

previous six months, bearing in mind that in most countries this is relative to the new larger 

programme amount which included the REACT-EU resources). However, the average figures 

continue to mask variation between Member States and programmes. 

Figure 2: Overview of ERDF/ESF/CF implementation: selected projects as % of planned, 31 

December 2021 

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

Implementation Details, data downloaded May 2022. Note: The aggregated selected project amount 

divided by the total allocated amount provides the commitment rate. 

The biggest increases in commitment rates can be seen in HU (20 percent), NL (19 percent), SI 

(17 percent), EL (15 percent) and DK (15 percent). In all these countries, except for DK, 

commitment rates already stood higher than 100 percent, whereas in DK, the rate increased 

from 86 percent (June 2021) to 101 percent (Dec 2021). More modest increases were recorded 

across most other countries and programmes.  

However, commitment levels (relative to the new larger programme amounts) have fallen in 

some countries and programmes, i.e., in CY (-14 percent), ES (-15 percent), LU (-2 percent) and 

PT (-8 percent), and at programme level ES (PV) (-45 percent), PL (W-M) (-2 percent), UK (Sco) 

(-1 percent) and UK (Wal) (-1 percent). In all these cases except ES-PV, the rate remains close 

to or above 100 percent, whereas in ES (PV), the rate has fallen from 103 percent (June 2021) 

to 58 percent (Dec 2021). 

Programmes in many countries show high levels of over-commitment (with over-

commitment/overbooking being a commonly used strategy to help fully absorb programme 

resources). The highest levels of over-commitment amongst IQ-Net programmes are currently 

visible in Greece (149 percent) and Hungary (130 percent). 
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 Rising spending rates 

Spending rates across EU Member States and regions continue to rise from an average of 58 

percent in mid-2021 to an average rate of 63 percent by the end of the year (December 2021, 

see Figure 3). As with commitment rates, the overall average masks variation in the experience 

of individual Member States and programmes.  

Figure 3: Overview of ERDF/ESF/CF implementation – eligible spending as % of planned, 31 

December 2021 

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

Implementation Details, data downloaded May 2022. 

In December 2021, Hungary and Portugal had the highest spending rate among the IQ-Net 

programmes, both at 78 percent (both also increasing by 13 percent in the previous six 

months). A 13 percent increase was also experienced in Greece, taking the spending rate to 

70 percent. Among IQ-Net programmes, lower levels of spending rate are being experienced 

in ES (PV) (where the rate has fallen from 63 percent to 35 percent) and in UK (Sco) (where the 

rate has increased 5 percent to 24 percent). 

[Note that the EU payment rate may slightly differ from the spending rate as reported by MAs 

based on project claims.] 

1.2 REACT-EU  

As of 31 May 2022, the total EU amount of REACT-EU resources mobilised to top-up existing 

Cohesion Policy programmes was of €42.2 billion through ERDF and ESF (with a further €512 

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

• Green transition (€6.4 billion ERDF), of which €5.6 billion specifically target climate 

action; 

• Digital economy (€3 billion ERDF); 
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• Enterprises and business development (€7.2 billion ERDF); 

• Healthcare systems (€7 billion ERDF); and 

• Labour market measures, social inclusion and education and training (€15.3 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 at 31 May 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 Member States to spend 

these resources until the end of 2023. Figure 5 below 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. 

Figure 5: REACT-EU payments vs planned EU amount (€ billion), May 2022 

 

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

resilience/26d9-dqzy/ Data as at 31 May 2022. 
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Spain and Italy remain as the countries with highest allocation and decided REACT-EU 

amounts, with both surpassing the €14 billion mark in total allocations and nearly at €12 billion 

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

 Progress with programming REACT-EU resources 

A QUICK REMINDER 

In June 2021, programming and implementation of REACT-EU funding was the 

main priority for most IQ-Net programme authorities. At the time of the last IQ-

Net Paper (November 2021), the total EU amount of REACT-EU resources of 

€36 billion allocated through ERDF and ESF, with first payments to 16 Member States in 

June 2021 followed by interim payments. Greece and Portugal had then received the 

highest proportions of EU budget payments against REACT-EU spending. Almost all IQ-

Net authorities had submitted and approved their relevant OP amendments, with fewer 

programmes having committed funds. Challenges related to tight timescale and 

resource limitations.  

Table 1: Progress with REACT-EU programming 

MS Region/OP 

name 

OP 

amended 

Submitted 

to COM 

Approved 

by COM 

Call 

launched 

Funds 

committed 

Revisions 

planned for 

2022 

AT  End 2021 01/2022 02/2022 - - No 

BE  Vlaanderen 04/2021 07/2021 08/2021 05/2021 09/2021 No 

CZ Integrated 

Regional 

Operational 

Programme 

10/2021 – 

2nd 

tranche 

12/2021- 

2nd 

tranche 

5/2021-for 

the 1st 

tranche 

1/2022 – 

for the 2nd 

tranche 

6/2021 

and 

12/2021 

3/2022 No 

DK 

Priority 6 

(2021) 

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

2) In 

process 

 

Priority 6 

(2022) 

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

(expected) 

 

FI Finland OP 03/2021 03/ 2022 As soon as 

possible 

Calls 

were 

launched 

in 

advance 

(starting 

2021) 

Funds were 

committed 

in 

advance 

(starting 

2021) 

Unknown 

HU GINOP 

(economic 

development 

and 

innovation 

OP) 

2021 

summer 

2 new 

priority axis 

(1 ERDF, 1 

ESF) 

07/2021 08/2021 03/2021 

10/2021 

 Yes - No 

revision but 

inclusion of 

2022 

tranche to 

be 

submitted 

before end 

05/2022 

NL MA West 02/2021 02/2021 03/2021 02/2021 10/2021  
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PT 

COMPETE 27/05/2021 4/06/2021 26/06/2021 13 calls in 

2021; so 

far 1 call 

in 20221 

 Yes 

(possibility 

of using 

REACT 

funds to 

support UA 

refugees 

considered) 

Açores 5/05/2021 5/06/2021 28/06/2021   Mostly 

continuity  

Madeira 30/04/2021 13/05/2021 4/06/2021   Mostly 

continuity 

PL W-M 12/2021 12/2021 12/2021 04/2022 12/2022 Yes 

Source: IQ-Net research 

Among IQ-Net programmes, almost all have submitted and had approved their relevant OP 

amendments. Positive progress has also been reported on REACT-EU commitment, though far 

fewer programmes have committed funds at the time of writing, especially for the second 

tranche (AT, DK, HU, PT, PL). 

 Approaches and challenges to implementing REACT-EU 

resources 

REACT-EU resources have been proven as a significant support to several sectors in IQ-Net 

countries and regions, namely in entrepreneurship (e.g., EL, West FI, DK, W-M), public health 

(e.g., EL, CZ, PT, W-M), green technologies and transition (e.g., NL, DK, PT, Vla), skills 

development and digitalisation (e.g., West FI, PT, Vla). These resources are further being 

considered for supporting Ukrainian refugees under the CARE scheme (see section 1.2.4). 

Different approaches have been taken among the IQ-Net programme authorities (depending 

on the programme context), aiming to ensure rapid implementation and efficiently utilise 

resources. These include: 

 

The MA of the Integrated ROP in Czechia has strengthened communication with 

beneficiaries/applicants to address prospective problems on time.  

 

In West Finland, the ERDF co-financing under REACT-EU has allowed funding for 

investment projects (which has not been possible for some time under mainstream 

funding) and has been particularly welcome in regions where the remaining 

programme funding has been limited, e.g., Pirkanmaa, Varsinais-Suomi and 

Pohjanmaa. The REACT-EU funding was awarded in advance for the 2021 and 2022 

tranches. Roughly five percent was kept aside to be awarded in 2022. Most REACT-

EU projects have been selected, although (at the time of writing) some calls in some 

regions were still ongoing. 
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In Portugal, REACT-EU resources are mobilised through specific Priority Axes (ERDF 

and ESF) within three existing OPs (Thematic OP COMPETE, and Regional OPs for 

Azores and Madeira). REACT-EU implementation started before the formal approval 

by EC, which functioned as an anticipation mechanism and helped progress with 

execution. 

 

In Denmark, eight major regional economic development challenges were 

approached with REACT-EU through so-called ‘business lighthouses’. For each 

region, the theme was set by the government based on input from a new tier of 

partnership organization – Regional Growth Teams (Regionale Vækstteams). While 

progress on establishing the governance structures for the new partnerships has 

been quick, in some regions several issues must be resolved pending final approval. 

While positive progress in implementing REACT-EU resources has been reported generally, 

some programmes highlight some of the challenges of the fund. In Austria, difficulties are 

expected related to domestic competition for funding when the second tranche arrives. In 

Czechia, the Ukrainian crisis may pose challenges to project implementation. The 2023 timeline 

for full use of REACT-EU resources is also viewed as limited by both Czechia and Vlaanderen. 

 Second tranche preparation 

Most IQ-Net programmes do not expect to make any revisions to their REACT-EU programming 

from 2021 to 2022 (e.g., AT, BE, CZ), with only a few reporting intentions for alterations (PL, PT, 

HU). Revisions or changes for the second tranche include both programme alterations, as well 

as simple alterations to funding amounts and allocations. Namely: 

 

In Hungary, revisions foresee adjustments to the amounts for the second tranche 

in the programming. Following better than expected economic performance in 

2021, the 2022 tranche was reduced. However, the HU government has committed 

to compensate the reduced amount with national allocations, considered crucial 

support as implementation was ongoing before the final amount was known. 

 

No REACT-EU funds from the second tranche will be committed to the region of 

West Netherlands, but only to East Netherlands. 

 

While the second REACT-EU tranche in Austria will include the same measures as 

the first one, there will be additional funding for the CLLD measure, mirroring 

existing support for CLLD. 

 CARE scheme 

On 8 March 2022, the European Commission introduced the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in 

Europe (CARE) scheme, aiming to support Member States and regions in the provision of 

emergency support for people fleeing Russian aggression in Ukraine.2 CARE does not offer 
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additional resources, but introduces 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 these demands within the overall aim of post-

pandemic recovery. The flexibilities introduced through CARE build on legislative changes 

introduced in response to the crisis of the COVID-19 pandemic, namely CRII and CRII+. Similarly 

REACT-EU introduced legislative amendments to provide additional resources and 

implementation arrangements to foster sustainable and resilient post-pandemic recovery. 

Under CARE, support is possible for the provision of emergency support for basic needs (e.g., 

temporary accommodation, food, and medical supplies); enhancing Member States’ 

capacity to respond; and developing tailored solutions for long-term migrant integration via 

investment in housing, education, health, social inclusion, or social care. 

Four main changes are introduced to 2014-20 Cohesion Policy rules through the CARE scheme: 

• All actions supporting those fleeing Ukraine will be eligible for EU support retroactively 

to the date of the Russian invasion (24 February 2022); 

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

supported by the ERDF, ESF, Cohesion Fund and FEAD to accounting year 2021-22, first 

provided for in Regulation (EU) 2020/558. Member States do not need Commission 

decision approving amendments to the financial tables of the Operational 

Programmes although revised tables should be notified prior to the submission of final 

payment application for the accounting year. Total additional payments resulting from 

the application of the 100 percent co-financing rate should not exceed €5 billion in 

2022 and €1 billion in 2023; 

• Greater flexibility in the use of ERDF and ESF, which is additional to the options for 

complementary financing of operations already provided for. Funds from either ERDF 

or ESF can be used for any type of measure supporting people fleeing from Ukraine – 

either fund will be able to support projects even if they would normally have been 

funded by the other. This means, for example, that funds earmarked for infrastructure 

projects could be reallocated to healthcare and education for people fleeing Ukraine.  

• Simplification of reporting and programme notifications.  

 

i CARE scheme in REACT-EU 

Member States can use overall up to €9.5 billion of the 2022 envelope under REACT-EU for 

emergency support within the overall aim of post-pandemic recovery.3 At the end of March 

2022, the Commission proposed increasing the pre-financing rate of the 2021 REACT-EU 

tranche to release €3.4 billion for Member States as quickly as possible. Pre-financing rates 

were to be increased from 11 to 15 percent for frontline Member States (HU, PL, RO, SK) and to 

Member States which had received the highest number of Ukrainian refugees in proportion to 

their national population (above one percent between 24 February and 23 March – AT, BG, 

CZ, EE), the percentage was to be increased to 45 percent.4 
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By the end of April, the Commission had paid €3.5 billion in advance REACT-EU payments to 

Member States to help them manage the arrival of Ukrainian refugees. The payments were 

made under CARE and the distribution across IQ-Net countries is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: REACT-EU advance payments by IQ-Net country (€ million) 

Member State Allocation Member State Allocation 

Austria 74.2  Hungary 299.6 

Belgium 11.0 Spain 434.2  

Czechia 283.8 Ireland 3.5  

Denmark 7.1  Netherlands 17.6  

Finland 5.4  Portugal 63.8  

Greece 68.3  Poland 562.1 

Source: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-

cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care  

IQ-Net programme authorities are considering reallocating their REACT-EU second tranche 

resources. Some programmes will be allocating their entire second tranche of REACT-EU 

resources (e.g., Vla, AT), while others are still considering the introduction of new priorities under 

REACT-EU or other funds (e.g., ESF) and projects for CARE (e.g., IE, W-M, PT, Wal). Other 

programmes are not considering utilising REACT-EU for this purpose as funding is already 

committed and thus no longer available (e.g., Biz, FI, DK, NL). Nonetheless, the potential 

integration of support under the CARE scheme has slightly delayed the work on REACT-EU 

reprogramming in several programmes, which previously foresaw a different focus. 

ii CARE scheme in other funds and instruments 

Further support linked to the CARE scheme includes reallocation of other programme funds 

and its utilisation through other instruments. Namely, the Commission has launched a special 

call under the Technical Support Instrument (TSI) to support Member States welcoming 

refugees, including those coming from Russia, phasing out of reliance on fossil fuels and for 

investments in clean energy.5 

Additionally, Cohesion Policy support will complement support through other sources including 

the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD). FEAD can be used to provide food 

and basic material assistance to persons, including third-country nationals, affected by the 

war in Ukraine. Member States are now able to amend certain elements of Operational 

Programmes supported by FEAD without requirement the adoption of a Commission decision.  

Amendments have been introduced to both the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) 

and Home Affairs Fund (HAF) to provide additional resources. The amendments prolong the 

implementation period for money available to Member States under 2014-20 HAF and unlock 

access to unspent amounts in AMIF previously earmarked for other purposes, releasing an 

estimated €420 million in additional support. 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care
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1.3 Factors affecting progress and programme responses  

 Dealing with delays and bottlenecks to accelerate 

implementation 

Programme managers continue to introduce new approaches or responses to deal with 

delays and bottlenecks in programme implementation. Some of these have been caused or 

exacerbated by COVID-19 and the resulting socio-economic crisis. There has been an overall 

need to divert resources (e.g., for REACT-EU) to tackle these issues has meant additional 

workload and strain on teams and resources. 

The impact of the pandemic and the emerging challenges from the Ukrainian conflict have 

impacted each IQ-Net country and region differently, with varying approaches having been 

launched: 

• Project extensions (IE - SRA, UK, W-M, CZ, AT). In Austria, there is a new agreement with 

the domestic Audit and Certifying Authorities to allow intermediate bodies more time 

to report their costs. Their new deadline is now February 2024 instead of November 

2023. In the Irish Southern Regional Assembly, some beneficiaries are still playing catch 

up on urban development projects that were delayed due to Covid-19 (namely due 

to procurement delays), leading to extensions. The MA is monitoring progress closely to 

ensure projects are completed in good time. In Wales, the work of the four Regional 

Engagement Teams6 has been extended into autumn 2023, to help with closure, and 

in Scotland the MA has undertaken an intensive process of talking with lead 

programme delivery partners about what they are planning to spend and to obtain 

accurate forecasts from them. This information will help inform the planned OP revision 

regarding decommitment required.  

• Remote working (e.g., IE - SRA). In Ireland, remote working, and remote meetings, e.g., 

Programme Monitoring Committee, are working well. The MA has increased the checks 

carried out remotely and is limiting on-site visits to checks on physical progress and 

compliance with information and publicity requirements. 

• Flexibility in the call process (W-M). In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, Applicants have been 

struggling to obtain relevant documents from the Tax Office and the Social Insurance 

Institution due to the pandemic, which led to delays in signing contracts for project 

financing. The MA allowed applicants (at the stage of preparing the application for 

co-financing) to familiarise themselves with the list of documents necessary to sign a 

co-financing agreement, and on the day of the call for proposals, it informed 

applicants through electronic means about the need to send documents necessary 

for signing of the agreement. 

• New evaluation and cooperation mechanisms (UK). In Wales, a review of programme 

indicators is being carried out, considering progress as a consequence of COVID-19. 

Any changes will be included in a programme modification at the end of the 2022. In 

Scotland, to speed up the claims process, an exercise on spend profiles has been 

undertaken with programme delivery partners, and a working group is being set up 

linked to the PMC, to identify solutions to speed up the claims process. To address issues 

regarding the ESF programme suspension in Scotland, the MA has done work to 

address the issues including introducing a Quality Assurance process for procurement 

and doing a re-performance exercise, redoing checklists, and sending them to the AA 

to re-test. 
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 Changing working practices 

Aside from the above measures more related to the delays resulting from the COVID-19 

pandemic, new approaches to work practices have been adopted in recent months to 

address emerging challenges (e.g., pandemic, Ukrainian conflict and refugee crisis, etc.) and 

to improve overall programme effectiveness: 

• New schemes. In West Netherlands, they had to find new ways to commit money. For 

this purpose, eight so called “voucher schemes” were introduced.  Their main purpose 

is to enable funds (vouchers) for smaller bodies for testing or piloting smart technology 

at their firm or testing with the use of the field-labs (like in Delft at the “Green Village”). 

• Further integration. Hungary has taken actions to facilitate the implementation of 

financial instruments. In 2014-20 financial instruments were initially introduced as loans 

tied to a sector of activity. However, this proved to be counterintuitive for financial 

intermediaries in HU as commercial loans are general and not tied to a sector. They 

have thus removed the thematic FIs to integrate them into the priority axis for general 

SME support. 

• Guidance. In Czechia, the Ministry of Regional Development and the Office for the 

Protection of Competition have issued methodological positions for how to proceed 

with changes in public tenders that are needed in course of the impacts of the 

Ukrainian crisis. 

 Programme amendments 

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

planning further programme modifications. These relate to reallocation of funds (e.g., CZ, W-

M, Biz), re-programming required to implement REACT-EU (e.g., AT, DK, Vla, W-M, CZ, PT, HU), 

and introductions or reviews of programme mechanisms for further efficiency (e.g., UK (Sco), 

HU). 

Reallocation of funds has been a flexible response to the pandemic and the subsequent crisis, 

as well as to the recent refugee crisis resulting from the Ukrainian conflict. It is also a mechanism 

that facilitates and accelerates programme implementation. For example, Bizkaia has 

reallocated funds from TO4 to cover PPE in elderly care homes.  

Regarding REACT-EU re-programming, in Denmark new priority axes have been introduced in 

REACT-EU ERDF and ESF programmes, with subsequent adjustments to the assessment criteria 

to include long-term initiatives in terms of economic impact, such as feasibility studies. In 

Vlaanderen, a decision is also pending (expected in April 2022) regarding the inclusion of the 

2022 REACT-EU funds in the OP. The funds are embedded in the programme through two new 

priority axes, using one substantive (P6) and one technical assistance priority (P7). In Czechia, 

Ireland and Denmark, further amendments are foreseen regarding the usage of CARE with 

funds from REACT-EU.  

Besides the review of programme indicators related to the COVID-19 impact on programme 

progress, the UK (Sco) is looking at how to revise the OP in light of financial challenges 

(decommitment). This amendment is expected to be signed off in May 2022. In Hungary, a 
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programme mechanism was introduced, namely a loan convertible into a grant upon the 

fulfilment of conditions under GINOP’s Energy priority axis after it was already successfully used 

in GINOP’s SME priority axis. To this end, it was necessary to introduce a new category of 

reimbursable aid code in the dimension codes of the priority, while leaving the budget of the 

priority unchanged. 

1.4 Evaluation progress 

IQ-Net programme managers have been stretched to capacity attempting to deal with 

multiple priorities and challenges. While COVID-19 is now not seen as much as a threat, it 

continues to impact the speed of implementation in some programmes. Capacity challenges 

associated with the overlap between multiple programmes and instruments are expected to 

increase, and evaluations regarding re-programming, overbooking, and phasing of projects 

to the next programme period have been progressing or are finalising. This is a key element in 

being able to spend all available funding and avoiding de-commitments. 

Some programmes have completed, if not all, most of their evaluations (e.g., AT, IE, EL, Vla, PT). 

In Austria, apart from the evaluation of REACT-EU, all evaluations have been finalised, and 

there are no plans for an ex-post evaluation. Similarly, Greece only has evaluations scheduled 

for smart specialisation strategies and territorial instruments; IE-NWRA and plan to do a final 

review of the programme with outside assistance, and IE-SRA and Vlaanderen are planning 

an impact evaluation in 2022. Leaving an impact evaluation to this phase is argued to be more 

useful given the extension of deadlines and project durations due to the pandemic. 

Other programmes have ongoing active evaluations (e.g., DK, CZ, W-M, PT, UK: Wal & Sco). In 

Denmark, large projects continue to be subject to ongoing evaluation, and the MA notes that 

undertaking mid-term evaluations of large projects has had the positive effect of making the 

projects more effective in terms of organisation and implementation. The final evaluation of 

the Danish programmes is scheduled to start in Autumn 2022 and to be completed in 2023. 

Czechia has conducted several evaluations (see Box 1 for an overview of the two largest), 

including, at the national level: an assessment of the concept RapidHousing to solve problems 

of socially excluded persons in cooperation with the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, an 

assessment of the methodological environment of ESIF in terms of transparency and conflict 

of interests (expected June 2022), and an analysis of measures responding to the COVID-19 

pandemic. The preparation of an evaluation plan for the 2021-27 period was supposed to be 

done by the end of 2021 but was postponed and internal discussion is ongoing. At the IROP 

MA level, an impact evaluation of Priority Axes 1 and 3 is being prepared, and an internal 

analysis of appraisal processes in calls has been undertaken. 

https://dotaceeu.cz/cs/evropske-fondy-v-cr/narodni-organ-pro-koordinaci/evaluace/knihovna-evaluaci/analyza-opatreni-reagujicich-na-pandemii-covid-19
https://dotaceeu.cz/cs/evropske-fondy-v-cr/narodni-organ-pro-koordinaci/evaluace/knihovna-evaluaci/analyza-opatreni-reagujicich-na-pandemii-covid-19
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Box 1: Czechia's national evaluations 

In Czechia, the National Evaluation Unit runs externally two large evaluations: 

• the evaluation of expected impacts of Partnership Agreement 2014-2020, and 

• the evaluation of ESIF impacts for regions including the assessment of ITIs. 

The first started last year and it represents a very complex assessment. It is in a stage of 

approval of initial reports outlining inter alia methodologies. In accordance with a 

recommendation of EC evaluation experts during peer-review process in May 2021, the 

methodology involves the CR-SEQDD (Cross-Regional Sequential Difference in Difference) 

method. This is a kind of novelty also in the European context and the EC considers the 

Czech case as a pilot. The evaluation is designed alongside particular thematic objectives 

and it builds heavily upon already collected data and information to minimize the load for 

beneficiaries. Nevertheless, supplementary surveys will also be included. To strengthen 

assessment and interpretation of data, several expert panels is foreseen. The National 

Evaluation Unit cooperates with particular MAs largely within this evaluation. 

The second large evaluation targets the regional dimension of Cohesion policy 2014-2020. 

The aim is to receive regional reports for each of the 13 self-governing regions with a 

picture of regional effects of the provided support in the 2014-2020 period and further 

specific case studies within individual regions. In addition, an insight to a contribution of 

the integrated territorial instruments for particular regions will be included. There are efforts 

to introduce here also new ways of presentation of monitoring data in the form of 

‘commented monitoring’ (“something between pure monitoring/reporting and 

evaluation”). This evaluation is in progress. The first experience and findings suggest that 

there are no tangible effects of the support that could be derived from a statistical 

analysis. 

Source: IQ-Net research 

It is important to also consider what comes after evaluations. In Portugal, at the time of writing, 

evaluations on the key areas of financing of PT2020 have already been done, and evaluations 

of programmes are underway. Their focus is now on follow-ups of evaluations, including to 

ensure that all the follow-ups for the first evaluations carried out under the PT2020 Evaluation 

Plan are properly closed, and accelerating the process of follow-up of the evaluations that 

were completed more recently. As part of preparations for 2021-27, most MAs are developing 

ex-ante evaluations, which is supporting the programming exercise. It is also being discussed 

how the approach to evaluations could evolve in comparison to the approach under PT2020, 

including in terms of different scope or different types of evaluations to include in the 

Evaluation Plan. For example, scope for carrying out a larger number of shorter and more 

targeted evaluations as opposed to more comprehensive assessments is being analysed, and 

there is an understanding that high-quality evaluations require stronger cooperation with 

relevant academics and universities. 

This also relates to the evaluation capacity issues, which several programmes have highlighted 

(e.g., W-M, IE-SRA, PT). In Portugal, there is an effort to develop this capacity in different 

dimensions – not only at the level of the MAs and the Agency itself, but also in terms of the 

broader ecosystem, which includes providers of evaluations, cooperation with the academia, 

development of evaluation skills and competences more broadly. In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, in 

the years 2007-2020, the Evaluation Unit developed relevant experience and potential to 

conduct evaluation in the period of 2021-2027. On the other hand, they report challenges 

arising from the decline in the potential and quality of evaluation companies operating on the 

https://dotaceeu.cz/cs/evropske-fondy-v-cr/narodni-organ-pro-koordinaci/evaluace/knihovna-evaluaci/vysledkova-tematicka-evaluace-dohody-o-partnerstvi
https://dotaceeu.cz/cs/evropske-fondy-v-cr/narodni-organ-pro-koordinaci/evaluace/knihovna-evaluaci/vysledkova-evaluace-prinosu-evropskych-fondu-na-re
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market, which in turn translates into a deterioration of the quality of the evaluation studies 

carried out and the reports received. This heightens the difficulty for small managing 

authorities. In contrast, IQ-Net programmes like Denmark and Czechia do not see evaluation 

capacity as an issue so far. 

1.5 Programme closure 

A QUICK REMINDER 

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), closure was on the 

agenda for most IQ-Net authorities: 

• Preparation for programme closure was evident in several IQ-Net 

programmes working around the EC’s draft closure guidelines (AT, EL, Wal, W-M), 

with others awaiting the final version (IE-SRA, NL, Vla) to develop domestic 

procedures and guidance documents. There were some concerns relating to the 

much tighter timetable (Wal, IE-NWRA, DK). 

• Programme authorities anticipated finalising last projects and schemes around mid-

2023 (FI, IE-NWRA), but competition between 2021-27 programme preparations and 

closure efforts was still noticeable among several programmes (IE-SRA, NL, Vla). 

• The impact of REACT-EU on timely closure was not necessarily considered negative 

or significant (CZ, FI, NL, PT), due to quick utilisation of REACT-EU funds, to the 

experience from previous periods and efforts to make closure procedures more 

efficient (NL). 

 

Ensuring smooth programme closure is now a top priority for several IQ-Net programmes (e.g., 

HU, PT). Preparatory activities for closure are now widespread and include: 

• Preparation of national closure guidelines. The National Coordination Authorities in 

both Czechia and Greece have published national closure guidance. In Czechia, the 

National Coordination Authority has also translated the associated FAQ document into 

Czech.  

• Setting up of working groups. In Ireland, a working group involving the MAs, CA, 

Member State and AA has been established, and DG REGIO training requested. 

Similarly, in Scotland, terms of reference and a membership list has been drawn up for 

a Closure Coordination Group, which will include the CA and AA. In Czechia, there is 

a working group for closure at national level, consisting of representatives of all MAs. In 

addition, at OP level, the IROP has established a dedicated team to prepare 

programme-level guidelines. In Wales, a key preparatory mechanism are the Priority 

Controller meetings, which are held monthly and discuss operational closure, track 

expenditure, submission of claims etc. In addition, a Closure Champions Network 

continues to offer peer to peer support for colleagues who are responsible for 

operational closure, along with coordinating MA-wide closure issues. The Wales MA 

helps to keep closure on the agenda of external stakeholders through keeping closure 

as an agenda item at the six-monthly meetings of the Delivery and Compliance Group, 

which is made up of external stakeholders from various areas of operational delivery. 

The MA continues to use it this as a reminder of the requirement to submit evaluation 

reports alongside the operations final claim, to remind about the date of final eligible 

expenditure and just how much of the closure administration can be completed well 

before the point of closure, which should speed up the process at the end.  
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Alongside programme closure preparations, programmes are prioritising the closure of 

particular operations (e.g. HU, CZ). In Hungary, additional monitoring and support is being 

given to operations which involve large amounts of funding, such as those carried out by 

public authorities (e.g. vocational training institutes) which have been selected directly to act 

as intermediaries to final beneficiaries. Additional monitoring and support are also provided to 

projects with significant construction works (such as R&D infrastructure or castles and 

fortifications under the tourism objective) as these fall under public procurement procedures 

and may experience implementation delays. In Czechia, a screening of potentially “risky” 

projects is being conducted across all OPs.  

Several technical issues relating to closure are under discussion among IQ-Net programme 

authorities: 

• the treatment of flat rate corrections (AT); 

• keeping a close eye on the potential for any “non-functioning operations” (IE-SRA, Wal) 

and whether or not projects that are not finalised need to be considered “non-

functional” (AT); 

• the potential impact of low flexibility of 10% between particular Priority Axes in the 

context of the crises affecting the 2014-20 period (CZ IROP); 

• the need for precise definitions of the terms (i) unfinished project, and (ii) phased 

project (CZ IROP).  

In IE-SRA there is specific concern regarding procurement checks on large urban 

development projects. Some urban development projects have relatively small ERDF 

contributions towards the overall project budget. ERDF funding may be exhausted on a project 

in 2022 but the main contractor may have been procured for much larger body of work 

extending into 2024. The MA has concerns as to whether they must wait until all works are 

finished and the final account with contractor is settled before making an assessment on 

compliance with the Procurement Directive. For example, overrun on contract constitutes a 

contract modification not in compliance with Article 72(1) of the Procurement Directive. If the 

MA does have to wait, and then must apply a 25% correction as per the COCOF guidance, 

this may lead to an underspend within that priority, and it may be too late to allocate to 

another operation. 

 

In terms of resources, many programme authorities consider that resources for closure will be 

sufficient. However, some potential issues have been identified. The introduction of new 

REACT-EU-funded projects has created very short deadlines regarding e.g., documentation 

and payments, leading to a very busy period up to the summer of 2024 (DK). In Vlaanderen, 

the MA expects a large wave of payment applications towards the end of 2023, which is when 

REACT-EU projects are scheduled to end and expected to submit costs. Resources issues 

around payments is also under focus in Finland as programme closure approaches. Some 

regional representatives have noted challenges in recruiting payment experts, and difficulties 

to find skilled staff to fill these (expert) roles. 

In Wales, there are some concerns with the time taken to process final claims, which has 

increased significantly from the previous programme period. The process for 
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authorising/releasing grant payments within the MA is co-dependant on the Management 

Verification Team (MVT) review process. To try and improve this and to have a consistent 

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

of key members of the MVT/Payments/Closure Team) to review all final submitted claims along 

with any other claims that need to be progressed more quickly. This is a new development and 

is mainly caused by the requirement to verify each claim before submission into a drawdown.  

1.6 Programme priorities looking ahead 

While it might have been anticipated that over the last six months programme priorities would 

shift more fully towards implementation of the 2021-27 programmes, new crises have 

necessitated a continued focus on the 2014-20 programmes.  Because of the war in Ukraine, 

addressing the challenges posed by the crisis to full absorption of the 2014-20 programmes 

has had to become an unexpected priority. The war in Ukraine has made this very challenging 

in some countries e.g., Czechia, where the construction industry heavily depends on male 

workers from Ukraine, with an impact on infrastructure projects. More widely, rising fuel prices 

and supply shortages are impacting project timetables and, following on from two years of 

delays under COVID, project finalisation remains an ongoing priority. For many programmes, 

the urgency is exacerbated by the need to absorb additional REACT-EU resources – as noted 

by West Finland ‘I do not think we have ever had such big project volumes at this stage of a 

programme period’ – a thought which is echoed by many programme managers. Against this 

background, programme authorities have been searching for ways to use ESIF resources to 

help refugees, including through the CARE provisions.   

Related, accelerating payment claims, requiring intensive communication with beneficiaries, 

remains a priority. It also places heavy demands on staff resources and ensuring adequate 

staff resources for the extremely busy periods ahead in early-mid-2023 is high on the agenda. 

Managing a smooth closure process is also a high priority during the next six months, as well as 

achieving the targets set out in the Performance Framework.  Finally, finalising future strategies 

and 2021-27 programmes remains on the agenda for all programmes. 

2 PREPARING THE 2021-27 PROGRAMMES 

At the time of writing the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), progress had generally been slow 

with the programming and adoption of the 2021-27 Partnership Agreements and programmes. 

This was due to a combination of factors including:  

• the long process of approving the legislative framework;  

• the prioritisation of RRF programming, and  

• the demands of continuing implementation of 2014-20 programmes during the COVID-

19 crisis, combined with the programming of additional REACT-EU funding.  
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Adoption of the new Cohesion Policy legislative package in July 2021 surmounted an 

important delay factor. At the same time, the impact of the delays was mitigated by the 

availability of the REACT-EU resources, as well as the availability of new funding sources such 

as the RRF. These helped avoid funding gaps and reduced pressure from stakeholders to some 

extent. With programme preparations proceeding in parallel, continuing challenges to 

capacity and coordination have been experienced by programme authorities, including due 

to the ongoing impact of COVID-19, the impact of other new funding sources, delays to 

fulfilments of enabling conditions, and other resource constraints.  

An additional potential challenge for programming comes from the recent Commission 

proposals for diversification of energy resources and reduced dependency on Russian oil and 

gas (REPowerEU).7 The REPowerEU Plan includes the proposal for up to 7.5 percent of national 

Cohesion Policy allocations being transferred to the RRF to support REPowerEU reforms and 

investments.  This could involve almost €44 bn being ‘lost‘ to Cohesion Policy, in addition to the 

existing provision for transferring funds to directly managed instruments.8 

2.1 Progress with PA and OP preparation 

A QUICK REMINDER 

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), the Commission had 

been expecting around half of PAs to be submitted in 2021, with a ‘handful’ 

to be adopted in 2021. However, only the PA for Greece had been 

approved at that time (July 2021), with only Austria and Germany having also submitted 

their PAs to the Commission. For the remaining countries, timetables were slipping further 

than previously anticipated. Most IQ-Net countries expected to submit their PAs in 

October/November 2021, apart from Spain, which expected to submit in early 2022.  

 

At the time of writing, eight 2021-27 PAs had been approved (Figure 6).9 Nine months after the 

PA for Greece was approved in July 2021, Germany and Lithuania followed in April 2022, with 

the PAs for Austria, Czechia, Denmark, and Finland following in May, and France in June.  

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

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

The remaining IQ-Net countries foresee PA approval by summer. No major outstanding issues 

were reported by IQ-Net programmes – most having been dealt with during the informal 

negotiations with the Commission. Commission observations are reported to have frequently 

July 2021: Greece

April 2022: 
Germany & 

Lithuania

May 2022: Austria, 
Czechia, Denmark 

& Finland

June 2022: France

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en
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related to the meeting of enabling conditions, rather than more substantive programme 

content. However, it remains to be seen whether any new needs arising from the Ukrainian 

crisis will have an impact on the negotiation and approval of those PAs which are still 

outstanding.  

Box 2: ESIF programme negotiation in Belgium  

At the time of writing, the draft Belgian PA was yet to be finalised by the federal 

government and submitted to the Commission. The Belgian regions (Vlaanderen, 

Wallonie and Brussels Capital Region) take yearly turns in leading the discussions, 

which are currently coordinated by the Brussels Capital Region. The presence of three 

federal regions plus the German-speaking community means that many actors, funds, 

and stakeholders are around the table. The main hurdle is the final budget allocation 

per region, which has been agreed pending the change of prices from 2018 to 2022 

levels.  

In Vlaanderen, the ESIF MAs have been able to continue the finalisation of the 2021-

27 programme at an administrative level, as the programmes were approved by the 

Flemish government in 2021. The programmes can only be finalised, however, when 

the final budget allocations (between the four Belgian recipients of ESIF) are agreed 

at the federal level. Although time is now short for a timely programme launch in the 

second half of 2022, the introduction of other funds has resulted in less pressure from 

stakeholders to start the new programme period as soon as possible. The MA currently 

plans to launch the 2021-27 programme in September 2022, with the aim of providing 

clarity to beneficiaries and preparing project calls in a timely manner. 

Source: IQ-Net fieldwork 

The first ESIF programme to be approved in the EU (and only one to be approved by the time 

of writing) was the regional ERDF programme for Schleswig-Holstein, on 29 April 2022.10 Among 

the IQ-Net programmes, most had been submitted for approval to the Commission by the time 

of writing. Expectations of the negotiation process varied. The informal negotiation process 

with DG REGIO has been helpful in dealing with many issues in advance, however, the 

relationship with other DGs has in some cases been less smooth (e.g., for the CZ Integrated 

Regional programme, which was among the more advanced of the CZ programmes, and 

which potentially faces objections from DGs other than DG REGIO). The expected schedule 

for programme finalisation, approval and launch among IQ-Net programme authorities is 

shown in Table 3).  

Table 3: Expected schedule for programme finalisation, approval & launch (where known) 
 Programmes submitted Programme 

approval 

Programme 

launch 

First projects 

approved/commitments  

AT Oct 2021, submission of revised 

programme planned May 

2022 

Pending Pending Pending 

BE 

(Vla) 

Not known Sept 2022 

(expected) 

Sept 2022 Q4 2022 

CZ Dec 2021 - Programme 

Technologies and 

Applications for 

Competitiveness; Programme 

John Amos Comenius 

Not known Not known Not known 
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(education); Programme 

Technical Assistance 

Jan 2022 - Programme 

Employment+; Programme 

Transport; Programme 

Environment; Programme 

Fishery; Programme Just 

Transition Fund; Integrated 

Regional Programme2 

DK April 2022 – ERDF & ESF 

May 2022 – JTF (expected) 

May 2022 – 

ERDF & ESF 

June 2022 – JTF 

(expected) 

May 2022 – 

ERDF & ESF. 

JTF unknown. 

 

September 2022 – ERDF 

& ESF. JTF unknown.  

 

EL June 2021: First informal 

submission  

October 2021: First formal 

submission 

March 2022: Second informal 

submission 

May 2022: Second formal 

submission of 

Competitiveness, 

Entrepreneurship, Innovation 

programme, Transport 

Infrastructure programme.  

August/Sept 2022: expected 

submission of 13 regional 

programmes 

July 2022 

(expected) 

Not known Not known 

ES 

(Biz) 

June 2022 (expected) Not known Not known Not known 

FI March 2022  May 2022 Official 

launch event 

of the 

programme 

on 12 May 

2022 

Calls opened in phases 

ahead of programme 

approval: calls for 

business aids opened in 

March 2022. 

HU Jan 2022: first submission of 

GINOP+ (economic 

development and innovation 

programme); End June 2022 

submission of final version of 

GINOP+ (expected) 

Pending 1-2 calls 

already 

launched 

First projects already 

selected. 

IE-

NWRA 

April 2022 (informal submission) 

June 2022 (expected formal 

submission) 

September 

2022 

(expected) 

October 2022 October 2022 

IE- 

SRA 

April 2022 (informal submission) 

June 2022 (expected formal 

submission) 

September 

2022 

(expected) 

October 2022 October 2022 
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NL  December 2021 Not known April 2022 June 2022 

PL (W-

M) 

March 2022 August 2022 December 

2022 

2023 

PT June 2022 (expected) Q3/Q4 2022 Not known Not known 

Source: IQ-Net research 

2.2 Programme architecture 

A QUICK REMINDER 

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), only limited changes 

to programme architecture (e.g., the number and structure of 2021-27 

programmes) were anticipated in most countries. The main exception to this 

related to the inclusion of the JTF, either as a newly designed OP or within the new OPs. 

 

 

As previously, no major changes are expected to programme architecture in many IQ-Net 

countries and regions (e.g., AT, Biz, CZ, FI, DK, NL, HU) apart from inclusion of the JTF where 

relevant. For example, programmes have become multi-fund (or more multi-fund) with 

inclusion of the JTF (e.g., both the ERDF and ESF+ programmes in AT now include the JTF, and 

the already multi-fund ERDF/ESF programme in (mainland) FI becomes an ERDF/ESF+/JTF 

programme). Where known, the number of programmes being prepared for 2021-27 and 

changes from the previous period are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4: IQ-Net programme architecture in 2021-27 

 Programme architecture 2021-27 Change from 2014-20 

AT 18 programmes, out of which 4 national and 7 

cross-border INTERREG programmes 

No change, except the ERDF and 

ESF+ programmes become multi-

Fund programmes due to the 

inclusion of the JTF in each of them. 

Bizkaia  1 x ERDF (Pais Vasco programme) 1 x ESF+ No change 

DK 1 x ERDF, 1 x ESF+, 1 x JTF and 9 x CBC/IRC New programme for JTF. 

EL 23 programmes: 10 national/sectoral (including 

TA programme) and 13 joint ERDF/ESF+ regional 

programmes, corresponding to Greek 

administrative regions. Two national sectoral 

programmes (Transport and Environment) are 

multi-fund (ERDF & Cohesion Fund). 

Increase in number of national 

sectoral programmes from 7 to 10 

(11 including RDP) in 2021-27. 

Introduction of a stronger regional 

dimension - one third of total 

resources to be allocated to the 

regions, an increase from 2014-20.  

One programme for JTF. 

FI 1x multi-fund ERDF/ESF+/JTF programme 

(mainland FI) 

Now includes JTF.  

HU 7 national/sectoral programmes including 1 

territorial programme 

New programme on digitalisation. 

Some MA affiliations may change 

further to government 

reorganisation after elections. 

IE 2 x regional ERDF programmes, 1x JTF 

programme, 1x ESF+ 

Change in programme areas. 

NL 4 x ERDF OPs, 4 x ESF+ programmes, 10 CBC/IRC 

programmes 

No changes. 
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PT 12 programmes + 11 ECT: 4 thematic 

programmes; 5 regional programmes 

corresponding to NUTS 2 in the Mainland; 2 

programmes for the Autonomous Regions; 1 

programme for Technical Assistance; 11 ETC 

programmes.  

Change in number of programmes 

Vlaanderen 1 x ERDF programme & 1 x ESF+ programme   No change, except Limburg is now 

a Transition Region. 

Warmińsko-

Mazurskie 

1 x ERDF/ESF+ regional programme for 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie 

No change 

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

Net research  

Where changes are taking place, this includes: 

• A stronger regional dimension in Greece, with one third of total ESIF resources now to 

be allocated to the regions.  

• A change in the programme areas in Ireland, due to reconfiguration of NUTS2 regions. 

Ireland now has three NUTS2 regions instead of two; Southern (IE05) and Eastern and 

Midland (IE06) are both designated as More Developed regions with 40% ERDF co-

financing, and are included in one programme area, while the third NUTS2 region, 

Northern and Western (IE04), is now a Transition Region with 60% ERDF co-financing. 

2.3 Investment priorities & implementation at operational 

level  

A QUICK REMINDER 

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), programming by 

policy objective was still ongoing, with some final decisions yet to be made, 

pending e.g., finalisation of national strategies. However, more detail was 

emerging about the specific measures and operations which programmes foresee 

supporting under the broad POs in 2021-27, with evidence of a significant degree of 

continuity in terms of investment priorities, with a strong focus anticipated on PO1 

(Smarter Europe) and PO2 (Greener, carbon free Europe). 

 

 Investment priorities 

More detail has now emerged about planned investment priorities in the 2021-27 programmes. 

It remains a picture of broad continuity with 2014-20, with some adjustments and changes in 

emphasis, including a stronger focus on green transition in many programmes, including in 

Denmark, Finland, Bizkaia, Greece, Portugal, and the Netherlands. This section provides an 

overview of emerging programme structure, content, and priorities among a selection of IQ-

Net programmes.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en
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The new Austrian ERDF-JTF programme will include four Priority Axes, targeting POs 1, 

2, 5 and the JTF, each in a separate Axis. There will be a total of 11 Measures under six 

Specific Objectives (see Table 5). 

Table 5: Structure of the Austrian ERDF-JTF OP 2021-27 

P1 Innovation P2 Sustainability P3 Territorial 

development 

P4 Transition 

Smarter Europe Greener Europe Europe closer to 

citizens 

JTF 

Specific objective 1.1 

M1.1: Expansion of the 

research and 

technology 

infrastructure 

 

M1.2: Strengthening 

research and transfer 

skills 

 

M1.3: Design of 

regional innovation 

ecosystems 

Specific objective 2.1 

M3.1: Promotion of the 

use of climate-relevant 

technologies and 

services 

 

M3.2: Support RTDI 

demonstration projects 

and eco innovations 

for a low-carbon 

economy 

Specific objective 5.1 

M4: Integrated urban 

development and 

urban regions (Art. 11) 

Specific objective Art. 2 

M6.1: Investments for 

diversification, 

transformation, and 

employment 

 

M6.2: RTDI and 

demonstration projects 

to manage the transition 

 

M6.3: Integrated 

development of 

business locations 

Specific objective 1.3 

M2: Innovative and 

productive investments 

in companies 

Specific objective 5.2 

M5: Smart regions - 

integrated regional 

development with 

CLLD 

Source: ERDF-JTF OP, version submitted on 21 October 2021, see https://www.efre.gv.at/2021-2027 

(accessed April 2022)  

 

In Bizkaia, the DFB will no longer support aid schemes for companies and will instead 

concentrate on public investments in the areas of digital and green transition, due to 

restrictions set by the European Commission, which restrict aid to firms other than via financial 

instruments. 

In Ireland (NWRA & SRA), a key change is a move away from ERDF support to very high 

numbers of microenterprises. The focus of support will instead be on capacity building 

for industry engagement and technology transfer in HEIs and supporting regional innovation 

ecosystems.  

Circular economy is a new goal in NL West (along with smart energy systems) 

as well as in Denmark, where green issues have now been explicitly 

mainstreamed across priorities. After a decade of focusing exclusively on ‘soft interventions’ 

such as development of knowledge, networks, and competences, the introduction of support 

for investment in infrastructure – in tourism and in test facilities as part of circular economy 

projects – is an innovation in Denmark.  

https://www.efre.gv.at/2021-2027
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The 2021-27 period has brought an ‘upgrade’ to some programme activities in Czechia, 

while still pursuing the same thematic focus. For example, within the investment 

priorities aiming at the improvement of energy efficiency, part of the support focuses 

on “traditional” means for improving energy efficiency at a lower rate of financial support, 

while the remainder focuses on support for innovative technological solutions, at a higher rate 

of financial support. Another example relates to e-government, where, in comparison to the 

2014-20 period, investment priorities in the new period must involve not only e.g., the purchase 

of modern hardware equipment, but also an innovative functionality/system. In addition, new 

specific measures to support tourism infrastructure and public places have been included to 

respond to local authority demand under the Integrated regional programme 2. Some 

investment priorities in Czechia have been allocated substantially lower levels of funding for 

2021-27 compared to the previous period: 

• Support for reconstruction of roads of lower importance (2nd and 3rd class roads) has 

been approximately halved.  

• Public administration will not be supported at all under ESF+.  

• Support for energy efficiency on housing estates has been excluded from Cohesion 

Policy and will be supported only from the national support programmes (due to very 

complicated administration for this type of beneficiary).  

In Greece, the new programmes emphasise entrepreneurship and use of financial 

instruments. Environment and climate change have also been given a much higher 

priority. Human resources development will also be covered by a large programme in 2021-27. 

On the other hand, fewer resources will be allocated to the Transport programme. By 

dedicating 36 percent of ERDF resources to PO1 priorities, Greece has exceeded the 25 

percent ring-fencing requirement. The obligation to dedicate 30 percent of ERDF resources to 

PO2 priorities has been met by changing Greece’s plans on climate and biodiversity. However, 

the thematic concentration requirements and climate-related preconditions are considered 

excessive, providing limited available investment options within the programmes. It is also 

considered that the emphasis on thematic concentration has weakened place-based policy 

options.  

While the overall content of the Finnish programme allows very similar actions to what 

has been implemented during the 2014-20 period, there are some new and more 

strongly emphasised elements in the new programme (see Table 6). Regarding ERDF, key issues 

for the programme include: 1 

• A business-led approach throughout the entire programme, for example by 

encouraging closer cooperation between SMEs, education, and research institutes.  

• A strong focus on sustainable growth, energy efficiency, circular economy, and 

adjustment to climate change as well as mitigation of climate change, which must be 

 

1 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (2022) Uudistuva ja osaava Suomi 2021-2027, EU:n alue- 

ja rakennepolitiikan ohjelma, yleisesittely 
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considered in all actions. There is a need to find new, concrete, regional and local 

ways of implementation.  

• More sustainable, environmentally-friendly and innovative transport projects.  

Regarding ESF+, the key issues for the programme include: 2 

• A focus on cooperation and networking which lead to better services and positive 

changes in employment, skills, and inclusion (i.e., rise to the next level). 

• For the above-mentioned themes, everyone in society is included.  

• Incorporation and dissemination of good practices into social innovations at regional, 

national, and international levels.  

Table 6: Renewing and competent Finland 2021-27 programme 

ERDF ESF+ JTF 

Innovative 

Finland 

Carbon-

neutral 

Finland 

Accessible 

Finland 

Employing, 

competent 

& inclusive 

Finland  

Socially 

innovating 

Finland 

Preventing 

material 

deprivation 

Finland 

Just 

Transition 

Finland 

R&D&I Energy 

efficiency & 

reducing 

emissions 

Road 

transport 

(East and 

North 

Finland) 

Employment Social 

innovations 

(youth) 

Material 

help 

Businesses & 

jobs 

Digitalisation Adjusting to 

climate 

change & risk 

management 

 Competence   R&D&I 

investments & 

new solutions 

SMEs Circular 

economy 

 Equality & 

inclusion 

  Rehabilitation 

of peat 

production 

areas & 

transformation 

Source: Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (2022) Uudistuva ja osaava Suomi 2021-2027, EU:n 

alue- ja rakennepolitiikan ohjelma, yleisesittely 

Programming in Hungary is marked by continuity, reflected in the fact that the 2014-20 

GINOP (economic development & innovation programme) of 2014-20 will continue as 

GINOP+ in 2021-27. In terms of content, support for SME competitiveness, R&D infrastructure, 

labour market and tourism will continue. Changes include:  

• The programme is more streamlined, with six priority axes and a somewhat reduced 

budget. 

• Higher education support has been included as a new theme.  

 

2 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (2022) Uudistuva ja osaava Suomi 2021-2027, EU:n alue- 

ja rakennepolitiikan ohjelma, yleisesittely 
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• ICT and energy efficiency will no longer be separate priorities but become part of the 

overall SME competitiveness priority.   

• Financial instruments will also be included in the priority on SME competitiveness (rather 

than as a stand-alone priority axis) but the implementation structure will remain similar. 

• Digitalisation of businesses will be covered in a new programme for digitalisation 

(DIMOP).  

The Vlaanderen ERDF programme will be more focused, with two POs: “Smart 

Vlaanderen” (PO1) and “Sustainable/Green Vlaanderen” (PO2), with a 60:40 division 

applying to all parts of the programme. Specific objectives include innovation capacity, 

digitalisation, and skills (PO1 SOs) and energy efficiency, renewable energy, climate 

adaptation, and sustainable urban mobility (PO2 SOs). The current sustainable urban 

development priority will be replaced by the urban ITI, which will similarly target Smart (PO1) 

and Green (PO2) projects. The total number of SOs will reduce from 13 in 2014-20 to 7, which 

should provide more focus to the programme. 

 Programme operationalisation 

Despite delays in programme approval, programme managers are endeavouring to make up 

for lost time by opening the programmes for business as soon as possible.  

• In Finland, calls for the 2021-27 programme have been opened in phases. For 2022, a 

total of €520m can be awarded by the funding authorities (€333m from ERDF and 

€188m from ESF+). Funding for the programme will be awarded by the Regional 

Councils, the ELY-Centres and the Finnish Food Authority.3 The first calls were opened 

by the ELY-Centres focusing on business aid (although funding awards were not 

possible until programme approval). Businesses can apply for support for investments 

and development measures. Other calls have since been launched, with information 

provided on the national Structural Funds website: www.rakennerahastot.fi.4 The calls 

for JTF and ESF+ (material assistance) will be launched later in 2022.  

• In Czechia, one project call under the programme Environment has already opened 

(February 2022) for a particular type of heating boiler for low-income households. The 

reason for this approach is that after September 2022 this type of heating boiler will be 

banned from sale. Similarly, an early project call is planned in May 2022 within the 

programme John Amos Comenius (education sector) to enable the start of projects 

related to the start of the new school year in September 2022. 

• In Denmark, the first calls opened in late March 2022, in areas that are ‘must-do’ 

according to EU regulations and where agreement with the Commission has already 

been reached.5 The interim Monitoring Committee met in early March to approve 

selection criteria, the programmes will be launched at a conference 30 May, and it is 

expected that applications regarding the national cluster programme – a major 

 

3 Finnish Government (2022) Uudistuva ja osaava Suomi 2021-2027-ohjelman ensimmäiset haut 

avautuvat aluiella, 10 March 2022 https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-

2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla  

4 Finnish Government (2022) Uudistuva ja osaava Suomi 2021-2027-ohjelman ensimmäiset haut 

avautuvat aluiella, 10 March 2022 https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-

2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla 

5https://udviklingidanmark.erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/ansoegningsrunder?type=98    

http://www.rakennerahastot.fi/
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/1410877/uudistuva-ja-osaava-suomi-2021-2027-ohjelman-ensimmaiset-haut-avautuvat-alueilla
https://udviklingidanmark.erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/ansoegningsrunder?type=98
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innovation in the previous programme period - will be approved by the Danish 

Executive Board for Business Development and Growth at its meeting in September. 

• In Hungary, several calls and selected operations have already been launched 

pending final approval of the GINOP+ programme. This has been done in close 

cooperation with the Commission. Should further modifications to the programme 

occur and certain operations become ineligible, however, the national budget will 

step in to finance these operations.     

• The first round of applications under the Netherlands West programme will be launched 

on 1 June 2022. Over the next four years, the programme will be open for applications 

twice per year with the launch of various calls. 

Other outstanding issues that remain to be addressed before programme implementation can 

be finalised include: indicators (Biz, IE SE); communications (Biz); target setting and drafting the 

performance framework methodology document (IE SE); and finalising the new ICT system (IE 

SE).  

2.4 Incorporating sustainability elements 

The recent IQ-Net thematic paper ‘A Green Transition, Making the new programmes 

sustainable’ (November 2021)11 highlighted that compliance with specific elements of the new 

regulatory framework for sustainable actions could prove challenging for programme 

managers. The new elements include reinforced horizontal principles (including DNSH), a 

move from ex-ante conditionalities to enabling conditions, new thematic concentration 

requirements, and other sustainability-related requirements and incentives. 

 The Do No Significant Harm (DNSH) principle6 

In the November 2021 IQ-Net thematic paper, IQ-Net programmes noted several 

outstanding questions in terms of how the horizontal principles for sustainability, 

particularly the DNSH principle, were to be interpreted and integrated into 

programming. In some cases, this was delaying the preparation of project selection 

procedures for sustainability projects, as well as other programming elements. Further 

clarification was being sought on definitional and methodological issues related to the 

application of the DNSH principle in practice.  

In the last six months, some programmes have sought or considered specialist input to help 

screen the new programmes against the DNSH criteria (Biz, EL, Vla), using either external 

expertise (Biz, EL, Vla) or government departments responsible for environmental issues (Biz). In 

Hungary, the DNSH principle has been dealt with centrally by the coordination body, which 

 

6 Under this principle, managing authorities are advised to undertake actions to avoid or reduce 

environmentally harmful effects of interventions. An activity is considered to do significant harm to 

climate change mitigation if it leads to significant GHG emissions. Similarly, significant harm to climate 

change adaptation includes an increased adverse impact on the current and expected future climate, 

on people, nature, and assets. Compliance with the DNSH principle must be ensured both during the 

design and the implementation stages of the programmes. 
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has prepared an evaluation for all HU programmes. Programme authorities have already 

submitted (AT) or are planning to submit (W-M) reports on compliance with DNSH principles to 

the Commission. Programmes in Ireland have built in a stage 1 assessment to the SEA process, 

with a phase 2 assessment to follow during programme implementation.  Practical measures 

being developed to assist with implementation include: 

• Learning from experience with the Recovery and Resilience Fund (RRF), for example, 

by using RRF templates where the DNSH has been applied (EL). In Finland, the MA notes, 

that while the RRF and ESIF approaches are very similar, one difference is that project 

applicants are required to carry out the assessment under the RRF programme, while 

the funding authority is required to do the assessment in the ESIF context.  

• Providing centralised support for implementation of the DNSH principle in the 

programmes by the National Coordination Authority (NCA) in Czechia. The NCA is 

working with the Ministry of Environment, to help coordinate how the DNSH principle is 

interpreted. Where relevant, MAs have been asked to outline how the DNSH principle 

will affect the activities of their programmes. The aim is to develop a methodological 

framework which can be applied more widely than just for Cohesion policy funds. 

Some of the descriptions have been sent to the EC and its feedback is awaited.   

• Preparing a table listing all the programmes’ Specific Objectives from a DNSH 

perspective by the Finnish Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment. All projects 

which include physical investment (e.g., business projects, road transport projects) must 

be assessed from a DNSH perspective. Similarly, the Warmińsko-Mazurskie programme 

plans to assess individual projects for compliance as they are submitted.  

However, late operationalisation by the Commission of some of the new requirements has 

meant that the DNSH principles could not be integrated explicitly in the environmental 

assessment in Denmark, because the operationalisations were published after the Danish 

assessment had been completed.  

 The transition from ex-ante conditionalities to enabling 

conditions7 

Compliance with the shift from 29 thematic and seven general ex-ante conditionalities 

to 16 thematic and four horizontal enabling conditions was also identified as 

challenging for some Member States and programmes.  

Over the last six months, no major issues with this shift have yet been identified by several 

regional programmes (Biz, IE-NWRA, Vla), in part as the process is led at national level in 

partnership with the regions. For Warmińsko-Mazurskie, most conditions will be met at the 

national level, but the region has been required to demonstrate the fulfilment of two basic 

conditions at regional level: 

 

7 There has been a shift from 29 thematic and seven general ex-ante conditionalities (EACs) to 16 

thematic and four horizontal enabling conditions, with the intention of creating greater flexibility in 

practice. The current conditions are focused on creating the right frameworks to enable specific 

investment priorities. 
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• a report has had to be prepared showing that the condition relating to good 

governance of the national/ regional smart specialisation strategy has been fulfilled by 

the region; and  

• the Transport Plan for the Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeship for 2021-27 (with a 

perspective until 2050) is being developed to fulfil the condition relating to transport 

planning. Completion is expected in the fourth quarter of 2022. 

Among the national IQ-Net programme authorities, views are mixed. Austria and Czechia note 

that a main change is that fulfilment of enabling conditions must be proved on a continuous 

basis, not just once at the start of the programme period. In Finland, the authorities underline 

the importance of ensuring that all the latest documents and links are available on websites 

etc. In Austria, the changes are viewed as having major consequences, both regarding 

horizontal and thematic conditions. The Commission’s expectations are seen as being quite 

high in terms of the horizontal conditions e.g., regarding equality and how this is addressed in 

the Monitoring Committee. Thematic enabling conditions are also found to be complex and 

to go beyond what can be addressed by the MA, or within the context of Cohesion Policy. For 

Czechia, the change is not perceived as radical, with similar effort having previously been put 

into satisfying ex-ante conditionalities. So far, only limited problems have been recorded in 

some CZ programmes with a few of the enabling conditions.   

Portugal has carried out a self-assessment of compliance with the enabling conditions, sharing 

this exercise with EC services to ensure full compliance by the time of formal submission of the 

programmes. Greece, Finland, and Hungary note that some enabling conditions remained yet 

unfulfilled at the time of writing. In Greece, seven enabling conditions have so far been 

approved by the Commission, a further three are expected soon. Self-assessments for a further 

seven have been submitted. Of the final three, one has already been informally agreed with 

the Commission. The two outstanding conditions relate to regional waste management plans 

and the policy for active employment, for which a strategy is being drafted. Three enabling 

conditions also remain unfulfilled in Finland (related to the smart specialisation strategy, PO2 in 

terms of climate change and risk management, and transport). The condition relating to smart 

specialisation also remained unfulfilled in Hungary at the time of writing, along with the 

conditions relating to labour market and training. Indeed, in Hungary, the process of fulfilling 

enabling conditions has been found to be excessively burdensome and time-consuming, with 

the Commission’s approach being viewed as being highly interventionist.  

 Thematic concentration requirements 

The fulfilment of climate-related thematic concentration requirements might also be 

challenging in some programmes. For others, however, this largely implies a 

continuation of the 2014-20 focus.   

In Czechia, an early setting of allocation across programmes and POs, plus consensus building 

across stakeholders, has helped to smooth the process. In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, the 

programme has been prepared according to the thematic concentration limits adopted at 

national level in Poland, with the limits for the country having been divided across national and 
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regional programmes. Both Warmińsko-Mazurskie and Ireland (NWRA & SRA) note the impact 

on reduced flexibility. In Warmińsko-Mazurskie, the thematic concentration limits have strongly 

influenced the structure of the programme budget (with approximately 70 percent of funds 

covered by limits, significantly reducing the possibility of adjusting the allocation under 

individual Specific Objectives (SOs) towards identified regional needs). For the Irish 

programmes (NWRA & SRA), thematic concentration has also been found to be complex and 

quite restrictive, particularly with respect to the co-efficients linked to particular SOs and 

intervention codes. 

Ongoing challenges with thematic concentration were also noted in Portugal: 

• negotiation of SUD ring-fencing has been challenging in terms of the overall proposed 

approach; 

• The issue of thematic concentration related to climate is found to require a change of 

mindset for a whole range of actors involved in implementation. The need to evolve in 

this direction is not viewed just as a regulatory imposition but also a necessity dictated 

by the wider context (including rising prices in the energy market). 

 Selection criteria in calls  

Selection criteria for sustainable development actions to be supported are also 

considered in the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR), with either obligatory 

requirements in the calls for projects or with criteria that give preference to projects 

that fulfil sustainable development requirements.  

This has not yet been widely identified as an issue by programmes. Preparations to deal with 

selection criteria include: 

• building the selection criteria into call design (IE NWRA & SRA) 

• working with project managers trying to align calls with conditions (Biz) 

• having sustainable development criteria as an on/off condition rather than a selection 

criterion (EL)  

• Including DNSH among selection criteria in Finland, but only for projects which involve 

physical investments.  

Monitoring committees play a key role in agreeing selection criteria. In Czechia, some MAs 

were using ‘shadow monitoring committees’, some of them already at the end of 2021 to 

discuss selection criteria for calls to reach an agreement with partners and other stakeholders 

to have the parameters for project calls ready once the OPs are approved. For the CZ 

Integrated regional programme 2, for example, the selection criteria for calls have in principle 

been prepared and the MA’s proposal has been debated with relevant partners and 

stakeholders, with two rounds of negotiation of objections/comments so far. In total, 700 

criteria have been defined for the Integrated regional programme 2 (the programme is 

thematically broad). The first official monitoring committee will approve the selection criteria 

and the calls will then be officially launched. Selection criteria are also discussed at the 
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‘platform for the preparation of project calls’ at national level. In Hungary, selection criteria 

and the role of the monitoring committee is a recurring issue of discussion with the Commission, 

focusing on the level of detail required for selection criteria in to be approved by the 

monitoring committee – i.e., at the level of principles only, or specific criteria. 

 Other environment and climate related incentives 

Several other environment and climate related incentives have been newly 

established for the 2021-27 period, including: 

• A three percent climate bonus, introduced by the RRF regulation, as an incentive 

mechanism for Member States to prioritise investments that credibly increase the 

impact of the climate objective. Member States can claim an additional three percent 

to reach the 37 percent minimum ‘green’ earmarking. If applied to a Member State’s 

Recovery and Resilience plan, it can also be applied to Cohesion Policy funds. 

• Climate adjustment mechanism which allows the agreement of remediation measures 

in the annual review when Member States or regions are showing insufficient progress 

towards reaching the climate contribution target/thematic concentration. 

• Environmental and climate proofing of investments and infrastructure, i.e., preventing 

these from being vulnerable to potential long-term environmental and climate impacts 

whilst ensuring the DNSH principle is respected and the level of associated GHG 

emissions is consistent with the climate neutrality objective in 2050. 

While the spirit of the climate-related incentives is generally welcomed by programme 

authorities, there are some concerns about their practical implementation, and about the 

capacity among MAs and beneficiaries to do so. Among the more concrete plans which can 

already be reported are:  

• Climate-proofing will be ensured via project selection criteria in Austria. For this, the MA 

will prepare a background paper and guidance for IBs. Austria has also been in 

exchange with the German MAs about this and notes the EU-level guidance prepared 

within the context of InvestEU.12 

• In Czechia, there are efforts to ensure an umbrella methodology for climate-proofing 

which can apply to Cohesion policy and for other policy areas where this legislative 

element will be applied. 

More widely, the ‘greening’ of EU regulations is noted to have led to a similar change of 

emphasis in the Danish programme, in the sense that e.g., support for tourism infrastructure in 

peripheral coastal parts of Denmark must now to incorporate a clear sustainability dimension 

rather than just aiming to boost the number of low-skilled tourism jobs. Also, this emphasis will 

remain throughout the programme period, irrespective of whether the green agenda 

continues to be high on the national political agenda.  
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2.5 Territorial instruments 

A QUICK REMINDER  

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021) most programme 

authorities had made decisions on the use of territorial instruments, with a mix 

of continuity and change expected, both in terms of the uptake of territorial instruments 

and in terms of implementation arrangements (especially relating to spatial coverage, 

objectives, and governance architecture). 

 

The IQ-Net thematic paper8 examines the use of territorial development instruments in urban 

areas/supporting sustainable urban development. Territorial instruments can also be 

implemented outside urban areas. To complement the discussion in the thematic paper, this 

section discusses the use of territorial instruments by IQ-Net programmes outside urban areas.  

Several IQ-Net programmes are planning to use ESIF co-funded territorial development 

instruments only in urban areas (DK, IE NWRA & SRA, FI, W-M). 

Where ESIF territorial instruments are implemented outside urban areas, it is most often in the 

form of Community-led Local Development (CLLD). So far, CLLD approaches are being 

planned in Austria, Czechia, and Greece: 

• In Austria, CLLD will continue as previously, in Tyrol only, with the EAFRD as lead Fund.  

• In Czechia, the largest support of territorial development in non-urban areas is planned 

in the Integrated regional programme under PO5 via CLLD (other OPs will also include 

CLLD in their programme design, however, outside PO5). All CLLD strategies have been 

approved by the respective LAG body and have been submitted to the MA. All LAGs 

underwent a compulsory process of standardisation, with some consolidation; in total, 

there are now 182 LAGs for the 2021-27 period. A discussion within so-called 

‘programme frameworks’ is now taking place to distribute the financial allocation 

among the CLLD strategies, i.e., between the holders of the strategies, based on their 

needs. The MA anticipates the first approved strategic programme frameworks for the 

IROP 2021-27 in June 2022. In a change from the 2014-20 period, the preparation of 

CLLD strategies and the operation of LAGs will now be funded from the Technical 

Assistance programme 2021-27 rather than from the Integrated regional programme. 

The reason for this change is pragmatic (the TA programme funded the operation of 

ITIs in 2014-20). A further change is that the holders of CLLD strategies will not be 

involved in project appraisal processes and will not be engaged in project 

administration. The holders, however, will still declare whether a submitted project is in 

accordance with the respective CLLD strategy. Consequently, the focus of the LAG 

involvement has shifted from project administration to the animation of strategies. 

Capacity building and learning from the previous period is evident in the preparatory 

processes underway, when compared to 2014-20.  

 

8 Ferry M and Kah S (2022) Embedding the Urban Dimension in Cohesion Policy, IQ-Net 

Thematic Paper 50(2), European Policies Research Centre Delft.  
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• CLLD approaches will continue to be used in Greece. New CLLDs will be introduced to 

cover the hinterland of large islands such as Samos, Chios, Lesvos, and Limnos.  

Non-urban areas can also benefit from funding under ITIs – an approach that is being 

continued in Vlaanderen and Greece (alongside the use of CLLD described above). In 

Vlaanderen, funding in non-urban areas can continue to come from the generic programmes 

of the three provincial ITIs. Although these provinces consist of (smaller) urban areas, they do 

not include Antwerp and Ghent, the most urbanised parts of the region. Two provinces (West 

Flanders and Limburg) have access to a dedicated part of the programme, together with a 

specific, non-urban part of the Antwerp province (Kempen district, including the regional city 

of Turnhout). In Greece, where ITIs for non-urban areas were also in place in 2014-20 (with a 

focus on culture, environment, and risk prevention), these will mostly be continued with no 

major changes expected. For instance, in the region of Voreio Aigaio, the existing “Small 

Islands ITI” of the Voreio Aigaio regional programme will be continued in 2021-27. The relevant 

strategy as well as the territorial intervention framework for the islands Agios Efstratios, Psara, 

Oinousses, Ikaria, Fournoi and Thymaina will be updated. 

Both CLLD and ITI approaches were used in Portugal in 2014-20. For 2021-27, a range of 

thematic, functional, and transversal collective approaches are proposed, including use of ITIs 

(see Box 3). The proposed approaches epitomise the definitional challenges of distinguishing 

between ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ territories in Portugal, and in 2021-27 an important emphasis is 

being placed on strengthening urban–rural linkages. Two-thirds of Portugal is defined as ‘low-

density’ territories, which are not fully rural/non-populated spaces, and which include cities 

and development poles. Also, many cities have university/industrial poles, but with a largely 

rural surrounding area within the relevant council’s catchment. In 2014-20, some territorial 

instruments covered both urban and non-urban areas at the same time (e.g., the ITIs targeted 

whole NUTS 3 regions (which include both urban and non-urban areas), including the two 

Metropolitan Areas, and so covered practically all the mainland territory of Portugal; non-

Metropolitan ITIs even mobilised support under EAFRD). There were also urban, rural, and 

coastal CLLD, which will no longer be funded in 2021-27.  

For 2021-27, the link between ‘urban’ and ‘non-urban’ is emphasised in Portugal (“In general, it 

is intended that the interventions of territorial instruments contribute to urban-rural 

articulation”), particularly in relation to Pacts for Territorial Development and Cohesion, signed 

with the Inter-Municipal Communities at the NUTS 3 level (ITI CIM). It is stressed that in this case, 

“the provision of services of general interest must be anchored in the urban-rural logic… These 

approaches respond in a structured way to the two specific objectives (SO 5.1 and 5.2) and 

ensure the strengthening of interactions between urban-rural approaches”. The reinforcement 

of rural-urban links is also emphasised in relation to the territorial instrument of the non-urban 

Partnerships for Cohesion. 
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Box 3: Portugal: Territorial approaches in non-urban areas 

The following territorial approaches are foreseen in Portugal in non-urban areas: 

a. Thematic or functional approaches (including thematic or functional ITI). 

Optional contracting. An intervention approach focused on a defined 

theme/territory, based on a common collective strategy. Intended to 

reinforce networking, give sub-regional or inter-regional scale to investments, 

and encourage the mobilisation of funding from other strategic objectives and 

other funds. To this end, it is necessary to define, in addition to the strategy, a 

governance model and the identification of clear areas of intervention, which 

cannot overlap with other instruments. Foresees interventions in structuring 

investments of common interest in the scope: (i) the territorial subsystems to be 

structured based on the National Spatial Planning Policy Programme; (ii) inter-

NUTS 2 territories. This could include territories with some specificities in non-

urban territories (e.g., the interior region between Algarve and Alentejo; or 

Pinhal Interior, between the interior and the coast, with particular investment 

needs in relation to forests etc.). 

b. Enhancement of endogenous resources (PROVERE). Continuing the current 

logic of PROVERE (the Programme for the Economic Development of 

Endogenous Resources) focused on low-density areas, with the aim of 

promoting competitiveness by developing the economic potential of 

endogenous territorial (e.g., natural, historical, or cultural) assets through 

integrated development plans and actions managed in partnership 

(collective efficiency strategies). The scale of this instrument can coincide with 

the NUTS 3 administrative unit (contractable model) or with functional logics of 

the resources to be enhanced (non-contractable). 

c. Partnerships for Cohesion in non-urban areas. A new instrument, focused on 

transversal interventions at the municipal level for the densification of 

interventions and reinforcement of networks of sub-regional actors that 

reinforce rural/urban articulation. Aims to provide innovative, multi-actor and 

multi-municipal responses, and seeks to encourage innovative supra-

municipal approaches in a rural context; partnership actions between actors 

and territories; strengthening the capacity of actors and territories for action; 

reinforcement of interventions that ensure the articulation and new forms of 

provision of services of general interest; initiatives to value endogenous 

resources in rural areas; densification of interventions to strengthen sub-

regional networks; possible involvement of local action groups or territorial 

partnerships. 

d. Pacts for Territorial Development and Cohesion, celebrated with the Inter-

Municipal Communities at the level of NUTS 3 (ITI CIM). Expected to partially 

contribute to the SUD threshold, the Pacts aim to contribute to the 

strengthening of sub-regional and inter-municipal networks from the 

perspective of services of general interest and frame transversal interventions 

of municipal and supra-municipal scope. This may include interventions by 

municipal and inter-municipal entities, including in the structuring and provision 

of proximity services of general interest; responses of urban structures and 

equipment to new challenges (e.g., demographics, climate change etc.); in 

the promotion of territorial resources (e.g., green corridors). Interventions are 

also foreseen in the Digital Modernisation of Parish Councils (installation and 

management of Citizen Spaces). 

Source: IQ-Net research, PT draft PA of November 2021 

In Hungary, all territorial development instruments are covered in a separate dedicated 

programme (Territorial and Settlements programme), but this will not include rural CLLD or rural 
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ITI. However, the issue is relevant within the GINOP+ (economic development and innovation 

programme), where tourism will be covered under PO5 through a territorial instrument. The 

GINOP+ MA has developed a methodology for involving local actors which has not yet been 

approved by the Commission. A particular concern is a planned measure for renovating 

castles and fortifications to strengthen local tourism. The measure has been agreed centrally 

with a view to offering a coherent national development strategy for local tourism. However, 

according to the Commission, this is not in line with the requirements of PO5 on involving local 

stakeholders, and thus constitutes an issue to be resolved before the programme can be 

adopted. 

2.6 Financial instruments 

A QUICK REMINDER  

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), those IQ-Net 

programme authorities who were interested in using FIs were still exploring 

the available options and awaiting the results of ongoing analyses and 

discussions. Among those planning FIs, there was interest in the potential use of 

combined instruments/’blending’ following simplifications introduced in the CPR.   

 

Rolling over of existing FIs is an option provided for in the CPR (Article 58(1)) with the aim of 

simplification, as planning, designing, and launching new financial instruments can be 

complex and time-consuming. This option is under consideration in Czechia, where the aim is 

to continue with successful 2014-20 FIs, specifically the ‘Expand’ programme. More will be 

known after completion of the ex-ante assessment which is currently being carried out by the 

Ministry for Industry and Trade. Consideration is also being given to introducing an FI within the 

Just Transition Fund programme, in the three dedicated JTF regions. A discussion between the 

National Development Bank and the representatives of the regions is currently taking place 

about introduction of an FI like the national FI ‘Expand’ but focusing only on the three targeted 

regions. In addition, the Employment+ programme is considering continuing with its FI aiming 

at social entrepreneurship, and the Environment programme is considering an FI for energy 

efficiency. 

In Portugal, the planned approach to using FIs is also evolving and includes some continuity 

with 2014-20. Portugal has previously used repayable grants to support business; the fact that 

their use will be more difficult/unlikely in 2021-27 gives added impetus to the planning for FIs. 

The latest version of the Portuguese PA maps FIs in three different areas:  

• Business competitiveness – linked to PO1, supporting businesses investment and 

innovation capacity (under thematic Competitiveness programme (Innovation and 

digital transition), mainland regional programmes and Autonomous Regions 

programmes; 

• Social innovation – continuing the experience of the Social Innovation Fund of 2014-20 

(mainland regional programmes only); 
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• Urban rehabilitation – FIs to be mobilised on a voluntary basis (mainland regional 

programmes only). 

Table 7: Planned use of Financial Instruments in IQ-Net programmes 2014-20 & 2021-27 

 Using CP FIs in 

2014-20? 

Using CP FIs in 

2021-27? 

Using 

Invest-

EU? 

Comment 

AT Yes No No Minor use of FIs in 2014-20 only 

(the OÖ Hightechfonds) 

BE (Vla) No No No  

CZ Yes Yes Yes Planning to allocate €80m from 

CP resources to InvestEU; funding 

agreement being prepared with 

the National Development Bank 

to be national implementation 

partner. 

DK No No No  

EL Yes No  Ex-ante assessments will be 

conducted soon. The first has 

already been commissioned and 

the second will be commissioned 

soon. These will propose the mix of 

FIs to be used and whether 

existing FIs will be rolled over. €2 

billion for FIs foreseen under the 

Competitiveness, 

Entrepreneurship & Innovation 

programme. 

ES (Biz) No No No  

FI  No Yes Planning to transfer 2% of CP 

allocation to InvestEU. 

HU Yes Yes No FIs no longer under separate 

Priority Axis, and mono-theme FIs 

to be incorporated into more 

general FIs. 

IE-NWRA No No No Considering FIs for energy 

efficiency or urban development.  

IE-SRA No No No  

NL  No – NL - South & 

NL- North 

Yes – NL – West & 

NL - East 

No – NL - South & 

NL- North 

Yes – NL – West & 

NL - East 

No High level of existing domestic FIs 

seen to work well.  

PL (W-M) Yes Yes No Work has started on the 

preparation of the Investment 

Strategy. 

PT Yes Yes Yes* *Portuguese Promotional Bank to 

be national implementation 

partner of InvestEU, using NRRP 

resources.  

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

2027_enIQ-Net research  

A degree of continuity is also expected in West Netherlands, where the region currently 

implements 13 FIs. A similar number with a similar budget allocation are anticipated in 2021-27.  

Evaluation of the FIs for innovation of start-up and scale-ups was carried out at the start of 

2021, and these are expected to be continued, perhaps with minor changes. Evaluation of 

the FIs for the sustainable development and energy transition (JESSICA and related FIs) were 

evaluated in March 2022 together with a scenario analysis for each of the JESSICA instruments. 

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


 

38 

The decision has not yet been taken which FI will be continued in 2021-27 and which will be 

continued with other public or private money (without ERDF). As in Czechia, the possibility of 

using a financial instrument under the JTF is being considered (specifically, one of the urban 

development FIs (SOFIE)).   

No changes to the organisational set-up for FI implementation are anticipated in Hungary, with 

commercial banks being selected as financial intermediaries through public procurement. In 

terms of lessons learned, FIs linked to specific themes will no longer be used. They will be 

integrated into a more general SME support FI, with which there has been better experience. 

A further change will be that FIs will no longer be included in a separate priority axis in the 

GINOP+. In 2014-20 it made sense to separate FIs out into a dedicated priority axis to benefit 

from an increased co-financing rate. This possibility no longer exists in 2021-27. Attaching FIs to 

thematic axes has the advantage of gaining flexibility in shifting funding between FIs and 

grants if needed.  The use of a ‘transformable financial instrument’ will be continued, where 

an operation is selected and financed initially as a repayable loan. If after completion of the 

operation certain conditions linked to implementation efficiency, results and impact are 

satisfied, the financing received may be transformed into a non-repayable grant. 

3 JUST TRANSITION MECHANISM 

    A QUICK REMINDER  

At the time of the last IQ-Net Paper (November 2021), Greece was the only 

Member State that had submitted their JTF programme to the European 

Commission, with all others at a stage of programming and negotiation of their 

Territorial Just Transition Plans (TJTPs). The JTF regulation was adopted in 2021. 

 

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 8 June 2022, the 

European Commission proposed an annual EU budget of €185.6 billion for 2023, to be 

complemented by around €113.9 billion in grants under NextGenerationEU. This means around 

€1.5 billion will be allocated for the JTF in 2023, with an extra €5.4 billion offered in 

NextGenerationEU grants.13 

The JTF seeks to facilitate the transition of carbon-intensive regions to a low carbon and 

diversified economy, in line with the EU goal to achieve a 55 percent greenhouse gas emissions 

reduction by 2030 and climate neutrality by 2050. The focus is both on the social and economic 

aspects of the transition and recommended tailored priority investment areas are summarised 

in Table 8 below. 
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Table 8: Key actions proposed by the EC in IQ-Net country JTF target regions 

Actions AT BE CZ DK EL ES FI HU IE NL PL PT 

SMEs including start-ups, leading to 

economic diversification and reconversion 

✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓   ✓   ✓  ✓  

Creation of new firms, including through 

business incubators and consulting services 

✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓   ✓  ✓  

R&I activities and fostering the transfer of 

advanced technologies 

✓  ✓  ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  

Deployment of technology infrastructures for 

affordable clean energy, in GHG reduction, 

energy efficiency and renewable energy 

✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  

Digitalisation and digital connectivity   ✓           

Circular economy, incl. waste prevention, 

reduction, resource efficiency, reuse, repair 

and recycling 

✓  ✓  ✓  ✓   ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓  

Regeneration and decontamination of sites, 

land restoration and repurposing projects 

 ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓    ✓  ✓  

Upskilling and reskilling of workers ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  

Active inclusion of jobseekers   ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓    ✓  ✓  

Job search assistance to jobseekers   ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓  

Technical assistance   ✓      ✓    ✓   

Source: Own elaboration based on Annex D Investment Guidance, European Semester 2020 Country Reports 

3.1 Update on IQ-Net programme approaches to 

implementing the JTF 

 Eligible regions 

As mentioned in previous papers, IQ-Net authorities have a varied experience with the 

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 a broader engagement with the fund. Negotiations with the 

European Commission continue on the matter of eligible regions and the drafting of the TJTPs: 

 

Austria submitted the TJTP and ERDF programmes in the autumn of 2021 and 

received comments from the EC on the TJTP, including on the JTF priority. 

Programme measures are being re-drafted according to the comments received, 

and eligible areas remain a key point of discussion. 

 

While the Commission had indicated only North Jutland in Denmark for the JTF due 

to emission levels of Aalborg Portland, Danish plans now also include the Southern 

Denmark region (that will be adversely affected by the ending of North Sea oil 

production in 2050). Initial stakeholder involvement has been conducted in both 

regions, budgets and governance structures proposed, and bids to the joint 

programme are envisaged. 

 

The eligibility of the JTF was discussed extensively in Finland, with a total of 14 

regions in the country being eligible. In addition to the originally Commission 

proposed regions of North and East Finland, the FI JTF seeks to cover selected 

regions in South and West Finland, as discussions have deemed these relevant. 



 

40 

 

Following an analysis of the profile and challenges related to the JTF for the 

territories in Portugal, it has been 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, with the 

Lisbon Metropolitan Area not being included. In Centro Litoral, the territories 

identified cover a territorial continuum in the regions of Leiria/Coimbra/Aveiro, 

stretching along the coast, where common challenges of transforming sectors of 

carbon intensive industrial activity (esp. glass and ceramics) have been identified. 

 

The Netherlands have included all suggested areas by the Commission in their TJTP, 

namely Delfzijl/Eemshaven in the province of Groningen, the North-Sea channel 

area (Amsterdam/Ijmond), Rotterdam and West-North- Brabant, Zeeuws-

Vlaanderen and other zones in Zeeland, and South-Limburg. In the province of 

Groningen, a larger area than suggested by the Commission has been selected 

due to national political and societal priorities.  

Other IQ-Net programmes have indicated no major changes regarding eligible regions since 

the last research cycle (CZ, EL). Czechia has included three coal regions based on the 

Commission’s recommendations and on their Regional Development Strategy and the 

national RE:START strategy. In Greece, while the Commission was ambivalent regarding the 

inclusion of islands to the eligible regions, namely in which electricity generation relied on oil 

as fuel, this proposal was eventually accepted. 

Not all extensions of the geographical coverage of the JTF have yet been approved by the 

Commission, as there is a reluctance to spread JTF resources too thinly. However, the 

Commission is open to discussions and has called for Member States to provide solid and 

compelling arguments for extension proposals. 

 Budgetary planning 

Given that some TJTPs are still in draft stages and there are proposals pending 

approval by the European Commission, the allocation of resources per Member State 

has not yet been finalised. This allocation is based on five differently weighted socio-

economic factors, such as level of employment in coal or lignite mining, and greenhouse gas 

emissions. The most recent official Commission allocations for IQ-Net countries are those from 

2021 (Table 9), which shows the largest overall allocations going to Poland (20 percent) and 

Czechia (8.53 percent). 
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Table 9: Distribution of JTF allocations (in € million, 2018 prices) across IQ-Net partner countries 

 Under NGEU Under MFF Total Share (%) of total 

  AT 71 53 124 0.71 

  BE 95 71 166 0.95 

  CZ 853 640 1,493 8.53 

  DK 46 35 81 0.46 

  EL 431 324 755 4.31 

  ES 452 339 790 4.52 

  FI 242 182 424 2.42 

  IE 44 33 77 0.44 

  NL 324 243 567 3.24 

  PL 2,000 1,500 3,500 20 

  PT 116 87 204 1.16 

  SK 239 179 418 2.4 

Source: Dozhdeva, V., & Fonseca, L. (2021), based on Annex I of Regulation (EU) 2021/1056 establishing the JTF.  

Aside from the discussions with the European Commission regarding eligibility of regions, 

domestic debates are also ongoing on the distribution of financial envelopes between regions 

and the JTF co-financing rate. This has delayed political decisions, though they are concluding 

in most IQ-Net countries. For example, in the Netherlands discussions progressed slowly, but an 

agreement on eligible regions was reached by the ministries, managing authorities and the 

confederation of municipalities in 2021 that allowed for an increased in the national envelope, 

and thus to the regions proposed. The minimum amount for reach region is €58.5 million, with 

only three NUTS3 regions in Groningen exceeding this, to a maximum of €110 million each. This 

amounts to €623 million for the Dutch national envelope. In Finland, the indicative budget 

allocation was decided in September 2021. The country will receive approximately c. €466 

million under the JTF, of which the share of MFF is €204 million and Next Generation EU €262 

million. National co-financing rate in the regions is at least 30 percent, which will bring the total 

pot of JTF funding to c. €664 million.14  In Portugal, JTF allocations will be programmed in specific 

axes of the respective regional programmes, with Norte expected to receive €60 million, 

Centro €90 million, and Alentejo €74 million, for a total of €224 million.15 

Box 4: Portugal’s anticipation mechanism for the JTF 

Ordinance No. 686-A/2021, of 28 November 2021,16 established a mechanism for 

anticipation of funds to implement measures and actions provided for in the Just 

Transition Fund, determining support measures and actions aimed at workers and 

territories affected by the termination of electricity production from coal. The 

ordinance stresses that in accordance with the provisions of Art 63 of Regulation (EU) 

2021/1060 of 24 June 2021, the period of eligibility of expenditure for the TJTPs may be 

retroactive to 1 January 2021, provided that the plans are approved within the scope 

of the submission of the programmes. 

In this context, the mechanism covers the territories mentioned in Annex D, in which 

closures resulting from the energy transition process have already occurred and which 

need urgent and active response, mitigating the consequences for workers and 

territories, and promoting the diversification of economic activity and job creation. 

The following support measures and actions are foreseen: 

• Tailored professional training; 
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• Referral to professional training and retraining programmes; 

• Sectoral training programmes designed according to demand; 

• Support for the hiring of affected workers, in order to promote their professional 

reintegration; 

• Support for entrepreneurship to create their own jobs. 

• Support measures and actions also include: 

• Productive investments in SMEs and non-SMEs that lead to economic 

diversification, modernisation and reconversion, including the strengthening 

and expansion of new industries and new services to support the climate and 

energy transition; 

• Investments in the deployment of technologies, as well as systems and 

infrastructure for affordable clean energy, including energy storage 

technologies, and for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions; 

• Investments in renewable energy in accordance with Directive (EU) 2018/2001 

of 11 December 2018, and in energy efficiency, in particular for the purpose of 

reducing energy poverty. 

These measures and actions do not exhaust the measures and actions that may be 

established in the TJTPs. 

 

Overall, budgetary planning in IQ-Net countries has accounted for regional differentiation, 

with some eligible regions receiving a bigger JTF share than others (e.g., NL, FI, CZ, PT). For 

example, in Czechia the total allocation was distributed based on objective criteria, such as 

regional population, gross domestic product per capita, unemployment, and others. This was 

done to better reflect regional needs. Still, the complexity of the allocation exercises has been 

noted, namely in what concerns synergy with other cohesion funds, REACT-EU, the 

Modernisation Fund, and national funds and strategies. 

 Programming and implementation arrangements 

Several options are available and have been adopted in the JTF programme 

architecture: a national, a 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 operational programme. The following options for programming and implementing 

the JTF are being considered by the IQ-Net countries and regions: 

• Separate programmes (e.g., CZ, DK, NL, IE, EL). In the Netherlands, the central 

government, provinces, and municipalities cooperate in the programming and 

implementation of the programme. In Czechia, the JTF will be provided through only 

one programme to ensure clear accountability and a simpler strategic management 

process. Thematic working groups have been set up to address overlaps and synergies, 

announce calls, set areas and conditions of support, etc. 

• Separate priority axis in programmes (e.g., AT, FI, PT). In Portugal, the JTF will have 

dedicated priority axes in the respective regional programmes (i.e., Norte, Centro and 

Alentejo), being prepared by the respective Regional Coordination and Development 
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Commissions in articulation with sub-regional and local actors. In Austria, the JTF will be 

implemented under the ERDF and ESF programmes. 

Some regions are also designated as managing authorities for the JTF, as is the case in both 

Ireland (i.e., Eastern and Midland Regional Assembly) and Spain. Others run JTF under the 

national programme (e.g., AT, FI, NL), with Finland’s JTF, for example, being prepared in the 

regions at the lead of the Regional Councils in close partnership with ELY Centres and other 

relevant partners. The consultancy group KPMG provided support in the preparation of the JTF 

plans in ten regions in Finland. The Netherlands is also aiming to make use of intermediate 

bodies for its JTF implementation tasks. 

 Governance 

For an effective coordination of the transition, JTF programming implies the 

mobilisation of both external assets and internal government resources. Likewise, the 

coordination between different government levels, entities, and across different 

funds and schemes is necessary for avoiding overlaps and potentiating the benefits to be 

attained. The JTF itself involves a wide array of public policy fields given that the transition 

touches upon both social and economic areas and is driven by research and innovation 

across sectors. There is thus a strong emphasis across IQ-Net countries and regions on ensuring 

coherence between different programmes and funding streams (e.g., AT, CZ, EL, NL). 

While synergies and complementarities with the JTF is promoted and common across MAs, 

governance architectures for implementation vary, though a single ministry governance is 

common (e.g., CZ, FI). In Finland, for example, the Ministry of Economic Affairs and 

Employment leads the preparation of the multi-fund programme (including ERDF, ESF and JTF), 

and acts as the MA. It is responsible for JTF negotiations with the Commission and will provide 

any feedback to the regions based on these discussions. The regions have set up a JTF 

coordination group which is responsible for coordinating the preparation of the JTF plans. The 

Ministry works in close partnership with the JTF coordination group.17 Some regions have also 

formed expert groups, including representatives of the Regional Councils, ELY-Centres, 

municipalities, municipal development companies, peat producers, horticultural enterprises, 

machinery entrepreneurs, business organisations, energy companies, forest management 

associations, vocational schools, nature conservation association etc.) which have been 

closely involved in the drafting of the regional plans.18 

Governance mechanisms and an overall JTF implementation architecture is still being set up 

in several IQ-Net countries (e.g., PT, IE). In Portugal, while the regional governance dimension 

is largely defined, governance mechanisms at the national level are not yet clarified in existing 

drafts of the TJTPs. This is mostly the case in the topics of transversal monitoring, how the 

coordination between various regional governance systems will be ensured, and the specific 

involvement of relevant national entities (like those in areas of regional development, 

environment and energy, and employment). 

Stakeholder engagement and internal cooperation across ministries, governmental 

departments and multiple administrative levels is required to ensure an integrated intervention 
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and implementation for the transition. This is the case in Finland, where a regional TJTP 

coordination group has been set up which includes, the intermediate bodies and works in 

close partnership with the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (MA). Expert groups 

and sub-groups on, e.g., indicators, have also been set up to support the preparation and 

implementation of the TJTPs. In Portugal, a forum to monitor the challenges of the just transition 

processes in the different regions is foreseen in the draft PA, promoting constant dialogue 

between the relevant national entities (e.g., Agency for Development & Cohesion and the 

Portuguese Environmental Agency), and regional and other relevant local entities. Other 

participatory approaches or groups aiming to promote JTF coordination and implementation 

have been set up in IQ-Net countries such as Greece (with a Government and Coordination 

Committee to promote synergies) and Czechia (Box 5). 

Box 5: Czechia's participatory approach to JTF governance 

The crucial role of the Transformation Platform, established by the Ministry of Regional 

Development (MoRD), was confirmed during the preparation of the TJTP in Czechia. 

This platform has been a backbone of participative activities in the preparation 

process.  

A wide range of actors has been involved in the preparation of the programme from 

the beginning. Initial preparations for the whole programme started at the regional 

level with the Regional Transition Plans, which were closely followed by the Just 

Territorial Transition Plan. To ensure a participatory approach in the preparation of the 

programme, a so-called Transition Platform was created. Its members include 

representatives of the Senate of the Parliament of Czechia, representatives of relevant 

ministries, the Office of the Government, representatives of umbrella organisations in 

the fields of business, industry and transport, energy, environment, education, 

employment, representatives from the non-profit sector, representatives of regional 

and local governments and other regional actors. In the spring of 2021, the Ministry of 

the Environment (MoE) started cooperation with the Czech Council for Children and 

Youth, whose representative participates in the meetings of the Transition Platform. A 

youth representative is currently being selected to participate in selected thematic 

working groups. Prospectively, the MoE envisages the involvement of a youth member 

also in the mid-term evaluation process of the programme. This evaluation will involve 

the public and the evaluation will take place in each region. The partnership principle 

is also implemented at the level of thematic working groups in which relevant 

stakeholders are included, including representatives of NGOs. 

Participative activities are ongoing, and MoRD and MoE are looking for ways to 

effectively support the complex task of engaging citizens and other stakeholders of 

coal regions in the transition. 

 

 Progress on TJTPs 

Around 75 TJTPs are expected by the Commission, linked to over 40 JTF programmes. Most of 

these plans are expected by mid-2022, with first approvals having been confirmed in April and 

May 2022. Table 10 provides an overview of TJTP progress in IQ-Net countries, showing that the 

distribution is well balanced between countries that have submitted their plans and those that 

are still preparing or discussing proposals. 
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Table 10: Progress as of April 2022 on TJTPs in IQ-Net countries 

Formally submitted / under 

assessment 

Draft under discussion No draft yet submitted 

AT, CZ, EL, NL, PL, FI BE, DK, HU ES, IE, PT 

Source: Vironen, H. (2022). Progressing with the JTF. IQ-Net Coffee Break Workshop, 12th April 2022. 

As examples, in Portugal final drafts are expected to be ready for submission in June 2022. IN 

Finland, the 14 regional TJTPs were submitted to the Commission in March 2022. At the time of 

writing, the Finnish authorities were adapting the plans in line with the Commission’s feedback, 

with the aim of re/submitting the updated regional TJTPs by the middle of June 2022. The key 

challenge relates to the timetable. First, there is no scope for the individual plans to be rejected 

by the Commission, as this will affect the timetable of the programme amendment. Second, 

the process is still very much ongoing with the public consultation of the JTF’s environmental 

assessment due to be held in July-August. The aim is to have the programme amendment 

(which includes the JTF proposal) approved at the MC meeting in September and submitted 

to the Commission by the end of 2022. The actual awarding of the JTF funding can only take 

place once the JTF proposal and the RJTPs have been approved by the Commission. 

Additionally, the Commission’s template and requirements on the number of characters to be 

used were found to limit the description on the JTF.  

Generally, while there has been great progress in the last few months in the preparation of the 

TJTPs, this has generally met significant delays. According to the 2022 Economic and 

Budgetary Outlook for the EU,19 since the cohesion funds have had a slow start due to delays 

in adopting the 2021-27 MFF and the sectoral legislation, this has also delayed the 

implementation of the JTF. Additionally, according to the European Commission, the novelty 

of the JTF and its new approach to programming has hindered progress with plans. Specifically, 

more detail is required in the plans on the alleviation of the impact of the transition in the 

Member States and eligible regions. 

 Emerging JTF challenges 

 Some challenges persist for IQ-Net programmes related to JTF implementation. 

General concerns regard geographical targeting, with some countries critical of the 

European Commission’s proposal for geographical coverage. Moreover, the regional 

distribution of the financial envelope, the co-finance rate, the (lack of) absorption capacity in 

some programmes, and the need to ensure cooperation and coherence between different 

programmes and funding streams are persisting issues or uncertainties. Overall, the timeline for 

the JTF has been challenging, and ongoing negotiations between the European Commission 

and Member States have significantly delayed implementation.  

Portugal highlights that the methods of coordination between funding streams, namely the JTF 

and ESIF, and the respective eligibilities of each fund, are still not fully clarified. New challenges 

have also emerged in 2022, namely related to the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, which has started 

to disrupt the gas supply and the broader energy mix in the rest of Europe. For example, in 
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Finland, restrictions on energy supply from Russia have led to concerns about possible delays 

in the country’s commitment to halving the use of energy generated by peat by 2030. These 

issues are expected to have an impact on the JTF preparations in Finland, and on ongoing 

discussions on the need to have security of energy supply in the country. 

3.2 Plans for the InvestEU budgetary guarantee 

As mentioned, the JTM seeks to address the socio-economic effects of the transition, focusing 

on the regions, industries and workers who will face the greatest challenges. It does so through 

three pillars, with the first being the JTF, the second the InvestEU “Just Transition” scheme, and 

the third a Public Sector Loan Facility. 

The second pillar, InvestEU (2021-27), builds on the Juncker Plan’s European Fund for Strategic 

Investments (EFSI) by providing an EU budgetary guarantee to support investment and access 

to finance in the EU, as well as job creation and innovation. It brings together 13 centrally 

managed EU financial instruments and the EFSI into one instrument for a more efficient, simple, 

and flexible way to invest in projects, seeking to trigger at least €650 billion in additional 

investment. This budget guarantee provides support across four policy areas: sustainable 

infrastructure; research, innovation, and digitisation; small and medium-sized businesses; and 

social investment and skills. These will be subject to alterations depending on emerging issues. 

The InvestEU programme consists of this budgetary guarantee in the form of the InvestEU Fund, 

but additionally of the InvestEU Advisory Hub, as a central entry point for technical support and 

capacity building, and the InvestEU Portal, a database which brings together investors and 

project promoters.20 

Among the IQ-Net programmes, only Czechia and South and West Finland currently have 

expressed plans related to the InvestEU budgetary guarantee. The Czech National 

Coordination Authority is cooperating with the European Investment Bank and with its National 

Development Bank on discussions about the basic conditions of support in the second and 

third pillars of the JTM. Similarly, the Finnish authorities are looking into complementarity of 

actions in these same pillars, as well as with other EU instruments, including ERDF, ESF+, EAFRD 

and RRF.21 
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4 LOOKING AHEAD 

The European Commission published the 8th Cohesion Report on 

economic, social, and territorial cohesion in February 2022.22  The 

report, together with an accompanying Commission 

Communication,23 takes stock of the evolution of territorial 

disparities across the EU, the effectiveness of Cohesion Policy 

and future challenges over the period to 2050 – especially the 

implications of the green and digital transitions.  

“…a reflection on how Cohesion Policy 

should evolve...” 

The report launches “a reflection on how Cohesion Policy should 

evolve” and promotes discussion on “how to ensure that place-

based, multilevel and partnership led approaches continue to improve cohesion, while 

building on synergies and mainstreaming cohesion objectives into other policies and 

instruments”.  

The Commission’s assessment of how cohesion policy could help address the new challenges 

arising (together with other EU policies) is set out under three headings: addressing new drivers 

of disparities; strengthening the role of regions; and developing tools for the future (see Box 6). 

The Commission proposes that a broad policy debate under these headings should be 

launched to feed into the development of the policy post-2027.  

Box 6: Commission assessment of policy responses for the post-2027 debate 

1. Addressing new drivers of disparities: 

• Ensuring a fair transition 

• Strengthening resilience and responsiveness to asymmetric shocks 

• Helping regions to respond to demographic change 

• Addressing pressure on democracy and its values 

2. Strengthening the role of regions in building Europe’s future: 

• Creating new economic perspectives for less developed and peripheral regions 

• Embedding innovation in all regions 

• Strengthening cross-border and interregional cooperation 

• Strengthening urban-rural links and the role of smaller cities and towns in supporting 

rural areas 

• Addressing the needs of left behind places 

3. Developing the tools to deliver cohesion towards 2050: 

• Increasing the effectiveness of place-based policies 

• Further streamlining the delivery of Cohesion Policy for beneficiaries 

• Strengthening the role of Cohesion Policy in unlocking public and private investment 

in the green, digital and demographic transitions 

• Increasing investments in people throughout their life 

• Enhancing complementarities within other EU policies (notably coordination with 

Recovery and Resilience Facility resources) 
Source: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/cohesion-report/ 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/cohesion-report/
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So far, feedback on the contents of the 8th Cohesion report by IQ-Net programme authorities 

is quite limited, reflecting the fact that attention is currently mostly focused on more urgent 

and immediate priorities.  

Initial feedback includes the following points:  

• Agreement in principle with the findings, and a welcome for the reinforcement of a 

regional approach being important to address regional disparities;  

• The data provided by the report on changes in regional disparities and the impact of 

policy on disparities is valued;  

• A balance should be found for Cohesion Policy between supporting EU 

competitiveness (supporting core regions to make Europe competitive with other 

macro-regions) and supporting the reduction of regional disparities (supporting 

peripheral areas);  

• Related, Cohesion Policy should remain aligned with its original aims. As new issues and 

themes are included under the Cohesion Policy framework, the policy can come to be 

viewed simply as a funding instrument, rather than an instrument promoting regional 

cohesion;  

• Related to development of the low carbon economy, the report does not explicitly 

mention the EU taxonomy for sustainable activities or the DNSH principle – or the 

potential impact of meeting these requirements on project implementation; 

• The report is found to have several shortcomings, including lack of specific 

recommendations on future policy; lack of a bold vision promoting Cohesion Policy; 

and lack of a long-term vision for rural areas.  

Box 7: Indicative timetable for next reform 

2022:          Launch and implementation of 2021-27 ESIF programmes 

2023:          First assessment of CP and RRF spending in 2021-27  

              Final year of spending of 2014-20 programmes 

end-2024:  9th Cohesion Report, presenting COM reform options 

early 2025: Impact assessments of reform options 

                    Mid-term review of 2021-27 Cohesion Policy programmes 

mid-2025:   Draft MFF and ESIF regulations tabled by the COM 

mid-2027:   Adoption of MFF and ESIF regulations by Council and EP 

Source: Bachtler J (2022) The 8th Cohesion report: Questions for the Future of Cohesion Policy, EoRPA 

Coffee Break Workshop 28 April 2022.  

Looking forward, a major issue for the reform debate will be the role of Cohesion Policy in the 

context of increasingly important instruments that are directly managed, particularly the RRF, 

whose alignment with Cohesion Policy, and involvement of subnational partners, is limited in 

many cases. Questions also arise as to whether there are any lessons for Cohesion Policy from 

the way in which directly managed instruments are being programmed and managed.24 
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Notes  

1 Calls launched under the thematic OP COMPETE (Competitiveness and Internationalisation): 

• Nº 01/REACT-EU/2021, ESF – Recovery and consolidation of apprenticeships (from 20 August to 

15 October) 

• Nº 02/REACT-EU, ESF – Rapid Testing in Schools (August 20th to October 15th) 

• Nº 03/REACT-EU, ERDF – Support for Health System Resilience (10 September - 11 October) 

• Nº 04/REACT-EU, ERDF – Support for Climate Transition: Investments in wastewater sanitation 

infrastructure (high systems) (17 September to 18 October) 

• Nº 05/REACT-EU, ERDF – Climate Transition Support: Investments in Wastewater Sanitation 

Infrastructure (low systems) (from 17 September – until 2 November) 

• Nº 06/REACT-EU, ERDF – Support for Climate Transition: Rehabilitation of the Hydrographic 

Network (from 8 October to 15 November) 

• No. 07/REACT-EU/2021, ESF – Support to job creation: ESTÁGIOS (internships) ATIVAR.PT (From 25 

October 2021 to 30 November 2021) 

• n.º 08 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Support for Climate Transition: Territories’ risk resilience; 

Improvement of Forest Parks in urban areas [13 December 2021 to 28 February 2022] 

• n.º 09 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Climate Transition: Modernisation and optimisation of forest 

nurseries and the National Centre for Forest Seeds (CENASEF) [13 December 2021 to 28 February 

2022] 

• n.º 10 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Climate Transition: Territories’ risk resilience: Roadmap for the 

Sustainable and Integrated Development of Terras de Miranda, Sabor and Tua [13 December 

2021 to 4 March 2022] 

• n.º 11 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Climate Transition: Territories’ risk resilience: (Re)forestation of green 

spaces and creation of shadow islands in urban areas [28 December 2021 to 28 February 2022] 

• n.º 12 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Climate Transition: Fuel management in forest territories (national 

forests and forest perimeters) [28 December 2021 - 21 March 2022] 

• n.º 13 REACT-EU/2021, ERDF – Climate Transition: Territories’ risk resilience, Combating 

desertification through reforestation and actions that promote increased capture of carbon and 

nutrients in the soil [28 December 2021 to 28 February 2022] 

• n.º 1/REACT-EU/2022, ERDF –  Climate Transition: Territories’ risk resilience, Fuel management in 

forest territories (national forests and forest perimeters) and consequent recovery and 

maintenance [from March 28, 2022 to May 20, 2022] 

2 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_1607 

3 Darvas, Z (2022) ‘Bold European Union action is needed to support Ukrainian refugees’ Bruegel Blog, 6 

April 2022 (https://www.bruegel.org/2022/04/bold-european-union-action-is-needed-to-support-

ukrainian-refugees/)   

4 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_1961 

5 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_1867 

6 Four Regional Engagement teams have been set up across Wales to help ensure EU funding proposals 

meet existing and future opportunities and investments at regional levels (North Wales, Mid Wales, 

South West Wales and South East Wales); https://www.sewales-ret.co.uk/the-regional-engagement-

teams/ 

7 European Commission (2022) REPowerEU Plan - Communication from the Commission to the European 

Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and 

the Committee of the Regions, Brussels, 18.5.2022 COM(2022) 230 final 

8 CPMR (2022) Financing REPowerEU: a regional perspective, Technical Note, Conference of Peripheral 

Maritime Regions, May 2022. 

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

10 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/29-04-2022-eu-cohesion-policy-

european-commission-approves-first-regional-programme-for-the-period-2021-2027  

11 Dozhdeva V and Fonseca L (2021) A Green Transition: Making the new programmes sustainable. IQ-

Net Thematic Paper 49(2), European Policies Research Centre Delft. 

12 Technical guidance on sustainability proofing for the InvestEU Fund (July 2021); https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021XC0713(02)  
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/partnership-agreements-eu-funds-2021-2027_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/29-04-2022-eu-cohesion-policy-european-commission-approves-first-regional-programme-for-the-period-2021-2027
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/29-04-2022-eu-cohesion-policy-european-commission-approves-first-regional-programme-for-the-period-2021-2027
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021XC0713(02)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021XC0713(02)
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13 https://europeansting.com/2022/06/08/eu-budget-2023-empowering-europe-to-continue-

shaping-a-changing-world/ 

14 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (2021) Alueellista oikeudenmukaista siirtymää koskevan 

suunnitelman valmistelu, 29 January 2021 

15 As per draft PA, 15 November 2021. 

16 https://dre.pt/dre/detalhe/doc/686-a-2021-175129330  
17 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (2021) Alueellista oikeudenmukaista siirtymää koskevan 

suunnitelman valmistelu, 29 January 2021 

18 https://www.kymenlaakso.fi/maakunnan-kehittaminen/hiilineutraali-kymenlaakso-

2040/oikeudenmukaisen-siirtymaen-rahasto  

19 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/698897/EPRS_STU(2022)698897_EN.pdf  

20 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/lt/memo_19_2135  

21 https://rakennerahastot.fi/oikeudenmukaisen-siirtyman-rahasto-jtf  

22 European Commission (2022) Cohesion in Europe towards 2050: Eighth report on economic, social 

and territorial cohesion, Luxembourg, Publications Office of the European Union, 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/cohesion-report/  

23 European Commission (2022) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the 

Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on the 8th 

Cohesion Report: Cohesion in Europe towards 2050, Brussels, 4.2.2022, COM(2022) 34 final; 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/communications/2022/cohesion-in-

europe-towards-2050-8th-cohesion-report  

24 Bachtler J (2022) Cohesion Policy: where has it come from? Where is it going? in ‘Cohesion and 

NextGenerationEu: concord or clash?’ ECA Journal 1/2022, European Court of Auditors, Luxembourg.  
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