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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This executive summary briefly introduces the study, notes the main findings, and presents the 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Introduction 
 
This study reviews experience with the sustainability of Structural Funds support for businesses, with 
a focus on identifying practices that might help to strengthen future sustainability. Sustainability is 
defined as the continuity of the supported initiative or the continuity of the outcomes of a supported 
initiative after the project funding has ended (in this study, the end of Structural Funds support). In 
this context, the Structural Funds General Regulation for the programming period 2007-2013 uses the 
term ‘durability’ when referring to the operationalisation / enforcement of sustainability 
requirements (the terms ‘sustainability’ as defined above and ‘durability’ are interchangeable).  
Reviewing mainly wider sustainability issues, the study also comprises an in-depth assessment of 
Article 57 on ‘durability’, requiring Structural Funds beneficiaries to maintain investments for certain 
periods of time following project completion (Structural Funds General Regulation 2007-2013).  
 
At this stage it is worth noting the motivation underlying this assignment: Business support under the 
Structural Funds accounts for about 20% of total Structural Funds – some €69 billion in the 
programming period 2007-2013. However, the sustainability of this support, and business survival 
rates in the European Union in general, are a cause of concern, with only half the businesses 
established in the EU surviving the first five years. 

The study focuses on business support under the current programming period (2007-2013), however, 
relevant issues relating to the regulatory framework on sustainability for 2014-2020 are also explored. 

Methods deployed under this assignment mainly include desk research, stakeholder consultations, 
case studies and survey work. 

This report is structured in five chapters: the introduction (Chapter 1), the concept of sustainability 
under the Structural Funds (Chapter 2), the experience with Structural Funds support for businesses 
(Chapter 3), best practice examples (Chapter 4), and conclusions and recommendations (Chapter 5). 
 
Sustainability in the Structural Funds – concept and operationalisation 
 
Reviewing the concept and operationalisation of sustainability under the Structural Funds, this 
chapter first confirms the understanding of sustainability under the Structural Funds in line with our 
wider definition of the continuity of the supported activity beyond the end of Structural Funds 
support. It is noteworthy that the focus on sustainable economic growth features even more 
prominently in the European Commission’s proposed Structural Funds General Regulation for 2014-
2020. 
 
Looking at the operationalisation of sustainability, the detailed regulation of durability was first 
established in the 2000-2006 programming period (earlier Structural Funds regulations were limited 
to more general references to durability). The regulatory framework then improved with every new 
programming period (2007-2013 and 2014-2020). However, the application of (and compliance with) 
the durability requirements is somewhat constrained by interpretation issues and information 
barriers (between the Structural Funds authority in charge of verifying compliance and the 
beneficiary). The Structural Funds authorities have adopted various approaches to promote 
sustainability, mainly via the assessment of sustainability issues at the stage of project conception or 
application. Sustainability is then measured throughout implementation on the basis of project 
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reporting, and with the help of indicators. Survey responses from Structural Funds authorities 
indicate the beneficiaries’ need for additional clarity on the legal requirements surrounding 
durability. Survey feedback on the actual application of Article 57 in the area of business support 
confirms that implementation is not yet sufficiently advanced for a comprehensive assessment of 
experience with application. Indeed, Article 57 mainly develops its relevance between three and five 
years after Structural Funds support has ended. Considering that project implementation under the 
2007-2013 programming period has started somewhat late (e.g. in 2008/2009), that projects have 
then been implemented over several years, and that the requirement for maintaining the investment 
runs for three to five years following the end of Structural Funds support, it can be safely assumed 
that verification of compliance is only slowly developing prominence on the agenda of the relevant 
programme authorities. Finally, looking to the future regulation of durability, the most important 
novelty under the proposed regulation for 2014-2020 is the apparent exclusion of large enterprises 
from Structural Funds support for productive investment. The European Commission proposes to 
limit direct business support to SMEs. This is explained with the difficulties of verifying compliance 
with durability requirements in the case of large enterprises, and with general considerations over the 
limited effectiveness of Structural Funds support for large enterprises. 
 
Sustainability of business support – literature review and existing evidence 
 
Whilst existing research shows only limited interest in the issue of sustainability of public sector 
support for businesses, there is vast literature on related issues such as the justification of public 
support for businesses and the effectiveness of this support. Public support for businesses is justified 
by market failures; the specific interest in SMEs is explained by their comparatively more limited 
access to finance and their substantial contribution to the economy; and the effectiveness of public 
support is largely confirmed, specifically in the area of R&D. The limited existing research on the 
sustainability of public support for businesses confirms the importance of attention to sustainability 
issues at an early stage of support, i.e. sustainability is considered to be built into project design, and 
therefore requires assessment at application stage. 
 
Despite the important volume of Structural Funds support for businesses, the European Commission 
has only conducted limited research focussing specifically on the thematic area of business support. 
Moreover, the issue of sustainability as understood for the purpose of this study is not directly 
addressed (for the programming period 2007-2013, the European Commission’s Directorate General 
for Regional Policy conducted some 50 studies and evaluations). Directorate General Employment 
and Social Affairs showed a strong interest in sustainability issues in the context of the 2000-2006 ex 
post evaluation of the European Social Fund. This points to three key factors for sustainability, namely 
needs analysis, long-term relationships (between the Structural Funds authority and the beneficiary), 
and the institutional and professional capacities of the beneficiaries. European Commission guidance 
materials for SMEs and best practice collections only touch indirectly on sustainability. Existing 
research on sustainability (conducted by the European Commission or in the Member States) is in line 
with statistics on business survival, i.e. average sustainability of business support. This is validated by 
survey and case study feedback: Only about a third of Managing- and Audit Authority survey 
respondents consider the sustainability of support for businesses to be strong; 39% of Managing 
Authority survey respondents note average sustainability, and about 11% note weak sustainability. 
Turning to the Audit Authorities, 57% note average sustainability. Individual survey and case study 
responses suggest that sustainability is strongly dependent on external factors, referring specifically 
to the current economic and financial crisis. 
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Best practices 
 
Turning to best practices, this report reviews best practice approaches as established by the 
Structural Funds authorities in the Member States, and approaches adopted by beneficiaries of 
business support under the Structural Funds.  From the perspective of the Structural Funds 
authorities, sustainability is best supported throughout the project cycle, at application stage (review 
of the beneficiary’s application for business support), during implementation (review of progress 
reports) and towards project completion and ex-post (focus on verification of compliance with Article 
57). From the perspective of the beneficiaries, i.e. business benefiting of SF support, sustainability can 
be promoted via attention to a series of ‘determinants’ of sustainability, surrounding project design, 
the implementation arrangements, and project finance. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations 
 
The conclusions and recommendations are organised in line with the four main research interests for 
this study as specified in the Specific Terms of Reference, namely the regulation, measurement, 
enforcement and best practices for sustainability. 
 
We conclude that the proposed regulatory framework for sustainability is largely adequate, with 
proposed European Parliament amendments reflecting practical experience with business support. 
Measurement of sustainability is not sufficiently supported by indicators. Enforcement of 
sustainability is mainly ensured via the review of project progress reports; there is a potential for 
performance audit to contribute to the assessment of sustainability. Best practice collections / 
databases on business support hardly touch on sustainability issues. 
 
We recommend additional guidance on implementing the proposed regulatory framework on 
sustainability; the dissemination of good practice in the area of measurement of sustainability (with a 
focus on indicators); the systematic integration of sustainability considerations in performance audit; 
and organising best practice databases and collections to allow direct searches on sustainability. 
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 
 
In dieser Zusammenfassung wird die Studie kurz vorgestellt, die wesentlichen Erkenntnisse dargelegt 
und die Schlussfolgerungen und Empfehlungen erläutert. 
 
Einleitung 
 
In dieser Studie werden die Erfahrungen in Bezug auf die Nachhaltigkeit der Unternehmensförderung 
mit Mitteln der Strukturfonds ausgewertet. Dabei sollen vor allem Praktiken ausgemacht werden, mit 
denen zukünftig die Nachhaltigkeit gestärkt werden kann. Nachhaltigkeit wird definiert als 
Fortbestand eines geförderten Projekts oder seiner Ergebnisse nachdem die finanzielle 
Unterstützung des Projekts eingestellt wurde (in dieser Studie das Ende der Förderung mit Mitteln 
der Strukturfonds). In diesem Zusammenhang wird in der Verordnung über die Strukturfonds für den 
Programmplanungszeitraum 2007 - 2013 der Begriff „Dauerhaftigkeit“ verwendet, um die 
Funktionsfähigkeit und Umsetzung von Nachhaltigkeitsanforderungen zu beschreiben (die Begriffe 
„Nachhaltigkeit“, wie oben definiert, und „Dauerhaftigkeit“ werden synonym verwendet). Es werden 
vor allem weiter gefasste Fragen der Nachhaltigkeit erörtert. Die Studie enthält jedoch auch eine 
eingehende Beurteilung des Artikels 57 zur „Dauerhaftigkeit“, in dem Begünstigte von Strukturfonds 
verpflichtet werden, Investitionen über bestimmte Zeiträume nach Projektabschluss aufrecht zu 
erhalten (Verordnung über die Strukturfonds 2007-2013). 
 
In diesem Zusammenhang sollte auf die Beweggründe für diese Bestimmung hingewiesen werden: 
Die Unternehmensförderung aus den Strukturfonds beläuft sich auf etwa 20 % der gesamten 
Strukturfonds, d. h. rund 69 Mrd. EUR im Programmplanungszeitraum 2007-2013. Jedoch geben die 
Nachhaltigkeit dieser Förderung und die Überlebensquote der Unternehmen in der Europäischen 
Union allgemein Anlass zur Sorge, denn nur die Hälfte aller in der EU ansässigen Unternehmen 
überleben die ersten fünf Jahre. 
 
In der Studie liegt der Schwerpunkt auf der Unternehmensförderung im Rahmen des laufenden 
Programmplanungszeitraums (2007-2013), wobei jedoch relevante Fragen bezüglich des 
Regelungsrahmens zur Nachhaltigkeit für den Zeitraum 2014-2020 ebenso untersucht werden. 
 
Bei der Erstellung dieser Studie wurden Schreibtischstudien, Anhörungen der Interessenvertreter, 
Fallstudien und Erhebungen durchgeführt. 
 
Die vorliegende Studie gliedert sich in fünf Teile: die Einleitung (Kapitel 1), das Konzept der 
Nachhaltigkeit im Rahmen der Strukturfonds (Kapitel 2), Erfahrungen mit Unternehmensförderung 
aus den Strukturfonds (Kapitel 3), Beispiele für bewährte Verfahren (Kapitel 4) und 
Schlussfolgerungen und Empfehlungen (Kapitel 5). 
 
Nachhaltigkeit in den Strukturfonds – Konzept und Funktionsfähigkeit 
 
Die Überprüfung des Konzepts und der Funktionsfähigkeit der Nachhaltigkeit im Rahmen von 
Strukturfonds in diesem Kapitel bestätigt die Einschätzung, dass das Verständnis von Nachhaltigkeit 
im Rahmen von Strukturfonds mit unserer weiter gefassten Definition des Fortbestands der 
unterstützenden Maßnahmen über das Ende der Förderung mit Mitteln aus den Strukturfonds hinaus 
übereinstimmt. Es sei darauf hingewiesen, dass in dem Vorschlag der Kommission für eine 
Strukturfondsverordnung für 2014-2020 der Fokus noch stärker auf einem nachhaltigen 
Wirtschaftswachstum liegt. 
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Eine Betrachtung der Funktionsfähigkeit der Nachhaltigkeit zeigt, dass die detaillierte Regelung der 
Dauerhaftigkeit zum ersten Mal im Programmplanungszeitraum 2000-2006 festgesetzt wurde 
(frühere Strukturfondsverordnungen beschränkten sich auf allgemeinere Verweise auf 
Dauerhaftigkeit). Der Regelungsrahmen wurde mit jedem neuen Programmplanungszeitraum (2007-
2013 und 2014-2020) verbessert. Die Anwendung (und die Einhaltung) der 
Dauerhaftigkeitsanforderungen ist aufgrund von Auslegungsfragen und Informationsbarrieren 
(zwischen den für die Überprüfung der Einhaltung zuständigen Stellen der Strukturfonds und dem 
Begünstigten) ein wenig eingeschränkt. Die Stellen, die für die Strukturfonds zuständig sind, 
verfolgten verschiedene Ansätze zur Förderung von Nachhaltigkeit, hauptsächlich über die 
Beurteilung von Nachhaltigkeitsfragen in der Konzeptions- oder Umsetzungsphase der Projekte. 
Nachhaltigkeit wird bei der Umsetzung auf der Grundlage von Projektberichterstattung und mit Hilfe 
von Indikatoren gemessen. Untersuchungsergebnisse der Behörden, die für die Strukturfonds 
zuständig sind, zeigen, dass die Begünstigten größere Klarheit bei den gesetzlichen Anforderungen 
zu der Dauerhaftigkeit benötigen. Die Ergebnisse der Umfrage zur derzeitigen Anwendung des 
Artikels 57 im Bereich der Unternehmensförderungen bestätigen, dass die Umsetzung noch nicht 
hinreichend fortgeschritten ist, um eine umfassende Beurteilung der Erfahrungen bei der 
Anwendung durchführen zu können. Tatsächlich wird Artikel 57 hauptsächlich erst drei bis fünf Jahre, 
nachdem die Förderung aus Strukturfonds ausgelaufen ist, maßgeblich. Angesichts der Tatsache, 
dass die Projektumsetzung im Rahmen des Programmplanungszeitraums 2007-2013 etwas verspätet 
begonnen hat (z. B. 2008/2009), dass diese Projekte über mehrere Jahre umgesetzt wurden und dass 
die Anforderungen zur Aufrechterhaltung von Investitionen sich zwischen drei und fünf Jahre nach 
Ende der Förderung aus Strukturfonds bewegen, kann mit Sicherheit angenommen werden, dass die 
Überprüfung der Einhaltung erst langsam an Bedeutung auf der Agenda der für das Programm 
zuständigen Behörden gewinnt. Im Hinblick auf die zukünftige Regelung der Dauerhaftigkeit, ist die 
wichtigste Neuerung des Vorschlags für eine Verordnung für den Zeitraum 2014-2020 der 
offensichtliche Ausschluss von Großunternehmen von der Förderung von produktivem Investment 
aus den Strukturfonds. Die Kommission schlägt vor, unmittelbare Unternehmensförderung auf die 
KMU zu beschränken. Dies wird mit Schwierigkeiten bei der Überprüfung der Einhaltung der 
Dauerhaftigkeitsanforderungen im Falle von Großunternehmen begründet sowie mit allgemeinen 
Erwägungen zur eingeschränkten Effektivität der Förderung aus den Strukturfonds für 
Großunternehmen. 
 

Nachhaltigkeit von Unternehmensförderung – Literaturrecherche und vorliegende 
Erkenntnisse 
 

Während die vorliegenden Forschungsergebnisse lediglich ein geringes Interesse an 
Nachhaltigkeitsfragen bei der Unternehmensförderung mit öffentlichen Mitteln zeigen, gibt es 
umfangreiche Literatur zu damit verbundenen Themen wie die Rechtfertigung von 
Unternehmensförderung und deren Wirksamkeit. Unternehmensförderung mit öffentlichen Mitteln 
wird durch Marktversagen gerechtfertigt; das spezifische Interesse an KMU wird durch deren 
vergleichsweise eingeschränkteren Zugang zu Finanzmitteln und ihren wesentlichen Beitrag zur 
Wirtschaft begründet; und die Wirksamkeit der Förderung mit öffentlichen Mitteln ist weitgehend 
bestätigt, insbesondere im Bereich F&E. Die wenigen vorliegenden wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnisse 
zur Nachhaltigkeit von Unternehmensförderung mit öffentlichen Mitteln bestätigen die 
Notwendigkeit, Nachhaltigkeitsfragen in einem frühen Stadium der Förderung Bedeutung 
beizumessen, d. h. Nachhaltigkeit ist in die Projektkonzeption zu integrieren und erfordert daher eine 
Beurteilung  zum  Zeitpunkt der Antragstellung. 
 

Ungeachtet des beachtlichen Umfangs der Unternehmensförderung aus den Strukturfonds hat die 
Kommission nur wenige Untersuchungen durchgeführt, die sich insbesondere auf den 
Themenbereich der Unternehmensförderung konzentrieren. Außerdem ist die Frage der 
Nachhaltigkeit, so wie sie für diese Studie definiert wird, nicht unmittelbar erfasst (für den 
Programmplanungszeitraum 2007 - 2013 hat die Generaldirektion Regionalpolitik der Europäischen 
Kommission etwa 50 Studien und Bewertungen durchgeführt). Die Generaldirektion Beschäftigung, 
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Soziales und Integration hat starkes Interesse  an Nachhaltigkeitsfragen im Zusammenhang mit der 
ex-post-Bewertung des Europäischen Sozialfonds für den Zeitraum 2000 - 2006 gezeigt. Dies weist 
auf drei Schlüsselfaktoren für Nachhaltigkeit hin, nämlich die Bedarfsanalyse, die langfristigen 
Beziehungen (zwischen den Behörden, die für die Strukturfonds zuständig sind, und dem 
Begünstigten) und die institutionellen Kapazitäten und fachlichen Kompetenzen der Begünstigten. 
Leitfäden für KMU und eine Zusammenstellung bewährter Verfahren der Kommission beziehen 
Nachhaltigkeit nur indirekt mit ein. Die vorliegenden wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnisse zur 
Nachhaltigkeit (die von der Kommission oder  den Mitgliedstaaten erhoben wurden) stimmen mit 
den Statistiken zum Überleben von Unternehmen, d. h. der durchschnittlichen Nachhaltigkeit von 
Unternehmensförderung, überein. Dies wird durch Umfragen und Fallstudien bestätigt: nur etwa ein 
Drittel der Befragten aus Verwaltungs- und Prüfbehörden schätzt die Nachhaltigkeit von 
Unternehmensförderung als stark ein; 39 % der Befragten aus Verwaltungsbehörden halten die 
Nachhaltigkeit für durchschnittlich und 11 % schätzen sie als schwach ein. Bei den Prüfbehörden 
bewerten 57 % der Befragten die Nachhaltigkeit als durchschnittlich. Einzelne Erhebungen und 
Fallstudien legen den Schluss nahe, dass Nachhaltigkeit stark von externen Faktoren abhänge, wobei 
insbesondere auf die derzeitige Wirtschafts- und Finanzkrise hingewiesen wird. 
 

Bewährte Verfahren 
 

Im Rahmen dieser Studie wurden Ansätze bewährter Verfahren, die von den Behörden der 
Mitgliedstaaten, die für die Strukturfonds zuständig sind, festgestellt wurden sowie Ansätze, die von 
Begünstigten von Unternehmensförderung aus den Strukturfonds angenommen wurden, überprüft. 
Aus Sicht der Behörden wird Nachhaltigkeit am besten während des gesamten Projektzyklus 
gefördert, in der Antragsphase (Prüfung des Antrags des Begünstigten auf Unternehmensförderung), 
während der Umsetzung (Prüfung der Fortschrittsberichte) sowie beim Projektabschluss und nach 
Abschluss des Projekts (die Überprüfung der Einhaltung von Artikel 57 sollte im Mittelpunkt stehen). 
Aus Sicht der Begünstigten, d.h. der Unternehmen, die von der SF-Unterstützung profitieren, kann 
Nachhaltigkeit durch die Berücksichtigung einer Reihe entscheidender Faktoren zur Nachhaltigkeit 
bei der Konzeption,  der Durchführung  und der Finanzierung des Projekts gefördert werden. 
 
Schlussfolgerungen und Empfehlungen 
 
Die Schlussfolgerungen und Empfehlungen gliedern sich entsprechend den vier wichtigsten 
Forschungsschwerpunkten dieser Studie, wie unter Spezifische Aufgabenstellung dargestellt, 
nämlich die Regelung, Bewertung und Durchsetzung sowie die bewährten Verfahren der 
Nachhaltigkeit. 
 
Wir kommen zu dem Schluss, dass der vorgeschlagene Regelungsrahmen hinsichtlich der 
Nachhaltigkeit, einschließlich der Änderungen des Europäischen Parlaments, die der praktischen 
Erfahrung mit Unternehmensförderung Rechnung tragen, weitestgehend ausreicht. 
 
Die Bewertung der Nachhaltigkeit wird nicht ausreichend durch Indikatoren belegt. Die 
Durchsetzung der Nachhaltigkeit ist größtenteils durch die Überprüfung der Fortschrittsberichte der 
Projekte sichergestellt; die Wirtschaftlichkeitsprüfung kann möglicherweise zur Beurteilung der 
Nachhaltigkeit beitragen. Bei den Zusammenstellungen bewährter Verfahren/Datenbanken zur 
Unternehmensförderung werden Nachhaltigkeitsfragen kaum behandelt. 
 
Wir empfehlen zusätzliche Leitlinien zur Umsetzung des vorgeschlagenen Regulierungsrahmens zur 
Nachhaltigkeit; die Verbreitung bewährter Verfahren im Bereich der Bewertung von Nachhaltigkeit 
(mit Schwerpunkt auf Indikatoren); die systematische Integration von Fragen der Nachhaltigkeit in 
die Wirtschaftlichkeitsprüfung; und die Erstellung einer Datenbank und Zusammenstellungen von 
bewährten Verfahren, die die direkte Suche nach Nachhaltigkeitsfragen ermöglichen. 
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SYNTHESE 
Ce résumé présente l'étude de manière synthétique, souligne ses principaux enseignements et 
expose ses conclusions et recommandations. 
 
Introduction 
 
La présente étude analyse les expériences faites en matière de durabilité du soutien aux entreprises 
au titre des Fonds structurels, en s'attachant tout particulièrement à identifier les pratiques 
susceptibles de renforcer cette dimension à l'avenir. La durabilité se définit comme la poursuite de 
l'initiative ayant bénéficié d'un financement ou la consolidation de ses résultats une fois que le 
financement du projet (en l'occurrence, le soutien par les Fonds structurels) a pris fin. Le règlement 
portant dispositions générales sur les Fonds structurels pour la période de programmation 2007-2013 
emploie le terme de "pérennité" pour désigner la mise en œuvre ou l'application des obligations en 
matière de durabilité (le terme de "durabilité" tel que défini ci-dessus et celui de "pérennité" sont 
interchangeables). L'étude, consacrée pour l'essentiel aux questions de durabilité de manière large, 
comprend également une évaluation approfondie de l'article 57 relatif à la "pérennité", qui dispose 
que les bénéficiaires des Fonds structurels doivent maintenir leurs investissements pendant des 
périodes données à compter de l'achèvement du projet de financement (règlement portant 
dispositions générales sur les Fonds structurels 2007-2013).  
 
Pourquoi donc une telle étude? Le soutien aux entreprises représente environ 20 % du total des 
sommes allouées au titre des Fonds structurels, soit quelque 69 milliards d'euros pour la période de 
programmation 2007-2013. Pour autant, la durabilité de ce soutien et les taux de survie des 
entreprises européennes de manière générale sont préoccupants; ainsi, seule la moitié des sociétés 
créées au sein de l'Union existe toujours au bout de cinq ans. 
 
La présente étude se concentre sur le soutien aux entreprises au cours de la période de 
programmation actuelle (2007-2013) mais examine aussi certains aspects notables du nouveau cadre 
réglementaire applicable en matière de durabilité qui sera en vigueur entre 2014 et 2020. 
Pour la réalisation de ce travail, les principales méthodes employées ont été les suivantes: analyse des 
travaux de recherche, entretiens avec des acteurs du domaine, études de cas et enquêtes. 
 
Le rapport se divise en cinq chapitres: l'introduction (chapitre 1), le concept de durabilité au sens des 
Fonds structurels (chapitre 2), les expériences en matière de soutien aux entreprises par les Fonds 
structurels (chapitre 3), des exemples de bonnes pratiques (chapitre 4) et enfin, des conclusions et 
des recommandations (chapitre 5). 
 
La durabilité dans le cadre des Fonds structurels – concept et mise en œuvre 
 
Ce chapitre, consacré au concept de durabilité et à sa mise en œuvre dans le cadre des Fonds 
structurels, confirme tout d'abord que la notion de durabilité au sens des Fonds structurels 
correspond à la définition proposée, plus générale, à savoir la poursuite de l'activité ayant bénéficié 
d'un financement une fois que le soutien par les Fonds structurel a pris fin. Il est intéressant de noter 
que la proposition de règlement portant dispositions générales relatives aux Fonds structurels pour la 
période 2014-2020 élaborée par la Commission renforce encore l'accent mis sur la pérennité de la 
croissance économique. 
 
Sur le plan de la mise en œuvre, ce n'est qu'à partir de la période de programmation 2000-2006 que 
les premières règles détaillées en matière de durabilité ont été fixées (les règlements précédents 
relatifs aux Fonds structurels se contentaient de faire référence au concept de manière générale). Par 
la suite, chaque nouvelle période de programmation (2007-2013 puis 2014-2020) a vu l'amélioration 
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du cadre réglementaire. Néanmoins, la mise en œuvre (et le respect) des obligations en matière de 
pérennité se heurtent à des problèmes d'interprétation et à des barrières à l'information (qui 
surgissent entre l'autorité chargée du contrôle de la conformité et le bénéficiaire). Les autorités 
compétentes ont adopté diverses stratégies pour favoriser la durabilité des projets, en évaluant 
notamment ses composantes au stade de la conception des projets ou du dépôt de la demande. 
Cette dimension est ensuite mesurée tout au long de la mise en œuvre des projets à partir de 
rapports et à l'aide d'indicateurs. Les réponses des autorités aux enquêtes indiquent que les 
bénéficiaires ont besoin de dispositions juridiques régissant la durabilité d'une plus grande clarté. Le 
résultat des enquêtes portant sur l'application actuelle de l'article 57 dans le domaine du soutien aux 
entreprises confirme que la mise en œuvre des projets n'est pas suffisamment avancée à ce jour pour 
permettre une évaluation globale des expériences en ce domaine. En effet, l'article 57 ne prend toute 
sa signification que lorsque le soutien par les Fonds structurels a pris fin depuis trois à cinq ans. 
Sachant que la mise en œuvre des projets au titre de la période de programmation 2007-2013 a 
démarré de manière quelque peu différée (c'est-à-dire entre 2008 et 2009), que la réalisation desdits 
projets s'étale sur plusieurs années et que l'obligation de poursuivre les investissements doit 
continuer d'être remplie pendant les trois à cinq ans suivant la fin du soutien par les Fonds structurels, 
on peut raisonnablement supposer que la vérification de la conformité ne devient que très 
progressivement l'une des principales activités des autorités responsables des programmes 
concernées. Enfin, en ce qui concerne les futures règles en matière de pérennité, la principale 
innovation introduite par la proposition de règlement pour la période de programmation 2014-2020 
est l'exclusion patente des grandes entreprises de l'aide à l'investissement productif par les Fonds 
structurels. La Commission européenne propose de circonscrire aux PME le soutien direct aux 
entreprises. Elle justifie cette mesure par la difficulté de vérifier le respect des obligations en matière 
de pérennité dans le cas des grandes entreprises ainsi que par des considérations générales sur 
l'efficacité limitée du soutien aux grandes entreprises par les Fonds structurels. 
 
La durabilité du soutien aux entreprises – étude bibliographique et données 
disponibles 
 
Si la recherche actuelle ne s'intéresse que peu à la durabilité du soutien public aux entreprises, de 
nombreux travaux traitent de thèmes connexes tels que la justification et l'efficacité d'un tel soutien. 
Ce soutien est justifié par les dysfonctionnements du marché; l'intérêt particulier porté aux PME 
s'explique ainsi par le fait qu'elles bénéficient d'un accès comparativement plus limité aux 
financements alors qu'elles contribuent de manière importante à l'économie; l'efficacité du soutien 
public, enfin, est largement confirmée, notamment dans le domaine de la R&D. Le faible nombre de 
travaux de recherche portant sur la durabilité du soutien public aux entreprises renforce la nécessité 
de prendre en compte cet aspect à un stade précoce de l'action de soutien, en veillant à ce que la 
durabilité soit dès lors intégrée dans la conception du projet et qu'elle fasse l'objet d'une évaluation 
au stade de la demande. 
 
Malgré l'importance notable des montants alloués au soutien aux entreprises au titre des Fonds 
structurels, la Commission européenne n'a effectué que peu de recherches dédiées spécifiquement à 
ce sujet. En outre, il n'a pas été mené d'analyse directe de la problématique de la durabilité telle que 
définie aux fins de la présente étude (la direction générale de la politique régionale de la Commission 
européenne a mené quelque 50 études et évaluations au titre de la période de programmation 
2007-2013). La direction générale de l'emploi et des affaires sociales s'est montrée vivement 
intéressée par ces questions dans le cadre de l'évaluation ex post du Fonds social européen pour la 
période 2000-2006. Sont ainsi identifiés trois facteurs clés pour la durabilité, à savoir l'analyse des 
besoins, l'établissement de relations de long terme (entre l'autorité compétente et le bénéficiaire) et 
les capacités institutionnelles et professionnelles des bénéficiaires. Les orientations élaborées par la 
Commission européenne à l'intention des PME et les bonnes pratiques recensées ne traitent 
qu'indirectement de la question de la durabilité. Les travaux existants sur ce thème (menés par la 
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Commission européenne ou au niveau des États membres) cadrent avec les données statistiques 
relatives à la survie des entreprises et mettent notamment en exergue la pérennité moyenne du 
soutien aux entreprises. Ces éléments sont confirmés par le résultat des enquêtes et des études de 
cas: seul un tiers, environ, des autorités de gestion et d'audit ayant répondu à l'enquête estime que la 
pérennité du soutien aux entreprises est forte; parmi les autorités de gestion, 39 % des répondants 
qualifient cette pérennité de moyenne, environ 11 % de faible. Parmi les autorités d'audit, la 
pérennité est considérée comme moyenne par 57 % des répondants. Les réponses aux enquêtes 
individuelles et aux études de cas suggèrent que la pérennité dépend largement de facteurs 
externes, les répondants mentionnant spécifiquement la crise économique et financière actuelle. 
 
Bonnes pratiques 
 
Dans ce chapitre, le rapport examine les bonnes pratiques telles que définies par les autorités 
compétentes en matière de Fonds structurels dans les différents États membres et les pratiques 
adoptées par les entreprises bénéficiaires de ces Fonds. Selon les autorités, le soutien à la durabilité 
doit se faire idéalement tout au long de la vie du projet, au stade de la demande (examen des 
demandes de soutien déposées par les bénéficiaires), durant la mise en œuvre (examen des rapports 
d'avancement) puis au moment et à la suite de l'achèvement du projet (accent mis sur la vérification 
de la conformité avec l'article 57). Selon les bénéficiaires, c'est-à-dire les entreprises bénéficiant du 
soutien financier des Fonds structurels, le soutien à la durabilité passe par la prise en compte d'une 
série de "déterminants" tels que la conception du projet, ses modalités de mise en œuvre et son 
financement. 
 
Conclusions et recommandations 
 
Les conclusions et recommandations sont organisées suivant les quatre grands axes de recherche de 
la présente étude, comme indiqués dans le cahier des charges particulier: la réglementation, les 
instruments de mesure, le contrôle de l'application et les bonnes pratiques en matière de pérennité. 
 
La présente étude conclut pour l'essentiel à l'adéquation du cadre réglementaire proposé, les 
amendements proposés par le Parlement européen reflétant les expériences pratiques en matière de 
soutien aux entreprises. 
 
Les indicateurs ne permettent pas de mesurer la durabilité de manière suffisante. Le contrôle de 
l'application est principalement basé sur l'examen des rapports d'avancement des projets; des audits 
de performance seraient envisageables pour contribuer à l'évaluation de la pérennité du soutien. Les 
listes ou bases de données recensant les bonnes pratiques en matière de soutien aux entreprises 
n'abordent quasiment pas les questions de durabilité.  
 
La présente étude recommande l'élaboration d'orientations supplémentaires pour accompagner la 
mise en œuvre du cadre réglementaire proposé en matière de durabilité, la diffusion de bonnes 
pratiques en matière de mesure de la durabilité (l'accent étant mis sur les indicateurs), la prise en 
compte systématique de cette dimension lors d'audits de performance et la création de bases de 
données et de listes recensant les bonnes pratiques afin de permettre des recherches ciblant 
directement cette problématique. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

KEY FINDINGS 

 The study reviews experience with the sustainability of SF support for businesses, with a focus 
on identifying practices that might help to strengthen future sustainability. Sustainability is 
defined as the continuity of the supported initiative or the continuity of the outcomes of a 
supported initiative after the project funding has ended (in this study, the end of Structural 
Funds support). Reviewing mainly wider sustainability issues, the study also comprises an in-
depth assessment of the Article 57 on durability (Structural Funds General Regulation 2007-
2013).  

 At this stage it is worth noting the motivation behind the study: Business support under the 
Structural Funds accounts for 20.3% of total Structural Funds – some €69 billion in the 
programming period 2007-2013. However, business survival rates in the European Union are 
a cause of concern, with only half the businesses established in the EU surviving the first five 
years. 

 The study focuses on business support under the current programming period, however, 
relevant issues relating to the regulatory framework on sustainability for 2014-2020 are also 
explored. 

 Methods deployed under this assignment mainly include desk research, stakeholder 
consultations, case studies and survey work. 

 This report is structured in five chapters, the introduction (Chapter 1), the concept of 
sustainability under the Structural Funds (Chapter 2), the experience with Structural Funds 
support for businesses (Chapter 3), best practice examples (Chapter 4), and conclusions and 
recommendations (Chapter 5). 

 

The introduction presents the study objectives (Section 1.1), the scope of the study (1.2), the 
methodology (1.3), and the report structure (1.4). 

1.1. OBJECTIVES 
The study pursues a twofold objective: 

 The study aims to review existing experience with the sustainability of business support 
interventions supported under the European Union’s (EU) Structural Funds (SF). The focus is on 
experience under the SF programming period 2007-2013. However, relevant issues with regard to 
the 2014-2020 programing period are also addressed (e.g. the issue of sustainability under the 
proposed regulatory framework for the SF in 2014-2020). 

 Moreover, the study intends to highlight best practices from selected Member States to 
contribute to further strengthening the sustainability of business support. Whilst the best practice 
examples will draw on experiences under the current SF programming period 2013-2020, the 
focus is on providing guidance on enhancing sustainability in the forthcoming programming 
period 2014-2020. 

 In this framework, the following figure presents the main research interests as noted in the 
European Parliament’s Specific Terms of Reference for this study. 
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Figure 1: Research interests 

 
Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of the European Parliament’s Specific Terms of Reference 

 The study is motivated by concerns over constraints to the sustainability of SF business 
support. Whilst Chapter 3 provides more information on the experience with the sustainability of 
business support, at this stage it is worth referring to data quoted by the European Commission 
(EC) to justify SF support for businesses: 

‘Around 1.2 million enterprises are created in the EU every year – some 10% of the total number of 
businesses’.1 EC research confirms that ‘85% of net new jobs in the EU between 2002 and 2010 were 
created by small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). This figure is considerably higher than the 67%-
share of SMEs in total employment. During this period, net employment in the EU's business economy 
rose substantially, by an average of 1.1 million new jobs each year. With 1% annually, the employment 
growth for SMEs was higher than for large enterprises with 0.5% (…) Within the SME size-class, micro 
firms (less than 10 employees) are responsible with 58% for the highest proportion of total net 
employment growth in the business economy’.2  

However, the EC also notes concerns over business survival rates, e.g. the EC’s Directorate General 
for Regional Policy (DG Regio) notes that only half the businesses established in the EU ‘survive the 
first five years’.3 Indeed, business survival rates must be considered a concern in many Member 
States. The figure below shows available business survival rates for companies established in 2008. 
This shows substantial differences in the survival rates between different Member States, ranging 
from about 30% in Estonia and Lithuania to around 80-90% in Austria, France, Portugal, Slovenia, 
Belgium, Luxembourg, Cyprus and Sweden. 

 We consider that the research on the sustainability of business support represents substantial 
added value: SF support for businesses has been found to make a substantial contribution to job 
creation, further underlining the need to strengthen sustainability. Assessing effectiveness on the 
basis of the 30 SF Operational Programmes (OP) spending most on enterprise support, and then 

                                                 
1 EC, Cohesion Policy 2007-2013: Business Support, http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/activity/statistics/2007_business.pdf (accessed on 4 
April 2013) 
2 EIM Business & Policy Research (2011): ‘Do SMEs create more and better jobs?’ Competitiveness and Innovation Programme 2007-2013 

3 EC, Cohesion Policy 2007-2013: Business Support, http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/activity/statistics/2007_business.pdf (accessed on 4 
April 2013) 
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extrapolating the figures for the total European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the ex post 
evaluation for the 2000-2006 programming period estimates that the ERDF allowed job creation of 
about 1 to 1.3 million (via ERDF support for enterprises worth €35 billion in 2000-2006).4 However, 
as shown in section 3.1 (Literature review) there is very limited research on the sustainability of 
business support under the SF, and existing best practice collections focus largely on short-term 
effectiveness without considering sustainability. 

This study aims to contribute to higher rates of business ‘survival’ under the SF, via the 
identification of practices that have demonstrated their value in terms of contributing to medium / 
long-term sustainability. 

Figure 2: Eurostat data on EU business survival rate 

 
Source: Eurostat - Business demography indicators presented by size class (from 2004 onwards, NACE Rev. 2);  

Indicators: Number of enterprises newly born in t-2 having survived to t (2010) / Number of enterprises newly born in t 
(2008). We only include Member States with data for the years covered. 

                                                 
4 Ex post evaluation of Cohesion policy programmes 2000-2006 cofinanced by the ERDF (Objectives 1 and 2) - Key results from the 30 
programmes spending most on enterprise (2000-2006), June 2010 
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1.2. SCOPE 
This section outlines the scope of the study. This covers a definition of the term ‘sustainability’ as 
understood for the purpose of this study (Section 1.2.1), and detail on the SF thematic area of 
business support (1.2.2). 
 

1.2.1 Sustainability 
 
The following paragraphs aim to define the concept of sustainability as understood in the context of 
this study. 
 
 Sustainability is understood in a wide sense. The Oxford dictionary defines the term 

‘sustainable’ as ‘able to be maintained at a certain rate or level’.5 Transposed to the context of SF 
support for businesses, this implies the continuity of the supported initiative or the continuity of 
the outcomes of a supported initiative after the project funding has ended (in this study, the end 
of SF support).  
The more common term of ‘sustainability’ is interchangeable with the term ‘durability’ as also used 
by Article 57 of the SF General Regulation 1083/2006 (referred to as the General Regulation in the 
remainder of this study).6  

Finally, and to avoid any confusion, it is worth noting that our ‘wide’ definition is opposed to the 
‘narrow’ environmental concept of sustainability in terms of the well known United Nations 1987 
definition, better known as the Brundtland definition, after the former Norwegian prime minister 
Gro Harlem Brundtland who headed the United Nations Commission that coined the term: 
‘sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’.7 

 Sustainability is considered as one of the standard evaluation criteria, together with the 
criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact (in the past, DG Regio also used to refer 
to this as ‘utility’).  

Whilst DG Regio’s guidance on evaluation is currently under review (e.g. alignment with the 2014-
2020 regulatory framework), the following definition is in line with our understanding of 
sustainability for this study: ‘To what extent can the changes (or benefits) be expected to last after the 
programme has  been completed?’.8 A similar definition was used by DG Employment, Social Affairs 
and Inclusion (DG Employment) in the context of the ex post evaluation of the European Social 
Fund (ESF) in 2000-2006: ‘the long-term presence of positive effects (change) generated by the selected 
ESF measure’.9 

 Looking at the thematic ‘component’ of sustainability, this is understood in line with the Lisbon 
Council priority of sustainable economic growth:10  

‘The Union has today set itself a new strategic goal for the next decade: to become the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic 
growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. Achieving this goal requires an overall 
strategy aimed at: preparing the transition to a knowledge-based economy and society by better 

                                                 
5 http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/sustainable 
6 Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the 
European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 
7 United Nations, World Commission on Environment and Development’s (the Brundtland Commission) report, Our Common Future, 1887 
8 DG Regio, The new programming period 2000-2006, Methodological working papers, Working paper 3, Indicators for Monitoring and 
Evaluation: an indicative methodology, not dated, page 9 
9 DG Employment, Ex post evaluation of the European Social Fund 2000-2006, December 2010, page 32 
10 Lisbon European Council, Presidency Conclusions, 23 and 24 March 2000, point 5 
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policies for the information society and R&D, as well as by stepping up the process of structural reform 
for competitiveness and innovation and by completing the internal market; modernising the European 
social model, investing in people and combating social exclusion; sustaining the healthy economic 
outlook and favourable growth prospects by applying an appropriate macro-economic policy mix.’ 
 

1.2.2 The business support theme under the SF 
 
This section provides detail on the business support theme under the SF. 
 
 The 'business support' priority theme is financed under 13 expenditure categories as listed under 

Annex IV to the General Regulation. As shown in the table below, nine of these categories can be 
related to the ERDF, and four categories to the ESF. 
 

 The business support theme accounts for about 20.3% of total SF funds – some €69 billion in the 
programming period 2007-2013. ERDF support covers ‘direct SME support’ (8% of total SF funds) 
and ‘Other support to both large and small businesses’ (8.1%). The ESF supports ‘Restructuring firms 
and adaptability of workers’ (4.2%).11 Recent reporting by the European Commission indicates that 
re-programming in the Member States in 2012 increased the allocations for generic business 
support.12 

The volume of funding allocated to the business support theme clearly underlines the importance 
of strengthening the sustainability of business support. Business support remains on the agenda 
in the forthcoming programming period 2014-2020. Indeed several of the 11 thematic priorities 
listed in the proposed General Regulation for the SF in 2014-2020 focus on business support, e.g. 
thematic objective 3: ‘enhancing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises’.13 

  

                                                 
11 EC, Cohesion Policy 2007-2013: Business Support, http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/activity/business/index_en.cfm (accessed on 4 
April 2013) 
12 EC, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions, Cohesion policy: Strategic report 2013 on programme implementation 2007-2013, 18 April 2013, page 4 
13 EC, Article 9.3, Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on the European 
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the 
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions on the European 
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, 14 
March 2012 
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Table 1: Business support expenditure categories 

CATEGORY ERDF ESF 

3) Technology transfer and improvement of cooperation networks between small and medium-
sized businesses (SMEs), between these and other businesses and universities, post-secondary 
education establishments of all kinds, regional authorities, research centres and scientific and 
technological poles (scientific and technological parks, technopoles, etc.) 

  

4) Assistance to R&TD, particularly in SMEs (including access to R&TD services in research centres)  

5) Advanced support services for firms and groups of firms  

6) Assistance to SMEs for the promotion of environmentally-friendly products and production 
processes (introduction of effective environment managing system, adoption and use of pollution 
prevention technologies, integration of clean technologies into firm production) 

  

7) Investment in firms directly linked to research and innovation (innovative technologies, 
establishment of new firms by universities, existing R&TD centres and firms, etc.) 

  

8) Other investment in firms  

9) Other measures to stimulate research and innovation and entrepreneurship in SMEs  

14) Services and applications for SMEs (e-commerce, education and training, networking, etc.)  

15) Other measures for improving access to and efficient use of ICT by SMEs  

62) Development of life-long learning systems and strategies in firms; training and services for 
employees to step up their adaptability to change; promoting entrepreneurship and innovation   

63) Design and dissemination of innovative and more productive ways of organising work  

64) Development of specific services for employment, training and support in connection with 
restructuring of sectors and firms, and development of systems for anticipating economic changes 
and future requirements in terms of jobs and skills 

  

68) Support for self-employment and business start-up  

 
Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of General Regulation 1038/2006 
 
Finally, it is worth emphasising, that the study focus is on determinants of sustainability on which the 
SF authorities and beneficiaries can have some influence. Indeed, there are many determinants of 
sustainability that cannot be influenced by our ‘target’ groups, e.g. changes in the macro-economic 
conditions. A recent European Parliament study lists a series of such ‘external’ factors, e.g.:14 
 
 Socio-economic factors: Geographical location (density, accessibility), demographics, ecological 

change, labour market (availability of employees, cost of labour, skills), access to infrastructure, 
access to information, access to capital and consumer demand. 

 Market-economic factors: Inflation, exchange rates, economic situation, market uncertainty, 
internationalisation, competition, innovation/technology and interest rates. 

                                                 
14 METIS on behalf of the European Parliament,  Impact and effectiveness of structural funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, 
2011 
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 Political/institutional factors: Policies affecting company, regulatory and legal system 
(bureaucracy, intellectual property rights, standardisation), public contracting, political stability, 
trade barriers and taxes. 

1.3. METHODOLOGY 
The methodology comprises desk research (Section 1.3.1), survey work (1.3.2) and case studies (1.3.3). 

1.3.1 Desk research 
Desk research aimed to establish the foundations for the subsequent survey and case study work, and 
focused on the following main issues: 

 The legal basis for sustainability / durability in the SF regulatory framework (e.g. in the General 
Regulation); 

 The rationale behind public support for businesses, i.e. the question as to why the public sector 
should support businesses? 

 Experience with the effectiveness (defined as the achievement of immediate objectives, such as 
job creation), and the sustainability of business support under the SF, i.e. what is the existing 
evidence that demonstrates that SF support for business is achieving its objectives? 

 Existing measures to promote the sustainability of business support, i.e. what is done in practice to 
increase the business survival rate? 

1.3.2 Survey work 
Two surveys were conducted in early 2013. The first survey was addressed to the Member States’ 
ERDF and ESF Managing Authorities (MA), and the second survey to the ERDF and ESF Audit 
Authorities (AA). By the cut-off date (19 April 2013), a total of 67 MAs and 42 AAs had responded to 
the survey. 

1.3.3 Case studies 
Case study work was conducted in 11 Member States (Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom). The countries were selected 
on the basis of their comparatively high total and / or relative volume of funding allocations under 
the business support expenditure categories noted in table 1 above, as well as availability by relevant 
institutions to provide feedback during the first half of 2013 (the programme authorities’ 
engagement during 2013 in programming efforts for the period 2014-2020 seriously constrained 
availability). The selection of specific Operational Programmes in the countries followed the same 
criteria, and beneficiaries were selected following the advice of the Operational Programme 
authorities, with a specific focus on completed operations. The following table shows the selection of 
Operational Programmes and their different main features. 
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Table 2: Case study Operational Programmes 

Operational Programme 

Objective Type of operational programme

Conver-
gence 

Competitive-
ness 

national regional 

Innovation and Knowledge, Denmark    

Southern Finland, Finland    

Rhône-Alpes and Midi Pyrennées, France    

Attica and Competitiveness and 
Entrepreneurship, Greece 

    

Economic Development, Hungary    

West Netherlands, Netherlands    

Innovative Economy, Poland   

Thematic Factors of Competitiveness, 
Portugal 

   

Castilla – La Mancha, Spain    

Stockholm, Sweden   

North East of England, United Kingdom    
 

Source: Blomeyer & Sanz 

 

Case study work focused on two main issues: 

 The general experience of SF programme authorities with the sustainability of business support 
(e.g. MAs / AAs or other SF implementing organisations such as Intermediate Bodies); 

 The identification of best practices with regard to the sustainability of business support with an 
emphasis on the concrete causes underlying the sustainability of specific business support 
interventions. 

1.4. REPORT STRUCTURE 
Further to this introduction (Chapter 1), the report is organised in the following chapters: 

 Chapter 2: The concept of sustainability in the context of the SF – this chapter presents the 
concept of sustainability as set out under the SF regulatory framework, both in general conceptual 
terms, and in terms of the ‘operationalisation’ of sustainability, i.e. how is sustainability promoted 
and/or enforced? 

 Chapter 3: The experience with sustainability of business support under the SF – Chapter 3 
moves from the concepts and operationalisation to the concrete experience with the sustainability 
of business support. This covers a literature review on the sustainability of business support; 
existing data on the sustainability of business support; and measures deployed by the SF 
programme authorities to promote the sustainability of business support. 
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 Chapter 4: Selected best practice approaches – this chapter focuses on the illustration of 
successful (sustainable) business support interventions, drawing on the case study work. 

 Chapter 5: Conclusions and recommendations – finally, Chapter 5 presents a series of overall 
conclusions and policy recommendations with a view to contributing to a further strengthening of 
the sustainability of business support in the remainder of the current, and in the forthcoming 
programming period (2014-2020). Based on the findings presented under Chapters 2 to 4, the 
conclusions specifically reflect on the research interests noted in the Specific Terms of Reference 
(Figure 1 above). 

  



Aspect of durability in the assessment of effectiveness of support for businesses under Structural 
and Cohesion Funds 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 25

 

2. SUSTAINABILITY IN THE STRUCTURAL FUNDS 

KEY FINDINGS 

 Reviewing the concept and operationalisation of sustainability under the Structural Funds, 
this chapter first confirms the understanding of sustainability under the Structural Funds in 
line with our wider definition of the continuity of the supported activity beyond the end of 
Structural Funds support. It is worth noting that the focus on sustainable economic growth 
features even more prominently in the European Commission’s proposed Structural Funds 
General Regulation for 2014-2020.  

 Looking at the operationalisation of sustainability, the detailed regulation of durability was 
first established in the 2000-2006 programming period (earlier Structural Funds regulations 
were limited to more general references to durability), and then improved with every new 
regulatory framework (2007-2013 and 2014-2020). However, the application of (and 
compliance with) the durability requirements is somewhat constrained by interpretation 
issues / information barriers between the Structural Funds authority in charge of verifying 
compliance and the beneficiary. The Structural Funds authorities have adopted various 
approaches to promote sustainability, mainly via the assessment of sustainability issues at the 
stage of project conception or application. Sustainability is then measured on the basis of 
project reporting and with the help of indicators. Survey responses from Structural Funds 
authorities indicate the beneficiaries’ need for additional clarity on the legal requirements 
surrounding durability. Survey feedback on the actual application of Article 57 in the area of 
business support confirms that implementation is not yet sufficiently advanced for a 
comprehensive assessment of experience with application. Indeed, Article 57 mainly 
develops its relevance between three and five years after SF support has ended. Considering 
that project implementation under the 2007-2013 programming period has started 
somewhat late (e.g. in 2008/2009), that projects have then been implemented over several 
years, and that the requirement for maintaining the investment runs for three to five years 
following the end of SF support, it can be safely assumed that verification of compliance is 
only slowly developing prominence on the agenda of the relevant programme authorities. 
Finally, looking to the future regulation of durability, the most prominent novelty under the 
proposed regulation for 2014-2020 is the apparent exclusion of large enterprises from SF 
support for productive investment under the regulatory framework for 2014-2020. In the 
future, this type of support is proposed to be limited to SMEs. This is explained with the 
difficulties to verify compliance with durability requirements in the case of large enterprises 
and with general considerations over the limited effectiveness of Structural Funds support for 
large enterprises. 

This chapter explores the concept of sustainability in the framework of the SF. We first look at the 
wider concept of sustainability under the SF (Section 2.1), and then review the concept’s 
‘operationalisation’, i.e. how is the concept put into practice, guaranteeing that the SF contribute to 
sustainable economic growth (2.2)? This chapter touches on two of the study’s main research issues, 
namely the regulation of sustainability, and the enforcement of sustainability. 
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2.1. THE WIDER CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABILITY 
 
The concept of sustainability features prominently in the SF General Regulation. The following bullet 
points present the regulatory ‘approach’ to sustainability. 

 The General Regulation’s introductory text (prior to the regulation per se) already refers to 
sustainability by evoking the role of the SF vis-à-vis a set of wider EU priorities: ‘Cohesion policy 
should contribute to increasing growth, competitiveness and employment by incorporating the 
Community's priorities for sustainable development as defined at the Lisbon European Council of 23 
and 24 March 2000 and at the Göteborg European Council of 15 and 16 June 2001’.15 The Lisbon 
European Council referred to this as follows: ‘The Union has today set itself a new strategic goal for 
the next decade: to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the 
world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social 
cohesion’.16 

 Moreover, the concept of sustainability is highlighted in relation to specific areas of SF support, 
e.g. ‘sustainable urban development’ (Preamble 13), cooperation with the European Investment 
Bank (Preamble 53). 

 The General Regulation per se refers to sustainability in its presentation of the SF objectives: ‘The 
action taken by the Community under Article 158 of the Treaty shall be designed to strengthen the 
economic and social cohesion of the enlarged European Union in order to promote the harmonious, 
balanced and sustainable development of the Community. (…) The action taken under the Funds 
shall incorporate, at national and regional level, the Community's priorities in favour of sustainable 
development by strengthening growth, competitiveness, employment and social inclusion and by 
protecting and improving the quality of the environment’.17 

 A specific article, entitled ‘sustainable development’, then confirms that sustainable development is 
not understood in the narrow environmental sense: ‘The objectives of the Funds shall be pursued in 
the framework of sustainable development and the Community promotion of the goal of protecting 
and improving the environment as set out in Article 6 of the Treaty’.18 

 Looking forward, the EC’s proposed General Regulation for the 2014-2020 programming period 
appears to further strengthen the concept of sustainability.19 Indeed, the regulation systematically 
refers to ‘sustainable and inclusive growth’ in line with the conclusions of the European Council of 
17 June 2010. A proxy indicator for the strengthened position of the concept of sustainability is 
that the proposed General Regulation for 2014-2020 refers to sustainability on 36 pages, whilst the 
current General Regulation only counts references on 15 pages. 

  

                                                 
15 General Regulation, Preamble 2, highlighting by the author 
16 Lisbon European Council, 23 and 24 March 2000, Presidency Conclusions, point 5, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/lis1_en.htm, 
highlighting by the author 
17 General Regulation, Article 3, highlighting by the author 
18 General Regulation, Article 17, highlighting by the author 
19 COM(2011) 615 final/2, 14 March 2012 
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2.2. OPERATIONALISING SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Further to the presentation of the wider concept of sustainability, the General Regulation turns to the 
concept’s ‘operationalisation’, i.e. the putting into practice of sustainable SF support for businesses. 
This section first presents the regulatory provisions underlying the operationalisation (Section 2.2.1); 
then explores the SF programme authorities’ approaches to promoting (2.2.2) and measuring (2.2.3) 
the sustainability of business support; reviews the experience with the application of the General 
Regulation’s Article 57 on the durability of SF support (2.2.4); and finally, comments on the EC’s 
proposed support for businesses in 2014-2020 (2.2.5). 
 

2.2.1 The regulatory framework for the operationalisation of sustainability 
 
The following paragraphs outline the operationalisation of sustainability, with a specific focus on the 
General Regulation’s Article 57. We present the general features of the regulatory framework, review 
the history of Article 57, and provide a first assessment of the Article’s quality in terms of contributing 
to the objective of sustainable business support. Considering the importance of Article 57 to this 
study, we first reproduce the provision in its entirety in the text box below.  
 

Article 57 - Durability of operations 

1. The Member State or managing authority shall ensure that an operation retains the 
contribution from the Funds only if that operation does not, within five years from the 
completion of the operation or three years from the completion of the operation in Member 
States which have exercised the option of reducing that time limit for the maintenance of an 
investment or jobs created by SMEs, undergo a substantial modification: 

(a) affecting its nature or its implementation conditions or giving to a firm or a public body an 
undue advantage; and 

(b) resulting either from a change in the nature of ownership of an item of infrastructure or the 
cessation of a productive activity. 

2. The Member State and the managing authority shall inform the Commission in the annual 
implementation report referred to in Article 67 of any modification referred to in paragraph 1. The 
Commission shall inform the other Member States. 

3. Sums unduly paid shall be recovered in accordance with Articles 98 to 102. 

4. The Member States and the Commission shall ensure that undertakings which are or have been 
subject to a procedure of recovery in accordance with paragraph 3 following the transfer of a 
productive activity within a Member State or to another Member State do not benefit from a 
contribution from the Funds. 

 
The following bullet points comment on the general features of the regulatory framework: 
 
 The General Regulation notes concerns over SF support being used for relocations (i.e. business 

moving to a different location, usually a different Member State): ‘When appraising major 
productive investment projects, the Commission should have all necessary information to consider 
whether the financial contribution from the Funds does not result in a substantial loss of jobs in existing 
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locations within the European Union, in order to ensure that Community funding does not support 
relocation within the European Union’.20 
 

 The General Regulation then goes on to emphasise that investments in businesses should be 
‘long-lasting’: ‘To ensure the effectiveness, fairness and sustainable impact of the intervention of the 
Funds, there should be provisions guaranteeing that investments in businesses are long-lasting and 
preventing the Funds from being used to introduce undue advantage. It is necessary to ensure that 
investments which benefit from assistance under the Funds can be written off over a sufficiently long 
period’.21 
 

 Article 57 then provides the legal basis concerning the enforcement of sustainability (see text box 
with the entire article above). In this context, the General Regulation uses a different term, namely 
‘durability’. 
 

 It is worth noting that the General Regulation reserves a specific chapter (Chapter IV) to the single 
article on durability, thus underlining the legal provision’s importance (organised under Title V 
‘Financial contribution from the funds’, and following Chapter III on the eligibility of expenditure). 
Indeed this goes further than the General Regulation for the preceding 2000-2006 programming 
period. The now derogated text only referred to the ‘retention’ of the contribution as one of several 
eligibility requirements.22 
 

 Looking forward, the EC’s proposed regulation for the 2014-2020 programming period goes back 
to a merger of eligibility and durability in a common chapter (Chapter II ‘Eligibility of expenditure 
and durability’, however, maintaining separate articles.23 
 

We now turn to a more detailed review of the article’s history.  
 
 The text box above has shown that article 57 comprises several elements, including:  
 a general presentation of the durability requirement; 
 specific conditions constituting an infringement; 
 consequences of an infringement; 
 exemptions; 
 and reporting requirements.  

 
Article 57 is based on a ‘history’ of regulatory efforts to ensure the sustainability of SF support. 
 
 The first reference to durability can be found in Regulation 4253/1988 (Article 24) for SF support 

before the year 2000. This regulation did not yet include any definition of the conditions 
constituting an infringement; there was no time limit (for how long does an investment need to be 
maintained?); there were no exemptions; and no requirement for EC reporting on infringements. 
 

 Regulation 1260/1999 (Article 30.4) for the programming period 2000-2006 developed the 
durability requirement by introducing a cumulative set of conditions constituting an infringement; 
and set a five-year time limit for maintaining an investment. 
 

  

                                                 
20 General Regulation, Preamble 42 
21 General Regulation, Preamble 61 
22 Regulation (EC) 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999, Article 30.4 
23 COM(2011) 615 final/2, 14 March 2012, Article 61 on ‘Durability of operations’ 
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 The original version of Article 57 in General Regulation 1083/2006 (see the amendment of 
Article 57 in the following bullet) maintains the approach introduced in 2000-2006 (cumulative 
conditions). However, there are a series of ‘innovations’: the starting point of the durability 
requirement is moved from the ‘decision on the contribution’ (Regulation 1260/1999) to the 
‘completion of the operation’ (implying a substantial lengthening of the period during which an 
investment needs to be maintained); a reduction of the time limit to three years is exceptionally 
allowed for SMEs; a penalty is introduced for ‘undertakings’ that have transferred a productive 
activity within a Member State or to another Member State; and the EC is required to report 
infringements to the Member States. 
 

 In 2010, the EC amended Article 57 via Regulation 539/2010. This aimed to: limit the article’s 
scope to ‘operations comprising investment in infrastructure or productive investment’; introduce an 
exception for the ESF; ‘expanding’ the three-year time limit by referring to 'SME investments' in 
general terms (the original article referred to the maintenance of an 'investment or jobs created'); 
introduce a further exception for a 'cessation of the productive activity due to a non-fraudulent 
bankruptcy'. 
 

 Looking to the future, the EC’s proposed General Regulation for 2014-2020 (Article 61) 
introduces additional modifications: the proposed text clarifies the 'starting point' by referring to 
the final payment or the date set out in the State aid decision; expands the conditions constituting 
an infringement by adding the 'relocation of a productive activity'; moves from the cumulative 
conditions in 2007-2013, to three alternative conditions, thus widening the scope of the durability 
requirement; expands the exception previously applicable to the ESF to all Cohesion policy 
funding; and introduces an exception for natural persons. 
 

 The following table presents a summary of the history of Article 57. This clearly shows an 
increasing effort over the years to strengthen the regulatory requirements. The growing number 
of exceptions can be explained by the intention not to penalise businesses affected by the 
economic and financial crisis as of the beginning of the programming period 2007-2013. This is 
followed by a more detailed presentation of the development of the durability requirements in 
table 4 below. 
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Table 3: Summary of the main features of the durability requirement 

Durability elements Pre-
2000 

2000-
2006 

2007-
2013 

(original 
version) 

2007-
2013 

(current 
version) 

2014-2020

General durability requirement     

Time limit     

Conditions constituting an infringement     

Requirement for recovery of sums unduly paid     

Penalties for relocations     

Exceptions for the ESF     

Exceptions for non-fraudulent bankruptcy     

Exceptions for natural persons     

Member State reporting     

EC reporting to Member States  

 
Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a review of Regulations 4253/1988, 1260/1999, 1038/2006, 539/2010, proposed 
General Regulation for 2014-2020 
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Table 4: The development of the regulatory framework on durability
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Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a review of Regulations 4253/1988, 1260/1999, 1038/2006, 539/2010, proposed General Regulation for 2014-2020 
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We now provide an assessment of the ‘quality’ of Article 57 in terms of achieving sustainable SF 
support for businesses. 

Our comments focus on the verification of compliance with Article 57, specifically in the case of 
support for large enterprises. As we shall see in more detail in Section 2.2.5, the EC considers that 
large enterprises should no longer benefit from direct SF support for productive investment under 
the programming period 2014-2020. The exclusion of large enterprises is inter alia motivated by 
problems over the verification of compliance with Article 57. 

We consider that the verification of compliance of Article 57 is constrained by a series of factors. We 
first highlight the limited clarity of the legal provisions, i.e. several elements of Article 57 give rise 
to interpretation issues. We then use the agency theory to explain why these interpretation issues 
imply important barriers for the verification of compliance with Article 57. 
The following table lists a selection of possible interpretation issues. 
 
Table 5: Article 57, General Regulation – selected interpretation issues 

Article 57 Interpretation issues 

‘The Member State or managing authority shall ensure that an 
operation retains the contribution from the Funds only if that 
operation does not, within five years from the completion of the 
operation or three years from the completion of the operation in 
Member States which have exercised the option of reducing that 
time limit for the maintenance of an investment or jobs created by 
SMEs, undergo a substantial modification’ 

 When is a modification sufficiently important to be 
considered 'substantial'? 

‘affecting its nature or its implementation conditions or giving to 
a firm or a public body an undue advantage’ 

  What constitutes the 'nature' of an investment?  
 What constitutes ‘implementation conditions’? 
 When is an advantage to be considered ‘undue’? 
 What constitutes an ‘advantage’? 

‘resulting either from a change in the nature of ownership of an 
item of infrastructure or the cessation of a productive activity’ 

 What constitutes a ‘change’? 
 What constitutes the 'nature' of ownership? 
 What constitutes a ‘cessation’? 

Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a review of Article 57, Regulation 1038/2006 
 
We now turn to the information barriers in the process of verifying compliance with Article 57. This 
can be explained with the ‘agency theory’,24 used in the social sciences to explain information barriers 
between the ‘principal’, in our case the SF authority intending to verify compliance with Article 57, 
and the ‘agent’, i.e. the enterprise that has received SF support. According to the agency theory, the 
principal requires information from the agent, however, the agent tends to act ‘politically’ i.e. 
information is handled in the best interest of the agent (e.g. information that does not serve the 
interests of the agent is not disclosed to the principal). Agency theory differentiates between 
information deficits and information asymmetries. Information deficits imply that the principal does 
not have certain information in his ‘possession’, but can access the information (e.g. company 
registration information can be obtained from the relevant authorities). Information asymmetries 
imply that the principal can only obtain the required information from the agent. 

                                                 
24 See, for example, Eberhard Bohne, The politics of the ex-ante evaluation of legislation, page 5-9. 
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Applying the agency theory to the verification of SF business support, the following information 
asymmetries can be identified, casting doubts over the actual feasibility of verifying compliance with 
Article 57, in particular, as far as large enterprises are concerned: 

 Information asymmetries related to the complex legal structures deployed by large enterprises: 
In the process of verification, the concerned enterprise is unlikely to reveal relevant legal 
information that might be used by the SF authority to decide on an infringement of Article 57. 
However, the SF authority might lack the relevant legal expertise to decide on compliance with 
Article 57. 

 Information asymmetries related to the complex nature of business operations: In the process 
of verification, the concerned enterprise is unlikely to reveal relevant information relating to the 
detailed ‘composition’ of the funded business operation, e.g. in case of selected activities under 
the wider business operation being modified. 

 The SF authority’s resolve is also likely to be affected by a series of other factors: 

 resource constraints in terms of dedicating time to verification; 

 extended timelines since verification can stretch over different programming periods (e.g. 
compliance of an operation funded in the 2007-2013 programming period might require 
verification in the 2014-2020 programming period); 

 fear of legal challenges, e.g. the concerned large enterprise might use their legal departments 
to challenge an unfavourable decision in the courts; 

 fear of political pressure, e.g. the SF authorities belong to a national or regional 
administration that might benefit from the relocation of a large enterprise; this is particularly 
relevant if the SF investment is small in comparison with the overall investment in the region 
by the ‘relocating’ company. 
 
2.2.2 The promotion of sustainability 

 
This section reviews the approaches adopted by the SF programme authorities in order to promote 
the sustainability of SF support for businesses, i.e. measures to strengthen the supported 
interventions’ (prospects of) sustainability. This section reviews the MA and AA survey feedback, and 
also presents examples from case study work in the Member States. 
 
MA survey feedback confirms early attention to the sustainability of business support, with 75% of 
respondents confirming that prospects for sustainability are reviewed at the application stage. This is 
in line with sound project management practices, since ‘exit’ strategies should, ideally, already be 
built into project design, i.e. considerations on the continuation of project activities after external 
funding comes to an end. 

However, survey feedback also points to opportunities for strengthening sustainability. Indeed, only 
about a third of the respondents provide guidance materials on sustainability or organise events on 
sustainability. This suggests that consideration should be given to a dissemination of guidance 
materials as this might be of benefit for MAs/IBs that are not yet engaged in such activities. Similarly, 
it is worth noting the focus on sustainability at the application stage. Whilst this early attention is 
considered important, it is of similar importance to monitor the development of the sustainability 
plans throughout the lifetime of the project. During project implementation, project managers tend 
to be more concerned with daily implementation issues, and there is a risk of sustainability issues 
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moving to the bottom of the list of immediate priorities. This underlines the importance of 
continuous monitoring. 

The following bullets note individual survey and case study feedback: 

 In Portugal, business support in the area of innovation requires the project promoters to 
demonstrate financial viability calculations for a period of at least three years following the end of 
the SF support. This requirement is defined in the regulation on innovation support. Moreover, 
after the end of the three-year maintenance period (Article 57) the project is subject to ex-post 
evaluation to verify the viability calculations. 

 In Germany, the region of Rheinland Pfalz notes the successful use of its ESF website to promote 
good practice cases (presentation of completed projects). 

 In France, there is no guidance on sustainability (e.g. manuals), however, the MA organises events 
that highlight best practices, and some of these may touch on sustainability, but they don’t 
organise events specifically around sustainability. 

 In Greece, the SF authorities interviewed are of the view that Managing Authorities and 
Intermediate Bodies promote the sustainability of Structural Funds support for businesses by 
having a very clear strategic target of supporting business competitiveness. The way the 
programmes are designed, they are designed to support competitiveness. At application stage, all 
beneficiaries are encouraged to create products that are innovative, differentiated, offering added 
value, to ensure their projects’ sustainability. The Managing Authorities also provide guidance 
materials on ensuring competitiveness and sustainability. Information events at the application 
stage are common, but events on sustainability and the presentation of best practices are less 
common. During the information events, great emphasis is placed on sustainability, both as an 
obligation for receiving SF support, but also as a strategic goal for participating businesses. In 
recent years, and because of the crisis and low demand in the Greek market, the Managing 
Authorities have also placed emphasis, at programme design and application stage, on 
extroversion and helping businesses tap foreign markets, and encouraging companies to explore 
export opportunities.  

 In the Netherlands a series of measures have been established to promote sustainability, e.g. 
beneficiaries are asked to develop ‘exit strategies’ as part of their application for support. 
Moreover, beneficiaries are exposed to best practice examples, and the SF authorities provide 
vouchers for companies to undertake events and workshops to disseminate best practices. 

 Feedback from programme authorities in Finland confirms that applicants for business support 
need to demonstrate the sustainability and the future prospects of their business projects in the 
applications. Sustainability is evaluated already when assessing the application and is monitored 
during the implementation phase when payments are made. Separate surveys or other follow-up 
studies are conducted from time to time. 
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Figure 3: How do the Managing Authority or Intermediate Body 'promote' the sustainability of 
Structural Funds support for businesses? 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 

2.2.3  The measurement of sustainability 
 
This section reviews the approaches adopted by the SF programme authorities in order to measure 
sustainability. This section reviews the MA and AA survey feedback, and also presents examples from 
case study work in the Member States. 
 
Looking at the measurement of sustainable business support, MA and AA survey responses are 
consistent with feedback on the promotion of sustainability, i.e. there is a strong focus on assessing 
sustainability at the application stage (65% of MA and 61% of AA survey respondents).  

Survey feedback also confirms a more ongoing interest in sustainability via the review of project 
implementation reports (63% of MA and 79% of AA survey respondents).  

With a view to improving the measurement of sustainability, MA and AA survey feedback suggests 
room for improvement with regard to the use of indicators (used by less than half of the MA and only 
a quarter of the AA survey respondents), e.g. via the dissemination of indicators that have proven 
their worth in practice in terms of measuring sustainability. MA survey feedback mainly notes the use 
of indicators surrounding job creation, such as the number of jobs maintained or established (e.g. the 
MA monitors the progressive achievement of job creation targets as set out in the initial application). 
Other, comparatively more ‘soft’ indicators for the measurement of sustainability (prospects) include 
the establishment of partnerships and related commitments to sustaining activities or outcomes 
beyond the project end; and the development of (financial) exit strategies to maintain activities 
beyond project end. Sections 4.1 and 4.2 provide more comprehensive information on actual 
indicators used to measure sustainability, first from the point of view of the SF authorities (4.1), and 
then from the point of view of the beneficiaries of business support  (4.2). 

The following bullet points illustrate different approaches to measurement, combining different 
methods (survey and case study feedback): 

 In Estonia, the beneficiary needs to demonstrate plans for sustainability during application stage. 
During the project implementation period, and when proceeding with the final report, the 
programme authorities check that the activities have been carried out in accordance with the 
application form, and that the focus and aims of the project are achieved. Approximately one year 
after project end, the Intermediate Body interviews the lead partners, and surveys are carried out 
with all project partners focussing on the impact and sustainability of the project/cooperation. 

13
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beneficiary to demonstrate plans for sustainability during
implementation
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project end
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 Similarly, case study feedback from Hungary emphasises the importance of the application stage. 
The assessment of sustainability takes place only through indirect tools and methods. The most 
important measuring instrument for the evaluation of project sustainability is the assessment of 
the business data provided in the application form, and the keys tools for evaluating sustainability 
are indicators on job creation. There are also site visits that serve the evaluation of projects. 

 In the UK, interaction with projects is mainly through grant claims. Performance is considered and 
reviewed primarily as regards delivery of contract, i.e. underperformance is considered as an 
indicator of poor sustainability on a case-by-case basis. 

 In France, the demonstration of plans for sustainability (exit strategies) at application stage, during 
implementation and at the end of SF support is a requirement for all projects. Measurement of 
sustainability is thus of an ongoing nature. Moreover, interviews are undertaken indirectly through 
the audit process, although it is the national-level AA (Commission Interministérielle de 
Coordination des Contrôles, CICC), which defines the projects to be interviewed. It is worth noting 
that there are no indicators on sustainability. 

 In Greece, the Managing Authorities assess the potential sustainability of Structural Funds support 
for businesses during the review of application forms, when the evaluators critically assess the 
business plans and the assumptions for break even points of the proposed co-financed projects. 
The applications with the strongest potential for innovation and competitiveness and hence, for 
sustainability, are selected. However, beyond the application and approval stage, sustainability is 
not closely evaluated. The public authorities in Greece have already realised the gap in assessing 
the sustainability of business support to SMEs and the first attempts at assessing sustainability of 
SF support to businesses are currently taking place (via a systematic review of project progress 
reports). These should bring some results by the end of 2013. In view of the upcoming 
programming period 20014-2020, the Managing Authority of the Operational Programme 
Competitiveness and Entrepreneurship, which also manages the bulk of entrepreneurship support 
of the Regional Operational Programmes in Greece, is undertaking one evaluation and one study 
that will explore questions around durability. Firstly, the fieldwork for the Interim evaluation of the 
Operational Programme Competitiveness will include qualitative questions related to 
sustainability and competitiveness. The results of the evaluation are expected to be available in 
the autumn of 2013. Secondly, a study on where to focus the 2014-2020 interventions, currently 
being undertaken will also examine durability issues, and its results will also become available in 
the coming months. 

 Finally, in Poland, project evaluation in terms of sustainability is carried out using the formula: 
meets / does not meet agreed indicators. Beneficiaries who do not produce adequate indicators 
for project sustainability will not obtain co-financing. There are also in-site inspections, which vary 
according to the company. 
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Figure 4: How do the Managing Authority or Intermediate Body 'measure' the sustainability of Structural 
Funds support for businesses? 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 

Figure 5: How do the Audit Authorities verify the sustainability of Structural Funds support for 
businesses? 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 

2.2.4 The experience with Article 57 
 
Section 2.2.4 focuses on the SF programme authorities’ experience with the application of the 
General Regulation’s Article 57 on durability. 
 
Before coming to the feedback from the SF programme authorities, it is worth briefly noting EC 
feedback on experience with Article 57. EC feedback suggests that there have been some difficulties 
over the application of Article 57, in particular, in the context of SF support for large businesses, and 
at the time of the interview, the EC was in the process of reviewing its guidance on Article 57 with 
specific focus on additional legal clarity (Section 2.2.5 provides further detail in terms of 
consequences for the regulatory framework for 2014-2020). However, overall feedback suggests that 
there have been no irregularities in relation to the application of the durability requirements for the 
2007-2013 programming period (similarly no cases were reported for the 2000-2006 programming 
period). It was also noted that it might still be too early to assess the application of Article 57 since 
most supported business operations under the 2007-2013 programmes are still ongoing or have only 
been completed recently (this understanding is confirmed by the Operational Programme Annual 
Reports, i.e. there are no references to non-compliance with Article 57). 
 
MA and AA survey feedback on Article 57 suggests that the legal basis does not present problems 
over clarity for the programme authorities (75% of MA and 85% of AA survey respondents consider 
the legal basis to be clear); however, there appears to be scope for improving clarity for beneficiaries 
(only 40% of MA respondents consider the legal basis to be clear to the beneficiaries of SF support). 
Moreover, survey feedback suggests that there is scope for enhancing guidance on the application of 
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Article 57 (guidance from the EC, and to a lesser extent from national and or regional SF authorities; 
Regio feedback suggests that guidance is currently being reviewed in discussion with the EC Legal 
Services). 
 
Case study work largely validates the survey findings. Feedback from France indicates that it is 
difficult to apply Article 57, as the MA has limited resources to undertake a survey after five years to 
check whether projects are still in operation (Feedback from SF programme authorities in other 
Member States confirms this difficulty; this supports a stronger role of performance audit, to cover 
sustainability of business support in the future). The existence of the Article has meant that they are 
more vigilant in trying to spot those projects in difficulty, who might not survive for a further five 
years. In these cases, ERDF funding is stopped. Therefore, the Article has encouraged EU funding to 
support those projects, which demonstrate a more solid future, although this hasn’t been verified 
empirically. One of the priorities of the ERDF is to support innovation, as it is argued that innovative 
companies will be more likely to survive in a competitive globalised economy.  But in order to assess 
survival rates and sustainability, it is important to set up a monitoring system, which will provide data 
to evaluate sustainability. The MA suggested that this should be written into the next programming 
documents from the beginning, so that more attention is paid to business sustainability. However, 
the task of monitoring sustainability would also require further resources (financial/human) to carry 
out an effective monitoring system. 
 
Feedback from Greece suggests that the experience with the application of Article 57 is very brief.  
The government’s circular, interpreting how Article 57 will be monitored, only came into effect in 
December 2012. The companies that have received SF support know of their obligations in relation to 
Article 57 to maintain their investment for three to five years and not alter the character of their 
business. However, exactly how the enterprises where required to prove that they meet the Article 57 
obligation, was only defined in December 2012. Since then, enterprises have started to submit the 
necessary documentation to the General Secretariat of Industry of the Ministry of Development and 
the process is not yet completed. The General Secretariat maintains a register of certifications that the 
companies that have received structural funds’ support have not ceased their activity and have not 
substantially changed their operations. The General Secretariat of Industry has also incorporated the 
need to monitor Article 57 into its general quality control procedures. Overall, interviewees were not 
able to provide a definite view in terms of the implementation of Article 57 in Greece so far. It has so 
far not been possible to ascertain the impact of Article 57. There are three reasons for this. Firstly, 
there have been no specific evaluation studies carried out in Greece to explore the durability of 
businesses receiving structural funds’ support. Secondly, the submission of proof by companies that 
have received business support only started in December 2012 so it is too soon to have an overview 
of the durability of enterprises that have received support. Thirdly, the economic climate of recent 
years has not been conducive to durability, since many companies face extreme hardship, hence any 
positive effect Article 57 may have had on durability might be counterbalanced by increasing 
difficulties in the broader economy. One interviewee was of the view that Article 57 may now be 
acting as a disincentive for businesses to apply to receive business support from the SF.  
 

Figure 6: Management Authority agreement with statements on Article 57  

 
Source: % of survey responses, green = ‘agree’, orange = ‘do not know’, red = ‘disagree’, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a 
survey to MAs and AAs 
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Figure 7: Audit Authority agreement with statements on Article 57 

 
Source: % of survey responses, green = ‘agree’, orange = ‘do not know’, red = ‘disagree’, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a 
survey to MAs and AAs 
 
Turning to MA and AA survey feedback on the actual application of Article 57, it is interesting to note 
that the complex nature of the supported business intervention is considered more problematic (65% 
of MA and 67% of AA survey respondents) than company law issues (51% and 59%). 
 
Survey feedback on complications in relation to the application of Article 57 clearly points to 
difficulties with business support for larger enterprises, and thus validates the EC position of 
excluding large enterprises from future support for productive investment (difficult to monitor 
compliance).  

Overall, survey feedback confirms the usefulness of Article 57, since some 65% of MA and 67% of AA 
survey respondents consider the durability requirement to contribute to sustainability. 

Figure 8: Managing Authorities on complications / effectiveness of Article 57 

  
Source: % of survey responses, green = ‘agree’, orange = ‘do not know’, red = ‘disagree’, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a 
survey to MAs and AAs 
 
Figure 9: Audit Authorities on complications / effectiveness of Article 57 

 
Source: % of survey responses, green = ‘agree’, orange = ‘do not know’, red = ‘disagree’, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a 
survey to MAs and AAs 
 
Survey feedback on the actual application of Article 57 in the area of business support confirms that 
implementation is not yet sufficiently advanced for a comprehensive assessment of experience with 
application (41% of MA survey respondents note a lack of experience with Article 57). Indeed, Article 
57 mainly develops its relevance between three and five years after SF support has ended. 
Considering that project implementation under the 2007-2013 programming period has started 
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 Latvia: ‘There should be more definite rules regarding the “soft” activities where no investment in 
infrastructure is being made. In our opinion, in such activities as “International marketing” 
(beneficiaries visit different fairs abroad - travel and participation expenses are supported) it is not 
proportionate to imply sanctions on beneficiaries for cessation of productive activity within 5 years 
after the support is granted.’ 

 Austria: ‘1. Better specification on the definition of infrastructures / productive investments in the 
framework of cooperation programmes/projects (ETC). 2. Are intangible actions/outputs also 
investments? Better definition is the key.’ 

 Czech Republic: ‘to describe the process in case of sustainability will be interrupted because of 
unexpected external influence.’ 

 Netherlands: ‘We feel it is important to be as clear as possible on the target of the article. It now is 
applicable to investments in infrastructure or productive investments, but there are also projects, which 
partly consist of investments. It then is the question whether the article is applicable to the whole 
project or the specific investment concerned. The current situation sometimes leads to some insecurity 
on the side of the MA as to what it exactly refers to.’ 

 Germany: ‘rules for this article should be as clear as possible there should be no further restrictions for 
SME for some cases e. g. R&D projects sustainability for several years is not a useful regulation’ 

 
Figure 12: Managing Authority experience with substantial modifications 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 
Figure 13: Audit Authority experience with substantial modifications 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
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2.2.5 Business support in 2014-2020 
 
Section 2.2.5 comments on the EC’s planned support for businesses in 2014-2020, focussing on the 
EC’s proposal to limit SF support for large businesses. 
 
Section 2.2.1 has already referred to the durability requirements under the proposed regulatory 
framework for 2014-2020 (Article 61 of the proposed new General Regulation). Section 2.2.4 has 
reviewed the experience with Article 57 in the current programming period. This has also pointed to 
difficulties over the application of Article 57. One specific difficulty relates to applying the article in 
the case of large enterprises. 

This has motivated the EC to exclude large enterprises from SF support for productive investment 
under the regulatory framework for 2014-2020. In the future, this type of support is proposed to be 
limited to SMEs. 

We first look at the wording of the proposed regulatory framework, and then refer to related EC 
preparatory work for the programming period 2014-2020. 

The proposed regulatory framework for the ERDF appears to limit support to SMEs: 

 The current ERDF regulation reads: ‘The ERDF shall contribute towards the financing of: productive 
investment which contributes to creating and safeguarding sustainable jobs, primarily through direct 
aid to investment primarily in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)’.25 

 The text of the proposed ERDF regulation for 2014-2020 reads: ‘The ERDF shall support: productive 
investment, which contributes to creating and safeguarding sustainable jobs, through direct aid to 
investment in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)’.26 

 The related impact assessment notes: ‘With respect to enterprise support it can be argued that such 
support, in particular in the form of grants, is most needed for small enterprises, for innovative 
activities, and in areas in industrial decline undergoing structural change. The case for investing in 
large enterprises, less innovative areas, and regions which are attractive to investors without support is 
much weaker’.27 

The proposed exclusion of large businesses draws on EC preparatory work for the programming 
period 2014-2020, in the context of a ‘High Level Group’.28 This argues against Cohesion policy 
support for large enterprises. The main arguments are: 

 ‘Lack of economic impact. A major problem in providing support for productive investment in large 
enterprises is that they would often have made the investment concerned even without financial help. 
This ‘deadweight’ cost can occur in all forms of business support (in both SMEs and large enterprises). 
However, most economists agree that this is most likely to occur in respect of support to large 
enterprises. Large enterprises have greater access to finance as well as to business expertise, so it is 
often difficult to find the economic rationale to support them. Studies have shown that grant support is 
generally low on the list of factors, which influence the selection of location for large enterprises and, in 

                                                 
25 Article 3.2a, Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 2006 on the European Regional 
Development Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1783/1999, highlighting by the author 
26 Article 3.1a, COM(2011)614, 6 October 2011, highlighting by the author 
27 EC, Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on specific provisions concerning the European Regional 
Development Fund and the Investment for growth and jobs goal and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006, COM(2011) 614 final, 6 
October 2011, page 2 
28EC, High Level Group reflecting on future Cohesion policy, Meeting No. 9, 7 April 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/pdf/hlg/hlg9_aid_large_enterprises_2011_04_07.pdf 
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particular, multinationals. Other factors are at play such as taxation, workforce qualifications and 
costs, physical accessibility and the modernisation of facilities. Moreover, supporting large enterprises 
with cohesion policy or other public resources does not guarantee better performance or growth. 
Indeed, the added value in terms of increasing productivity and growth of providing support to large 
enterprises decreases notably over time. Furthermore, support for less productive large enterprises can 
prevent or delay the structural transformation or restructuring of a particular sector or industry.’29 

 ‘Relocation. Relocation is a highly sensitive issue. While relocation of business activities within the 
Single Market is part of normal economic activity, the use of incentives through ERDF to encourage 
relocation of activity creates two major problems. First, it can create tensions between the regions and 
Member States due to a perception that there are winners and losers in terms of employment and 
economic activity. Secondly, it is often the case that there is no net benefit in terms of employment at 
the EU level, since activity has simply been moved rather than additional activity created. (…) This is an 
issue where the EP has shown particular concerns and has encouraged the Commission and the 
Member States to be vigilant in following potential relocation. However, in practice, this has proved 
very difficult and burdensome for both the Commission and managing authorities because enterprises 
are reluctant to provide information on commercially and political sensitive investment decisions. In 
addition, the current legislative framework does not include provisions concerning the monitoring of 
investments or appropriate measures to be taken in cases where relocation has taken place following 
support from the Funds.’30 

 ‘Durability of operations. A closely linked concern is that of ensuring that supported operations 
provide long-term benefits to the regions in which they are located. (…) In practice, these provisions are 
relatively easy to apply in the case of SMEs, whose economic activity is closely tied to the region in 
which they operate. In contrast, large multinational enterprises need to make investment decisions on 
a far more global basis and by definition make location decisions as part of a broader strategy of 
operations. This increases the burden of monitoring on the part of the Commission and the Managing 
Authorities.’31 

The paper concludes: ‘In order to avoid the problems highlighted above, a simple solution would be to 
exclude productive investment in large enterprises from the scope of the ERDF. This exclusion would only 
apply to direct support for large enterprises. The ERDF and the Cohesion Fund would continue to co-
finance investments, which make location attractive to large enterprises such as infrastructure, sites and 
research and innovation activities. Furthermore, support for research and innovation cooperation 
between large enterprises and SMEs, and between public and private research partners would also 
continue. This would be made explicit in the scope article of the ERDF regulation.’32 

  

                                                 
29 EC, High Level Group reflecting on future Cohesion policy, Meeting No. 9, 7 April 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/pdf/hlg/hlg9_aid_large_enterprises_2011_04_07.pdf, page 1 
30 EC, High Level Group reflecting on future Cohesion policy, Meeting No. 9, 7 April 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/pdf/hlg/hlg9_aid_large_enterprises_2011_04_07.pdf, page 2 
31 EC, High Level Group reflecting on future Cohesion policy, Meeting No. 9, 7 April 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/pdf/hlg/hlg9_aid_large_enterprises_2011_04_07.pdf, page 2 
32 EC, High Level Group reflecting on future Cohesion policy, Meeting No. 9, 7 April 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/future/pdf/hlg/hlg9_aid_large_enterprises_2011_04_07.pdf, page 3 
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A recent EC paper on the revision of regional aid guidelines also argues for the exclusion of large 
enterprises. This refers to the ‘deadweight’ argument, and to research confirming that support for 
SMEs is more effective than support for large enterprises, and that large enterprises have sufficient 
leverage without receiving financial support.33 

We have identified one paper that directly criticises the (new) EC position, however, the paper’s 
‘credibility’ can be considered somewhat limited since the paper was initiated by an industry 
representative organisation, representing large enterprise interests in a new Member State (i.e. 
theoretically, more likely to loose out from the proposed exclusion of large enterprises).34 However, it 
is of interest to review the arguments against excluding large enterprises. The arguments include: 

 There is limited empirical evidence to support the EC position to exclude large enterprises.35 

 The authors consider that when presented with a choice of (more than one) similarly attractive 
business locations, a large enterprise’s investment decision can be determined by the availability 
of EU funding (the authors suggest that such offers are made outside the EU, and that the EU 
might now loose out; whilst not spelled out, this implies that support for large enterprises should 
be maintained, accepting relocation risks).36 

 EC arguments over difficulties in monitoring / ensuring durability are not discussed in detail - the 
authors suggest that the monitoring process should be improved (however, no detail is provided 
on how the process could be improved).37 

 The authors argue for a continuation of support for large enterprises by referring to the mutually 
beneficial relationships between SMEs and large enterprises. This is supported with two case 
studies from the Czech Republic. Moreover, the authors explain that both, large enterprises and 
SMEs, make an important contribution to growth in the EU, albeit in different ways, depending on 
the Member State (i.e. % of SMEs in a Member State’s economy). 

 The authors conclude that the EC plans would most seriously affect the EU’s least developed 
regions: ‘reducing the chance of fostering structural change in less developed EU regions that could be 
achieved by allowing for legitimate LE strategic investments.’38 

There is indeed limited research on the question of whether public subsidies are a determining factor 
in company location decisions. However, existing research points to the comparatively limited 
importance of public subsidies among the determining factors for company location, e.g.: ‘incentive 
policies to stimulate corporate relocation may prove completely ineffective and constitute a windfall for 
companies that place greater emphasis on interactive organizational forms. Their site selection is probably 
not dictated by such financial enticement, but rather by the search for proximity ties between actors across 
a spatial domain, with this tendency being accentuated in cases where companies are innovative and/or 
new technology-intensive’.39 

                                                 
33 EC, Revision of the regional aid guidelines - Non-paper from the services of DG Competition for discussion at the first multilateral meeting 
with experts from the Member States. [Online] 2011. [Cited: 01.05.2012.] 
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/reform/archive_docs/multilateral_meeting/en.pdf. 
34 Ota Novotny and Milena Jaburková, Large enterprises in the European economy and their role in regional support programs, June 2012 
35 Ota Novotny and Milena Jaburková, Large enterprises in the European economy and their role in regional support programs, June 2012, 
page 10 
36 Ota Novotny and Milena Jaburková, Large enterprises in the European economy and their role in regional support programs, June 2012, 
page 11 
37 Ota Novotny and Milena Jaburková, Large enterprises in the European economy and their role in regional support programs, June 2012, 
page 12 
38 Ota Novotny and Milena Jaburková, Large enterprises in the European economy and their role in regional support programs, June 2012, 
page 27 
39 Samira Oukarfi and Maurice Baslé, Public-sector financial incentives for business relocation and effectiveness measures based on 
company profile and geographic zone, in The Annals of Regional Science, June 2009, pages 509-526 
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The EP is still in the process of reviewing the proposed regulation (‘awaiting Parliament 1st reading’, 
scheduled for 22 October 2013),40 however, a review of the EP’s proposed amendments indicates 
different views on the future regulation of business support and the requirement of durability. Some 
of the proposed amendments foresee a coverage of large enterprises: ‘It is necessary to include larger 
enterprises, which are the ones generating employment and growth, as well, and there cannot be an 
interruption or sharp drop in aid compared to the current period’.41 Several other amendments support 
more demanding durability conditions, e.g. extending the proposed duration of maintaining the 
investment from five to ten years.42 Please see the Annex with an overview of all relevant 
amendments. 

  

                                                 
40 See http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2011/0276(COD)&l=en (last accessed on 25 August 2013) 
41 Proposed amendment 477, EP, Committee on Regional Development, DRAFT REPORT on the proposal for the General Regulation for 
2014-2020 and EP, Amendments on the proposal 
42 Proposed amendment 1104/1105, EP, Committee on Regional Development, DRAFT REPORT on the proposal for the General Regulation 
for 2014-2020 and EP, Amendments on the proposal  
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3. THE EXPERIENCE WITH SUSTAINABILITY OF BUSINESS SUPPORT UNDER 
THE STRUCTURAL FUNDS 

KEY FINDINGS 

 Whilst existing research shows only limited interest in the issue of sustainability of public 
sector support for businesses, there is vast literature on related issues such as the justification 
of public support for businesses and the effectiveness of this support. Public support for 
businesses is justified by market failures; the specific interest in SMEs is explained by their 
comparatively more limited access to finance and their substantial contribution to the 
economy; and the effectiveness of public support is largely confirmed, specifically in the area 
of R&D. The limited existing research on the sustainability of public support for businesses 
confirms the importance of attention to sustainability issues at an early stage of support, i.e. 
sustainability is considered to be built into project design and requires assessment at 
application stage. 

 Despite the important volume of SF support for businesses, the EC has only conducted 
limited research focussing specifically on the thematic area of business support. Moreover, 
the issue of sustainability as understood for the purpose of this study is not directly addressed 
(for the programming period 2007-2013, DG Regio conducted some 50 studies and 
evaluations). DG Employment shows a strong interest in sustainability issues in the context of 
the 2000-2006 ex post evaluation of the ESF. This points to three key factors for sustainability, 
namely needs analysis, long-term relationships (between the SF authority and the 
beneficiary), and the institutional and professional capacities of the beneficiaries. EC guidance 
materials for SMEs and best practice collections only touch indirectly on sustainability. 
Existing research on sustainability (conducted by the EC or in the Member States) is in line 
with statistics on business survival, i.e. average sustainability of business support. This is 
validated by survey and case study feedback: Only about a third of MA and AA survey 
respondents consider the sustainability of support for businesses to be strong; 39% of MA 
survey respondents note average sustainability and about 11% note weak sustainability. 
Turning to the AAs, 57% note average sustainability, however, none of the AA survey 
respondents considers sustainability to be weak. Individual survey and case study responses 
suggest that sustainability is strongly dependent on external factors, referring specifically to 
the economic and financial crisis. 

 
Following the review of the legal basis for sustainability and the related operationalisation under 
Chapter 2, the present chapter reviews the concrete experience with the sustainability of business 
support. This covers a literature review on the sustainability of business support, exploring questions 
surrounding the ‘raison d’être’ of SF (i.e. public sector) business support (Section 3.1), and existing 
evidence on the sustainability of business support, presenting experience with the sustainability of SF 
business support (3.2). 

3.1. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review first looks at general experience with the sustainability of business support, 
including the justification of public support for businesses (Section 3.1.1), and then reviews existing 
EC literature in the area of the SF with a focus on studies and evaluations conducted during 2007-
2013 (3.1.2). 
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3.1.1 The sustainability of business support – general literature review 
This section aims to address the question as to whether wider Cohesion policy objectives (e.g. 
economic growth, reducing regional disparities, strengthening innovation and competitiveness etc.) 
can, at all, be achieved via public sector support for businesses. Moreover, the issue of ‘planning’ 
sustainability is addressed. 

The assessment of public sector support for businesses is the subject of a substantial and long-
standing academic research effort. This has focused in particular on public support for business 
investments in R&D / innovation. This is in line with the increasing Cohesion policy focus on these 
issues, e.g. the first Cohesion policy thematic objective for 2014-2020 reads ‘strengthening research, 
technological development and innovation’.43 Drawing on recent research, on the basis of empirical 
data on business support in different EU Member States, the following main points can be 
underlined: 

 Public sector support for firms to invest in R&D are justified by market failures (cost associated 
with investment in innovation, returns for the investor not guaranteed, limited internal funds in 
the case of small enterprises): ‘Consequently, public subsidies aim at reducing the cost of private R&D 
to incentivize firms to pursue socially valuable R&D projects that would not be carried out otherwise’.44 

 The focus on SMEs is justified by their more limited access to finance, their substantial 
contribution to innovation (‘more basic and radical innovation projects’), and because of their 
potential for job creation (the majority of firms in the EU are SMEs).45 

 Projects often have a requirement for collaboration between SMEs, and this is explained by the 
intention to ensure that spill-overs are channelled to the project partners (working on its own, a 
firm bears all the costs of investing in innovation, but is usually not able to use all the benefits). 
Other reasons include economies of scale, and the transfer of expertise between partners. 
International / cross-border collaboration is considered particularly important in the case of small 
regions (limited knowledge within its own territory).46 

 Recent research confirms the effectiveness of public sector support for R&D investments by 
SMEs: ‘subsidies accelerate R&D spending’. The same research confirms stronger effectiveness for 
SMEs than for larger-sized firms. Moreover, public sector support is considered to make a stronger 
contribution to innovation than private sector support because private sector support is usually 
not available for particularly innovative and therefore risky projects.47 However, other research 
points to mixed success of public sector support, e.g. ‘subsidies seem to induce only a very slight 
change in the level of private expenditures chosen by the firms that would, in any case, perform 
innovative activities. Our estimate implies that if projects were not subsidized, they would basically be 
carried out at the smaller size implied by the absence of public funds’.48  

                                                 
43 EC, Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions (…), COM(2011) 615 final/2, 
14 March 2012, Article 9.1 
44 Hanna Hottenrott and Cindy Lopes-Bento, (International) R&D Collaboration and SMEs: The effectiveness of targeted public R&D support 
schemes, October 2012, page 2. This research paper is based on the experience in Flanders, Belgium. 
45 Hanna Hottenrott and Cindy Lopes-Bento, (International) R&D Collaboration and SMEs: The effectiveness of targeted public R&D support 
schemes, October 2012, page 2 
46 Hanna Hottenrott and Cindy Lopes-Bento, (International) R&D Collaboration and SMEs: The effectiveness of targeted public R&D support 
schemes, October 2012, page 3 
47 Hanna Hottenrott and Cindy Lopes-Bento, (International) R&D Collaboration and SMEs: The effectiveness of targeted public R&D support 
schemes, October 2012, page 27 
48 GONZÁLEZ, X.; JAUMANDREU, J. AND PAZÓ, C. (2004): ‘Barriers to innovation and subsidy effectiveness’ RAND Journal of Economics 
Vol.36,No.4, Winter 2005 pp. 930-950 
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 Public sector support is not considered to crowd out private sector support: Research in 
France, Denmark, Germany or Spain concludes that subsidies do not generate a crowding-out 
effect of private R&D investment.49 However, overall there appears to be limited research on this 
issue.50 

 Research also points to the importance of tailoring support schemes to specific target groups. 
A recent study on ‘Young Innovative Companies’ confirms these companies’ contribution to 
innovation and identifies access to finance as the main barrier for the development of such firms. 
However, subsidy allocation mechanisms are not associated with better innovative performance 
of the subsidised companies because the subsidies are not targeted specifically to Young 
Innovative Companies.51 However, on the whole, R&D subsidies are found to increase the 
innovative performance of SME beneficiaries.52 

 Finally, research clearly confirms the importance of dealing with sustainability from the very 
outset of the business activity: ‘policy makers ought to sharply distinguish between neo-natal and 
post-natal policies, and perhaps focus rather more of their energy on the former than the latter. For 
managers, a similar caveat applies. When one is going to set up a new firm, it is important to establish it 
properly from the beginning. Founding conditions have long-lasting effects upon survival, and 
subsequent reversal of the initial decisions later on may be insufficient to produce the desired 
improvement in the probabilities of survival’.53 In this context, research points to the importance of 
preparing business plans:54 ‘Although evidence is equivocal and often contradictory, prospective 
business founders are generally advised to develop formal plans of their proposed ventures’. These 
research findings validate the SF authorities emphasis on reviewing sustainability at the stage of 
project application and asking applicants to draw up business plans in support of their 
applications (see Section 4.1.1). 
 

3.1.2 The sustainability of business support – Structural Funds literature 
 
This section reviews SF literature vis-á-vis evidence on the sustainability of business support. This 
covers research conducted by or on behalf of the EC (DG Regio and DG Employment). We also include 
a brief review of the best practice databases operated by DG Regio and DG Enterprise and Industry. 
 
 DG Regio: DG Regio dedicates important efforts to research on different SF issues at all levels, 

from detailed implementation issues to wider policy issues, and covering a wide scope of SF 
thematic areas. For the programming period 2007-2013, DG Regio conducted some 51 studies and 
evaluations.55 It is worth noting that this does not include any research focussing specifically on 
the thematic area of business support. Moreover, the issue of sustainability as understood for the 
purpose of this study is not directly addressed. 

                                                 
49 GONZÁLEZ, X. AND PAZÓ, C. (2005): ‘Do public subsidies stimulate private R&D spending?’ Elsevier, Research Policy 37 (2008) 371–389 
50 AERTS, C; CZARNITZKI, D.; AND FIER, A. (2006): ‘Econometric evaluation of public R&D policies: current state of the art’ Unpublished 
manuscript. 
51 Cédric Schneider and Reinhilde Veugelers, On Young Innovative Companies: why they matter and how (not) to policy support them, 
October 2008, page 3. This research paper is based on the experience in Germany. 
52 Cédric Schneider and Reinhilde Veugelers, On Young Innovative Companies: why they matter and how (not) to policy support them, 
October 2008, page 28 
53 P.A. Geroski, José Mata and Pedro Portugal (2007) ‘Founding Conditions and the Survival of New Firms.’ DRUID Working Paper No. 07-11, 
pages 26-27 
54 Gary J. Castrogiovanni (1996) ‘Pre-Startup Planning and the Survival of New Small Businesses: Theoretical Linkages’ Journal of 
Management 1996, Vol. 22, No. 6, 801-822 
55 For DG Regio studies, see http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information/studies/index_en.cfm (last accessed on 5 April 2013). 
Evaluations are listed on the following page: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information/evaluations/index_en.cfm (last accessed on 5 
April 2013) 
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It can be argued that sustainability of business support is best reviewed in the context of ex post 
evaluation. Indeed, sustainability is one of the classical evaluation criteria for ex post evaluations. 
This is explained by the requirement for some ‘distance’ in time between the completion of the 
supported activity, and the activity’s actual sustainability to materialise. Indeed, it is only some 
time after project funding has come to an end that it is possible to judge whether a project is 
sustainable, in terms of the supported activities continuing beyond the end of SF support (note in 
this context the requirement under Article 57 to maintain an investment for five years). Ex post 
evaluations under the SF are conducted with a principal focus on effectiveness and (initial) impact, 
and are therefore organised after the end of the related programming period. For example, the 
latest ex post evaluation effort focused on the 2000-2006 programming period, and the related 
evaluation reports were published as of 2010. 

Looking now in more detail at the ex post evaluations for the 2000-2006 programming period, it is 
interesting to note the limited focus on sustainability (the design of the 2007-2013 ex post 
evaluations is now underway, i.e. it is not yet known to which extent the ex post evaluations will 
focus on sustainability issues).56 The main focus is on effectiveness (i.e. the achievement of the 
intended results, for example, further to receiving training on how to set up a business, the trainee 
has established a business). Whilst sustainability is not directly addressed, there are, however, 
some reflections on what contributes to sustainability. For example, feedback from Germany 
indicates that the selection process is key to contributing to sustainability: 'Sustainable results of 
the support were reported to require realistic business plans, ensuring that the enterprises were capable 
of fulfilling debt services and paying capital costs. This also required reflection on whether the market 
position allowed for expansion. Another issue identified which determined success of enterprise support 
is close follow-up of projects. Supported enterprises need to be monitored closely by the implementing 
bodies. In German programmes, a key instrument in monitoring are "specific terms" set out with each 
funding decision. They comprise the targets for creating/safeguarding jobs and other conditions to be 
fulfilled by the enterprise (start date of investments, provision of guarantees etc.). Continuous follow-up 
of these targets is essential, as it allows the implementing bodies and the enterprises to react if projects 
do not create the intended effects.' 

Indirect references to the sustainability of business support are also present in other DG Regio 
studies. A study published in 2011 discusses Member State practices to ensure sustainability,57 e.g. 
in Germany the regions report to the federal level 'on employment effects five years after funded 
investments with the scope to evaluate the sustainability of employment effects'. This requirement 
was introduced in 2007 for the joint federal / regional initiative for structural reform 
(‘Gemeinschaftsaufgabe Verbesserung der regionalen Wirtschaftsstruktur’); In Switzerland: 'Guidance 
documents state that if, during the implementation phase, it becomes apparent that a project cannot 
reach the pre-defined targets, or that it is not financially viable in the medium-to-long term (i.e. lacking 
economic sustainability), the premature termination of the project should be envisaged and public 
funding contributions should be stopped'. 

Finally, a study in 2012 reflects on project selection procedures, and in this context, touches upon 
the issue of sustainability, quoting an example from Slovakia (detailed sustainability assessment in 
the context of project selection with sustainability accounting for up to 12.5 points out of 104.5).58 

                                                 
56 Ex post evaluation of Cohesion policy programmes 2000-2006 cofinanced by the ERDF (Objectives 1 and 2) - Key results from the 30 
programmes spending most on enterprise (2000-2006), June 2010, pages 89-90 
57 EC, ‘EU Cohesion policy in a global context’, March 2011, pages 24 and 31 
58 EC, Comparative study on the project selection process applied in Cohesion Policy programmes 2007-2013 in a number of Member States, 
February 2012, page 47 
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Considering that business support represents some 20% of total ERDF support in the 2007-2013 
programming period, and the continued importance of business support in the 2014-2020 
programming period, the limited research on this issue suggests a need for strengthening the 
focus on business support in future research and evaluation, e.g. in the context of the ex post 
evaluations for the 2007-2013 programming period (expected to be launched in 2014/2015). 

DG Regio also showcases best practices, both in terms of policies,59 and projects 
(http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/stories/index_en.cfm), however, the absence of any 
direct focus on sustainability issues is noteworthy.60 

DG Enterprise and Industry: DG Enterprise and Industry operates a database of best practices in 
relation to SME policy (Small Business Act: Database of Good Practices).61 However, the focus is on 
six specific thematic areas,62 with no specific interest in sustainability issues (out of a total of 867 
entries, under 5% refer to sustainability issues, and this in a rather indirect way). This can be 
explained with the set-up of the Small Business Act, with none of the Act’s ten principles directly 
focusing on sustainability.63 However, DG Enterprise, together with DG Regio has recently 
published a guidebook ‘How to use Structural Funds for SME & Entrepreneurship Policy’,64 aiming to 
help SMEs access the SF. In this context, a series of best practice examples touch on sustainability 
issues, however, it is worth noting that there is no systematic advice on how to ensure 
sustainability. 

 DG Employment: DG Employment has shown a strong interest in the sustainability of business 
support in the framework of the ex post evaluation of the 2000-2006 programming period.65 
Sustainability is defined as 'the long-term presence of positive effects (change) generated by the 
selected ESF measure',66 and one of the evaluation questions focuses on sustainability: 'Which are 
the main factors affecting the sustainability of the benefits in the case of the identified success stories?'. 
The evaluation identifies a series of factors considered to contribute to sustainability, most of 
which are also relevant to the area of business support:67 

 Needs analysis: This is relevant at the level of the wider Operational Programmes and at the 
level of the individual business support activity. A prior needs analysis helps designing a more 
relevant intervention, thus contributing to sustainability. Needs analysis implies stakeholder 
consultation to strengthen the commitment of all relevant actors. 

 Long-term relationship: Following the end of SF support, the relation between the 
programme authority and the supported business should continue, to support monitoring of 
sustainability and ensure continued commitment to the project by all relevant actors. 

 Finally, the institutional and professional capacities of the beneficiaries / project 
implementers are highlighted as a key contributing factor to sustainability. 

                                                 
59 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/index_en.cfm 
60 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/stories/index_en.cfm 
61 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/best-practices/index_en.htm 

62 ‘Applying the Think Small First principle, Simplifying start-up procedures, Internationalisation of SMEs, Education for entrepreneurship, 
Bankruptcy and fresh start, and Reducing the administrative burden’ 
63 EC, Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Regions, Think Small First - A Small Business Act for Europe, 25 June 2008 
64 EC, How to support SME Policy from Structural Funds, Guidebook Series, 2013 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/regional-sme-
policies/documents/no.6_cookbook_en.pdf 
65 EC, Ex post evaluation of the European Social Fund 2000-2006, December 2010 
66 EC, Ex post evaluation of the European Social Fund 2000-2006, December 2010, page 32 
67 EC, Ex post evaluation of the European Social Fund 2000-2006, December 2010, page 280-281 
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However, whilst reflecting on the factors contributing to sustainability, the ex post evaluation does 
not provide a final conclusion on the actual sustainability of ESF support for businesses. 

3.2. EVIDENCE ON THE SUSTAINABILITY OF SF SUPPORT FOR BUSINESSES 
 
This section first presents selected Member State research on the sustainability of SF support for 
businesses (Section 3.2.1). Section 3.2.2 complements this by exploring the feedback from the survey 
and case study work conducted in the framework of this study. 
 

3.2.1 Selected Member State research on the sustainability of business support 
 
Possibly the most up-to-date assessment of SF support for businesses at Member State level is 
available from the reporting under the DG Regio Expert Evaluation Network (a network composed of 
evaluation experts from the Member State SF authorities and coordinated by DG Regio).68 
 
This information draws on the 2011 Annual Implementation Reports for the SF Operational 
Programmes (these reports were issued in mid-2012). The following key issues are noted with regard 
to business support: 
 
 There is a general trend of reducing funding allocations for business support since demand was 

found to be lower than initially expected (because of the crisis), and related concerns over 
financial absorption.69 

 However, planned funding for SMEs has increased: ‘In many Member States, funding was shifted 
away from support of SMEs because their demand for assistance was lower than anticipated. In 
Slovakia, Lithuania, Hungary, Estonia and Malta in the EU12 and in the Netherlands in the EU15, 
however, planned funding increased. The deterioration in the economic environment and the 
associated uncertainty deterred companies from launching innovations or investing in RTD. It equally 
discouraged budding entrepreneurs from starting businesses. On the other hand, possibly to 
compensate – and to comply with Lisbon ‘earmarking’ – Member States tended to increase the funding 
made available for research infrastructure. All except the Netherlands, Austria and the UK shifted 
additional funding towards this policy area. In the EU12 too, there was a significant increase in 
investment grants to companies (‘other investment’), though in most EU15 countries, a reduction’.70 

 A further general trend has been the development of financial engineering instruments to 
alleviate SME difficulties in accessing credit.71 

 In general terms, achievements are difficult to measure because of poor reporting on outcomes 
and results in the Annual Implementation Reports for the Operational Programmes (incomplete 
information, errors in the reporting units); inappropriate indicators; difficult to assess progress 
since targets either not set or not considered reliable.72 

                                                 
68 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013 
69 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 14 
70 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 17 
71 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 17 
72 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 32 
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 Achievements relevant to the area of business support (by end 2011) include some 148,500 
investment projects implemented by SMEs, and 14,700 science-industry research cooperation 
projects financed.73 

 Regarding job creation, it is estimated that some 383,000 full-time equivalent jobs were created 
(note that this is relevant for business support but can also include other areas of SF support). 
However, there is an important caveat in relation to job creation: ‘it remains to be verified whether 
the effect is short-term, largely involving jobs directly created by carrying out the projects themselves or 
whether it will remain in the longer-term’. The figure represents 31% of the target for EU27.74 

 The report also notes achievements by policy area, however, this is not aligned with the business 
support expenditure categories since the reporting on ‘Enterprise support and RTDI’ also includes 
ICT and SME access to finance. For the area of ‘RTDI support’ the following indicators are noted: 
14,700 projects co-financed to support cooperation between universities and business; 46,000 
RTD projects carried out leading to additional research jobs (increase of 6% in R&D employment); 
14,891 gross jobs created in R&D (full time equivalent terms), representing 37% of the EU27 
target.75 

 For the area of ‘Enterprise support: investment aid and creation of new firms’ the following indicators 
are noted: 178,608 gross jobs created in SMEs as a direct result of investment projects supported, 
representing 40% of the target; 52,957 business start-ups supported, representing 68% of the 
target.76 

Besides the above synthesis of Member State implementation experience, more in-depth feedback 
on the sustainability of SF business support is available from some Member States. 

For Germany, the recent joint EU Report issued by the German Court of Audit in cooperation with 15 
regional audit courts refers to a series of audits confirming the limited sustainability of ERDF / ESF 
support for businesses, e.g.: 

 In the context of support for business networking in the region of Brandenburg (total support of 
€6 million under the ERDF and co-financing), about half of the supported networks ended their 
activity with the end of public support. The regional audit court notes the programme authorities’ 
limited control and evaluation activity.77 

 Looking at ERDF support for SMEs in the region of Brandenburg to hire ‘innovation assistants’, only 
about half of the innovation assistants were still in employment following the end of public 
support. Again, the limited control and evaluation effort is noted.78 

 In the context of ERDF support for the development of tourism infrastructure (thematic park) in 
the region of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (total support of €7.4 million), funding started in 2004 
and activities ended in 2008 (insolvency). The regional audit court notes planning exceptions and 
limited ex-ante appraisal (or rather an appraisal neglecting possible threats).79 

 An example from Niedersachsen shows how an ERDF investment was cancelled because of limited 
information (in the application documentation, submitted at the beginning of the programming 

                                                 
73 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 33 
74 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 34 
75 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 36 
76 DG Regio, Expert Evaluation Network, Synthesis of National Reports 2012, January 2013, page 37 
77 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012, page 120 
78 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012, page 123 
79 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012, page 135 
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period) on the project’s long-term economic sustainability (investment of €1.7 million, mainly 
ERDF for a public-private research centre). The project was supported with regional funds, and 
ended in 2011 (insolvency).80 

 In relation to ESF support for start-ups in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, the regional audit court 
notes that for about half the number of supported start-ups, the application format did not 
include a business plan, or the business plan was not tailored to the specific applicant (general 
models with changing applicant names).81 

 
Finally, recent research raises more general doubts on the effectiveness of SF support for businesses. 
Indeed, a recent paper considers that between 20 and 60% of the projects funded under the SF 
(depending on different scenarios) would be non-growth related. The evidence showed that, in the 
best scenario, ‘spending in richer European countries tends to be even less targeted towards growth 
compared to regions covered in poorer European countries’. Growth effects of funds aiming business 
support are considered moderate.82  
 

3.2.2 Survey and case study feedback 
 
Only about a third of MA and AA survey respondents consider the sustainability of support for 
businesses to be strong; 39% of MA survey respondents note average sustainability and about 11% 
note weak sustainability. Turning to the AAs, 57% note average sustainability, however, none of the 
AA survey respondents considers sustainability to be weak. Individual survey responses suggest that 
sustainability is strongly dependent on external factors, referring specifically to the economic and 
financial crisis. 
 
Figure 14: Managing Authority experience with sustainability of Structural Funds support for businesses 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 

                                                 
80 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012, page 142 
81 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012, page 206 
82 HEINEMANN, F.; MISCH, F. ET AL. ‘Growth Enhancing Expenditure in EU Cohesion Spending from 2007 to 2013’ Zentrum für Europäischer 
Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH, 2012 
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Figure 15: Audit Authority experience with sustainability of Structural Funds support for businesses 

 
Source: % of survey responses, Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of a survey to MAs and AAs 
 

In addition to the survey feedback, the case studies have reviewed the SF authorities’ experience with 
sustainability. The following views from France and Greece can be considered representative (and 
validate survey findings):  

 In France, the MA only has a general impression of the experience of sustainability of operations, 
as once ERDF support has finished, they do not monitor the projects to see if they are in receipt of 
further public funding in the following years. The MA has undertaken evaluations, but the themes 
that they have chosen (e.g. gender equality) do not relate to sustainability. Sustainability isn’t 
really seen as a priority area for them to focus on. The general impression is of ‘average 
sustainability’ although this is not based on hard facts. Rather it is based on an understanding of 
the strengths or weaknesses of the projects while funded by ERDF. There are cases where during 
the funding period, the MA considers that a project is too weak to be able to survive without 
support from the EU, so it ceases funding, but this is relatively rare. In general, projects that apply 
for ERDF funding already have a certain financial stability. They have to be able to survive while 
they wait for ERDF reimbursement, so necessarily have to possess a certain level of sustainability. 
This therefore enhances the prospects of sustainability over the longer term. 

 In Greece, in terms of the experience of public authorities in relation to sustainability, it has not 
been possible for the Managing Authority to offer an overview of experience with sustainability 
during the programming period 2007-2013. This is due to a lack of evaluations or studies focusing 
on the topic of sustainability. Such evaluations would be necessary to determine if SF support 
made a difference and helped companies shield themselves from the economic crisis, or whether 
the economic crisis has hit companies hard and not allowed them to remain in business. One 
interviewee noted that in the situation of severe economic crisis that Greece has been 
experiencing in recent years, it has become increasingly difficult for companies to benefit from EU 
financial support. Hence, interviewees would argue that long-term durability is an issue that has 
slowly been losing significance in the case of Greece, because SMEs face much more urgent 
survival challenges in their day to day business. In a recent notice inviting project applications, the 
public authorities have found difficulties in attracting business interest, possibly because 
businesses are reluctant to commit to investment projects that will need to be maintained for 
three to five years after completion, in view of the current dire economic situation of the country. 
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4. SELECTED BEST PRACTICE APPROACHES 

KEY FINDINGS 

 From the perspective of the SF authorities, sustainability is best supported throughout the 
project cycle, at application stage (review of the beneficiary’s application for business 
support), during implementation (review of progress reports) and towards project 
completion and ex-post (focus on verification of compliance with Article 57). 

 From the perspective of the beneficiaries, i.e. business benefiting of SF support, sustainability 
can be promoted via attention to a series of determinants of sustainability, surrounding 
project design, the implementation arrangements and project finance. 

 
This chapter focuses on the illustration of successful (sustainable) business support interventions, 
drawing on the case study work and a review of existing best practice ‘collections’ (web-based 
databases operated by DG Regio,83 and by the Member States SF authorities). Section 4.1 covers the 
SF authorities’ approaches to strengthen sustainability. Section 4.2 focuses on successful approaches 
in supported businesses. 
 

4.1. STRENGTHENING SUSTAINABILITY – THE SF AUTHORITIES’ PERSPECTIVE 
 
This section presents a selection of approaches to strengthen the sustainability of business support, 
approaches that have been established by the various SF authorities covered by this study. The 
sustainability of SF business support can be promoted at different stages in the life cycle of a 
supported intervention, namely at conception stage (Section 4.1.1), during implementation (Section 
4.1.2), and towards project completion and ex-post (Section 4.1.3). 
 

4.1.1 Supporting sustainability at conception stage 
 
The main focus at the conception stage is on reviewing application forms; some SF authorities have 
defined indicators to support their assessment of sustainability (mainly two types of indicators: 
related to the applicant’s financial position, and related to the nature of the proposed business 
activity). 
 
 Case study feedback from the UK shows close attention to the promotion of business 

sustainability via the careful review of project applications. For example, revenue activities are 
examined, in respect of a managed exit, which may include sustainability with other funding upon 
the nature of the activity. The applicant’s ability to meet ongoing operation costs is considered in 
the assessment of capital projects (it is worth noting that capital funding agreements do require 
usage in line with the application, and therefore grants can be recovered if facilities are not 
sustained/operated on completion). 

 Similarly, the feedback from Poland confirms a review of prospects for sustainability in the context 
of reviewing the project application and the establishment of the contract with the beneficiary. At 
the application stage, the beneficiary must agree to maintain project sustainability over five or 
three years (for SMEs) after project completion. The application refers to output and result 

                                                 
83 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/index_en.cfm 
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indicators that form the basis for monitoring project sustainability during implementation and 
after project completion. The beneficiary also agrees on the required co-financing to ensure the 
project sustainability. In addition, the SF authorities have published guidance material on 
sustainability: ‘Sustainability issues of a project co-financed by European funds to guide applicants’. 

 In Hungary, applicants are required to demonstrate the sustainability of the proposed business 
activity in different ways, depending on the type of the grant application and the size of the 
project (the application form might need to be accompanied with a business plan and feasibility 
form). Moreover the MA/IB are both entitled to carry out site visits to review the application prior 
to any decision on actual support. The SF programme authorities specifically review a series of 
‘proxy indicators’ on sustainability, e.g. the proposed co-financing, the applicant’s own resources, 
availability of collateral, but also indicators related to the proposed activity, e.g. alignment of the 
proposed activity with the applicant’s core business. 

 Finally, MA feedback from Finland emphasises the importance of reviewing prospects for 
sustainability at application stage. It is worth noting that the Finnish SF authorities do not 
differentiate between European and national funds, i.e. no matter the origin of the funding, all 
applicants for business support need to demonstrate the long-term nature of their proposed 
activity. 

 
4.1.2 Supporting sustainability during implementation 

 
Sustainability is also verified in the course of project implementation. This mainly takes the form of 
reviewing progress reports or organising activities to promote sustainability. 
 
 In Poland, the SF authorities collect information on various implementation issues including 

durability (sustainability), by means of project control visits and beneficiary reports. Beneficiaries 
need to report on progress every six months (in the context of payment claims). Moreover, the SF 
authorities offer consultations for beneficiaries in accordance with their needs. Finally, a variety of 
activities is organised to promote sustainability: for example, competitions to identify and 
promote best practice projects; conferences addressed to business environment institutions, 
business angels, financing institutions to allow potential beneficiaries to get acquainted with 
these institutions and their offer, thus supporting the sustainability of services provided by the 
business environment institutions. 

 Similarly, in Hungary, the beneficiaries need to demonstrate sustainability on the basis of 
implementing all activities and realising related indicators. Beneficiaries are required to prepare a 
so-called Project Progress Report (every six months) on the rate of progress compared to the 
objectives, supported by indicators and explaining any deviations. The Project Progress Reports 
can be divided into two parts: an activity report and a financial report. The final payment request 
can only be submitted along with the final report at the end of project implementation period, in 
which the activities implemented need to be described. Different resources are offered to 
promote project sustainability, e.g. help desk services, personal contact, road shows to inform on 
implementation related tasks and obligations, information letters to beneficiaries, trainings etc. 

 In the UK, the MA/IB provides the national ERDF handbook, which contains guidance materials for 
applicants, including on sustainability issues. 
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4.1.3 Supporting sustainability towards project completion and ex-post 
Finally, sustainability is reviewed at the stage of project completion, and compliance with Article 57 
verified ex-post. 

 Feedback from Poland shows that projects are subject to control upon their completion, in order 
to verify the achievement of the established indicators, including sustainability indicators. If the 
set targets are not achieved, extensions can be granted to allow for the full achievement of all 
targets. Such projects are subject to post-completion control at a later date. 

 In Hungary, business support beneficiaries are required to prepare annual progress reports during 
three to five years following the end of SF support (this is stipulated in the subsidy contract 
between the SF authority and the beneficiary). The project is finally closed (three to five years 
following the end of SF support) with a Final Project Sustainability Report. 

 Feedback from Spain points to the establishment of procedures to review sustainability ex-post, 
most notably, compliance with Article 57. The IB has established an annual procedure for ex-post 
verification of compliance with Article 57. The verifications are applied for a sample of the 
supported operations. This procedure is still at an early stage of operationalisation, due to the fact 
that Spain started declaring expenditures of SF co-financed operations to the EC in 2009; 
therefore, the period of five years will only end in 2014. 
 

4.2. STRENGTHENING SUSTAINABILITY – THE SF BENEFICIARIES’ PERSPECTIVE 
 
This section further illustrates approaches to strengthening sustainability, now from the SF 
beneficiaries’ perspective (direct beneficiaries such as individual businesses, and project promoters, 
such as business support structures). We first introduce the determinants of sustainability (Section 
4.2.1), and then illustrate the determinants with a selection of concrete business support cases (4.2.2 
to 4.2.4). 
 

4.2.1 Sustainability determinants 
 
Whilst the presentation of cases is tentatively organised by ‘determinant’ of sustainability, i.e. the 
factor that has contributed to achieving sustainability, it is worth noting that in most cases, 
sustainability cannot be explained by one single factor alone. Indeed, in most cases the coinciding of 
different determinants has helped to achieve sustainability. In this context it is also important to note 
the influence of external factors on sustainability, mainly factors relating to the current economic and 
financial crisis. Indeed survey and case study feedback confirms that despite the presence of all 
relevant determinants of sustainability, a project can fail because of changes in the economic context.  
Some feedback also points to political factors, e.g. project sustainability can be affected by changes in 
political priorities, for example, a change in government after elections.84 
 
The following figure shows the main determinants of sustainability identified in the context of our 
case study work. This is followed by brief comments on the different determinants. 
 

                                                 
84 We consider that national or regional policy priorities vis-à-vis the Structural Funds can only be altered in the context of the established 
mechanisms for changing an Operational Programme (e.g. approval by the Operational Programme’s Monitoring Committee and EC). 
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Figure 16: Sustainability determinants 

 
Source: Blomeyer & Sanz on the basis of case study work and the review of best practice databases 
 
 Project design: Good project design is noted as one of the main determinants of sustainability. 

This comprises a series of elements, most notably sound business planning, ideally with a long-
term perspective. Project activities should be closely related to the beneficiary’s core business, and 
focus on concrete outputs, possibly with a direct market potential. A further key element 
surrounds the project partnership, with better prospects for sustainability for projects involving all 
relevant partners, including relevant public sector actors (e.g. local or regional authorities). In this 
context, the partners’ genuine involvement is considered essential, i.e. all partners should actually 
contribute to the project, thus ensuring ownership and long-term commitment. Framing projects 
within existing policies, strategies, programmes etc. is also considered to contribute to 
sustainability, as the supported activity is likely to benefit of synergies with other similar 
interventions, or is developed in a ‘conducive’ wider business environment. Finally, survey and 
case study feedback has also highlighted attention to culture changes as important for 
sustainability. For example, if the project focuses on capacity building involving the introduction 
of new technologies, long-term sustainability is only guaranteed if there is a genuine change in 
mind-sets, e.g. accepting the need to constantly update technology knowledge. 

 Implementation framework: For a well-designed project to achieve its potential, several aspects 
surrounding the implementation framework are considered important. This starts with 
experienced project management (including experience with delivering projects in line with SF 
reporting and control requirements). Moreover, case study and survey feedback suggest that 
physical proximity between the beneficiary and the relevant SF authority or promoting business 
agency also strengthens sustainability prospects, e.g. implementation is facilitated by regular 
advice from the SF authority, or sustainability constraints are identified and remedied at an early 
stage because of close monitoring by the project promoter. Finally, communication and 
dissemination activity also contributes to sustainability since these activities can promote the use 
of the project output among relevant target groups or attract other partners to cooperate.  

 Finance: Finally, sound project finance is an important determinant of sustainability. This involves 
meaningful financial contributions from all partners (related to ownership), and ideally, the 
existence of finance to continue activities beyond the completion of the project. 
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4.2.2 Determinant 1 – Focus on project design 
 
Beneficiary / project promoter feedback indicates the importance of project design as one of the 
main determinants for future sustainability. Good project design englobes a series of sustainability 
determinants, including a project’s strong thematic focus, supported by a sound business plan; long-
term planning; the involvement of relevant partners with meaningful inputs to be delivered by all 
project partners (thus demonstrating genuine commitment); the framing of activities within wider 
existing policies, strategies, programmes, clusters (with synergies strengthening prospects for 
sustainability); and attention to requirements for ‘culture’ change, in cases where effectiveness 
requires important changes in ‘business attitudes’. 
 
In this context it is worth referring to a recent Special Report by the European Court of Auditors. This 
also refers to the integration of an activity in a wider plan and long-term planning as determinants for 
sustainability.85 

 Developing the production of mechatronic precision instruments (France). This project aimed 
to invest in new technologies related to high precision instruments and to strengthen the 
competitiveness of the company's products. The SF supported the acquisition of new precision 
instruments and equipment that helped to build the company's profile (for example, vision control 
equipment, calibration material, and equipment for electronic integration in series). A new 
computer-assisted management system for monitoring production was also installed, which 
facilities the traceability of products and processes related to fabrication and monitoring. The 
company was founded in 1996, and works in the sector of research and engineering in high 
precision mechanics. Its innovative products have applications in various R&D domains, and its 
clients include AREVA, AIRBUS, EADS and General Electric. The company had seen significant 
success in the innovative products that they were producing, and so, in order to increase 
production, they designed a project that would invest further in innovative mechatronic precision 
instruments, to increase the range of products that they provide and to strengthen their 
production capacity. Financing from the EC’s ERDF programme contributed to the company 
developing new innovative products and processes that fed into the business’s medium-term 
development strategy. 

There was no specific guidance on sustainability provided by the Managing Authority. The fact 
that the application and reporting forms asked for details of sustainability didn’t in itself 
contribute to sustainability, but it helped to focus the company on the position of the project 
within their overall strategy.  

One of the key factors in contributing to the sustainability of the project was the fact that it was 
entirely integrated into the medium-term strategy of the business. The project did not involve 
diversification or exploring new opportunities, but involved applying a tailored strategy in relation 
to existing products and clients' needs, as defined by the business management team. This was a 
key factor in sustainability, as the project fitted into a well-thought through medium-term strategy 
for the growth of the business. This went beyond the framework of the project, as it was rooted in 
the business strategy.  

Moreover, the project included relevant actors - the firm collaborates with various networks, and 
this has helped in relation to sustainability. It allows the company to have a better vision of the 

                                                 
85 European Court of Auditors, Special Report 23/2012, Have EU Structural Measures successfully supported the regeneration of industrial 
and military brownfield sites? 18 April 2013, http://eca.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/1/22042779.PDF, page 17 
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markets, and to identify partners, which they wouldn't have found before, who bring their own 
specialisms to the business. Integration in a wider existing framework was a key factor, as 
explained above, because the project was rooted in the existing framework of the company, and 
was a key part of the medium-term business strategy. Participatory elements in project planning 
contributed to sustainability: Partners were involved in validating the business strategy, of which 
the project was a key element. As a result of this consultation, the strategy was modified slightly, 
to take account of partners’ comments. It was felt that only external partners were able to make 
suggestions for changes, as internally, the management team were too close to the strategy to be 
able to see weaknesses. External partners therefore played a participatory role in developing the 
strategy, and indirectly, in developing the project. Partners fed back while the project was being 
implemented, to improve the products and processes. 

Finally, the business feels that through their communication and dissemination activities, when 
they say that they have financing from the EC to develop their mechatronic activities, this gives 
credibility to their project and the products they develop, particularly as they are an SME (35 
employees). They feel that through dissemination, they can give an added dimension to their 
products, and make themselves more credible to their clients, which indirectly affects the 
potential sustainability of the project. 

One other important issue was the fact that there was an R&D programme running in parallel to 
the project, also part-funded by the ERDF. This contributed to the sustainability of the project. The 
R&D programme developed products related to mechatronics, and so there was a real synergy 
between the two projects, in particular through the indirect impacts of developing skills and 
experience within the company.  This has helped to secure the sustainability of the project. 

 Investment in R&D capacity (Hungary): This is a further example of a business support 
intervention having achieved sustainability via its strong thematic focus (building R&D capacity), 
supported with a sound business plan / long-term planning. The project aimed to build capacity in 
the area of manufacturing technology in order to satisfy the increased demand of current and 
potential clients. Activities included the procurement of equipment, ICT development, job 
training, and project management. The main indicator is the increase in the firm’s net income (4-
6% per year in real terms by the end of the 3th year after project completion).  

Different factors are considered to explain sustainability. Firstly, the firm operates on the basis of 
mid-term business plans, and is not driven by public sector funding opportunities. Secondly, the 
firm relies on existing customer demand with at least 3-year commitments, i.e. the company only 
commits to new developments on the basis of existing demand. Thirdly, the SF support focuses on 
the improvement of production capacity and/or quality, via continuous R&D development, and 
cannot be considered as mere financing of the company’s general operations. Finally, the 
company’s management experience (including the handling of SF support) contributes to project 
success. The sustainability of the funded activities is very strong and the company’s overall 
performance has been progressively improving. This is reflected by the new developments that 
resulted from the increased demand for the company’s high added-value products. Thus this 
project led to the continuation of the company’s business activity without further external public 
support, and furthermore, to a dynamic development following the end of the funding period, 
including new investments for capacity-expansion and quality improvement also requiring a 
substantial own-contribution. 

  



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 62

 Similarly, this third example combines a strong thematic focus with early attention to 
sustainability beyond the end of SF support: Development and implementation of new 
technology for the manufacturing of refrigeration systems (Poland). This project has 
developed and implemented technology to manufacture products according to customer 
requirements. Project activities included research on tools and technological / manufacturing 
processes, the purchase of tools and equipment, and external consulting. Indicators include the 
number of inventions filed for patent protection, increased spending on R&D, increase in research 
staff, expansion of the firm’s R&D unit, notification of industrial design / utility model for the 
protection of industrial property rights, number of significantly improved products placed on the 
market, reduction of material consumption in the manufacturing process, reduced quantity of 
waste products, reduction of energy consumption in the manufacturing process, number of new 
manufacturing technologies in the enterprise etc. 

There are different key factors regarding sustainability. An agreement signed with the customer / 
recipient of end products manufactured as a result of the project was a major factor contributing 
to sustainability. Cooperation with an advisory company at the stage of writing the application 
also helped to improve the chances of sustainability. Sustainability at the project level was 
materialised when a new method of parts production (technology) was patented (patent 
application was filed in 2012). The method may be successfully used in the production of similar 
items in the future. Finished products manufactured using the new technology are and will be 
delivered to one of the leading manufacturers of refrigeration systems. Besides, a project audit 
was carried out after its completion. As a result of the audit, the patent application was filed earlier 
than scheduled, which was one of the project indicators, so the continuation and development of 
production, based on the obtained and implemented new manufacturing technique (technology), 
is expected. 

 The following project illustrates the involvement of relevant partners in project design: 
Introducing the production of implants for osteosynthesis of bone fractures (Poland): This 
project aimed to diversify company production by introducing new products. Investments include 
the purchase of machinery, IT hardware and software, and the construction of a new production 
hall designed to accommodate forging facilities. The following indicators were set: new jobs, new 
products, introduce organisational or marketing innovation, establish an internal R&D 
department, increase the revenues from exports, increase in income / production, and eliminating 
the emission of harmful substances into the environment.  

Project sustainability is strong with two patent applications filed, one for the product, the other for 
the manufacturing process. The new product is being disseminated in the medical community, 
especially among surgeons. Project activities were implemented with the company’s internal R&D 
department, established under the project. Close cooperation with the medical community is 
considered a key to sustainability. In addition, the company monitored the project at every stage 
of implementation, inter alia in terms of its sustainability, in accordance with the requirements of 
the quality assurance system ISO 9001. 

 Innovation in engineering technology (Hungary): This is a further example of strong thematic 
focus. The project supported innovation in the company’s engineering technology in order to 
improve its competitiveness, cost-efficiency and productivity. Activities included the development 
of the company’s R&D potential and strengthening of innovation activities. The main result 
indicators are the net income of the enterprise (30% of the grant during the two-year period 
following project completion), and the average number of staff with a specific focus on staff 
working on R&D (maintaining baseline figures).  
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Project sustainability is very strong, with the investment in innovation demonstrating the 
qualitative development of the company’s technology following a quantitative expansion. 
Business activities are maintained without further external public support, and the company’s 
performance has progressively improved following the end of SF support, thus providing the 
opportunity to embark on new investments in capacity-expansion and quality improvements 
financed by the company’s own resources. 

4.2.3 Determinant 2 – Focus on organisational framework 
 
A second group of sustainability determinants can be related to the supported activities’ 
implementation framework. This covers experienced project management, proximity to relevant SF 
authorities and business support promoters (e.g. chambers of commerce), and attention to 
communication and dissemination. 
 
 Graduate Recruitment and Placements (GRP) for SME project / Teesside University (United 

Kingdom): This project places graduates with SMEs for fixed periods, and co-finances the 
graduate employment costs. The overall objective is to change local business culture by 
overcoming a general reluctance of local businesses to recruit graduates.  

The factors where the sustainability of this project rely are the experience of the project promoter; 
the project promoter’s attention to ensuring that graduate placements meet expectations for all 
concerned; attention to continuous, long-term learning; and extensive linkages with the business 
community. Sustainability is demonstrated by continuing high levels of demand. The project does 
include a significant financial incentive for SMEs (contribution to employment costs and 
equipment), and it could be argued that this in itself is an indicator of limited sustainability. This 
has to be viewed in the challenging overall socio-economic context of the region, which mitigates 
against operation of the project on a fully commercial basis. Moreover, participating SMEs do incur 
financial and non-financial costs (e.g. contribution to salaries and equipment, and management 
time respectively). Furthermore, even with incentives, maintaining high levels of demand for the 
project's services depends on ensuring overall positive experiences for graduates and employers. 
In other words, no amount of incentive will make the project work if experiences do not meet 
expectations. Sustainability at this level is assessed on the basis of the percentage of placements 
converted into long-term, full-time jobs. The University notes that almost all of the placements 
completed so far have been converted into full-time jobs. The reasons for this sustainability are, 
firstly, the framing of the project, which lies within a wider framework organised by the 
government; secondly, the linkages between the university and business related organisations, 
being able to provide feedback on the project and act as dissemination channels; thirdly, the 
comprehensive support package (funding to buy complementary equipment, involvement of 
academic staff and access to a University business development manager); fourthly, the seeking of 
the university of continuous feedback from employers; and finally, the periodical formal review of 
the GRP project. 

 Development of an innovative plant for the production of suspension components for 
vehicles (Poland). This investment project aimed to increase company productivity via the 
purchase of land, building materials, works, the adaptation of old buildings to the needs of the 
project, the establishment of production lines, the establishment of an R&D department and the 
training of engineers. The following indicators were set:  establishing internal R&D department, 
creating new jobs -50 employees-, and increasing export.  
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Sustainability is explained with experienced project management. The beneficiary is affiliated with 
a Korean company, and this facilitates the sale of products to major Korean manufacturers of 
passenger cars, and also facilitated the use of the Korean partner’s know-how and patents. The 
company also supplies its products to European car manufacturers. 

 North East Business Support Fund (United Kingdom): This project cofinances consultancy (from 
a pool of registered consultants) for small and medium enterprises with the overall objective of 
changing business culture so that businesses in the region make more use of external expertise to 
help them grow. The main result indicators used to analyse this project are the number of SME 
supported; number of jobs created; increase in SME turnover.  

Several factors contribute to sustainability, related to the application and selection process, the 
quality of support provided, and long-term after-project monitoring. Firstly, the company screens 
applicants against a set of criteria to identify those companies, which are most likely to contribute 
the project's growth goals. Secondly, the firm monitors the quality of the support provided by the 
consultants on its register support. Thirdly, it links companies into a wider framework by guiding 
them to other sources of support and expertise. Fourthly, it continues to monitor the financial 
performance of companies for two years following the end of its support, also providing an 
opportunity to maintain contact with its former clients. 

 The North Jutland Export Programme (Denmark, DG Regio policy learning database) stands 
out for its proximity to relevant SF authorities / business support promoters. The project financed 
the use of external private consultants by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) to carry out 
market studies, develop an export strategy, and suggest organisational or product developments 
within the firm in order to strengthen its position on international markets. This implementation 
process significantly increased the probability that SMEs were actually capable of using, 
implementing and benefiting from external consulting, and the way implementation was 
organised have been and important part of the explanation for the success in involving SMEs in a 
process that did not just produce an export-strategy report for their bookshelf but which also had 
an economic impact. 86 businesses benefited from the programme, increasing their aggregate 
turnover by around €8.6 million, their aggregate export sales value by €6 million, and increasing 
regional employment directly and indirectly by an estimated 404 persons. Decentralisation of 
grant-awarding powers has ensured effective delivery, e.g. a faster and cheaper auditing process, a 
faster process of granting finance to firms and a closer cooperation between public authorities. 
Breaking down the barriers of SMEs that, although were making profits, were not exploiting their 
full export potential because of a general lack of strategic competence. By offering business 
consultancy, administrative and financial support to SMEs could help to boost turnover, growth 
and employment. 

 Green Business Growth scheme (GBG) (Denmark) is a public private partnership focusing on 
business initiatives surrounding master craftsmen. The project promoters emphasised the aspect 
of partnership when reflecting on the sustainability of the supported business initiatives: ‘The 
strong and wide public-private partnership did help with the durability and the results of the 
company, because we together could carry out some of the tasks described in the project and it is 
also through the partnership that we have won the CSR private public partnership price in 
Denmark and that we were nominated to the EU Regio Stars Award. We have realized that it is only 
through network with a diversity of partners in the value chain of energy renovation that it is 
possible to make results in creating green jobs, energy savings and CO2-reduction (e.g. business 
concepts were tested and refined in 3 municipalities). In a time of economic crisis these are good 
arguments for new partners to join Green Business Growth. For the old partners it was also 
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important to develop new services and to have more focus on the value of network in the future in 
order to keep them in GBG. We therefore, a year before the granted project ended, made 
performance specifications for each partner in the project describing what benefit and value a 
partnership could give. We also changed the member contingent structure to a diversified 
structure depending of number of inhabitants for the authorities or the annual turnover in the 
private companies.’ 

 The Almadén Mining Park (Spain) is an educational, cultural and tourist site that was built to 
preserve the vast mining and industrial heritage of the world’s largest mercury mines (mining 
operations ended in 2003). The initiative aimed to reverse the environmental damage of 2 000 
years of extraction activities, and to promote historical and scientific knowledge about the local 
mining industry amongst the public. Operated by a public sector company, the promoters 
consider that their strong emphasis on dissemination has contributed to sustainability. The project 
has been systematically presented in relevant cultural fora and congresses and participated in 
several project competitions (finalist in the RegioStar Awards 2010). Thanks largely to the project 
efforts, on 29 June 2012 the Mines of Almadén were listed as UNESCO world heritage site, 
providing an additional stimulus for tourism and thus enhancing profitability. 
 

4.2.4 Determinant 3 – Focus on finance 
 
Finally, a third group of sustainability determinants is related to financial issues, mainly the volume 
and share of applicant and partner cofinancing and the availability of own financing to continue 
activities beyond the end of SF support. 
 
 Expansion of supplier capacities (Hungary): This project supported the development of 

technology to increase productivity. Project activities included the procurement of equipment 
(new high-tech CNC production line, injection melding machines, measuring machines and other 
equipment); development and enlargement of business infrastructure (production hall, utility 
infrastructure); ICT development; job trainings, renewal of quality certification (ISO), project 
management and project preparation. The main result indicators are the increase of net income of 
the enterprise and a minimum target value (by the end of the 3rd year after project completion) of 
10% per year or CPI + 5%.  

Different factors have contributed to sustainability. Firstly, a sound past and present performance 
of the company, financial and management background, since the subsidy must not be a tool for 
surviving; it has to be only a “plus” in the improvement of competitiveness. Secondly, there should 
be an existing business plan with long, mid and short-term goals and priorities, and the granted 
activity must be aligned with the general business plan and its goals (i.e. targets should determine 
what to apply for, and not vice versa).  Thirdly, the realistic planning is very relevant: avoiding 
exaggerations is a key factor as well. Finally, former experience in applications and capacity 
building in management help fulfil the requirements. The sustainability of the funded activities is 
very strong. The company’s performance has been progressively improving. 

 Investment support in the context of the programme ‘Manufacturing in New Conditions’ 
(Greece): The beneficiary company specialises in molds' manufacturing, cutting and forming, die 
casting and the manufacturing of high precision parts. The main activities supported under the SF 
were investment in new machinery and equipment.  

The SF co-funded investment project helped this business purchase machines of much higher 
quality than it would have been able to purchase only with its own capital. Indicatively, with its 
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own capital, the company would have bought a machine of very basic quality costing EUR 60 000. 
Thanks to the SF co-financing, the business was able to purchase a machine of much higher 
quality, costing EUR 220 000. This helped the company increase its productivity spectacularly. With 
this machine, the business was able to enter a foreign market. The machine enabled the company 
to manufacture molds for export markets requiring such high quality. Largely thanks to this 
investment, the company was able to increase its turnover by 40% from 2011 to 2012, when the 
investment project was realised. This business received its latest business support project in 2011 
and completed it in 2012. However, the durability of the company has been greatly assisted by the 
fact that the company has received business support through 3 EU co-funded projects during the 
past decade. 

The investment in machinery of very high quality made possible by the SF co-financing, allowed 
the company to increase the quality of its molds and to enter foreign markets. In this way the SF 
co-financing really helped the company’s durability. 

The business interviewed believes that a very significant factor contributing to durability, related 
to the SF support for businesses, is the consistent availability of such support. Since 1993, 
businesses in Greece are aware that there will periodically be business support programmes 
available to them, so they are in a position to plan for strategic investments, knowing that they can 
count on EU business support to help them overcome some of the uncertainty related to the 
economic climate. The big problem of businesses in Greece is the lack of liquidity and in recent 
years, the lack of bank loans for investment projects. The SF support to businesses, provides this 
much needed opportunity to make investments to ensure the future viability of companies. 

Also, in the very difficult economic climate of Greece in recent years, when banks have all but 
stopped offering investment loans to businesses, the EU co-financing opens up possibilities for 
investments that cannot be found elsewhere. The high level of the investment subsidy also 
encourages businesses to take a calculated risk to ensure their durability in the future. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

KEY FINDINGS 

 The conclusions and recommendations are organised in line with the four main research 
interests for this study as specified in the Specific Terms of Reference, namely the regulation, 
measurement, enforcement and best practices for sustainability. We conclude that the 
proposed regulatory framework for sustainability is largely adequate, with proposed EP 
amendments reflecting practical experience with business support. Measurement of 
sustainability is not sufficiently supported by indicators. Enforcement of sustainability is 
mainly ensured via the review of project progress reports; there is a potential for performance 
audit to contribute to the assessment of sustainability.  Best practice collections / databases 
on business support hardly touch on sustainability issues. 

 We recommend additional guidance on implementing the proposed regulatory framework 
on sustainability; the dissemination of good practice in the area of measurement of 
sustainability (with a focus on indicators); the systematic integration of sustainability 
considerations in performance audit; and organising best practice databases and collections 
to allow direct searches on sustainability. 

 
Chapter 5 presents a series of overall conclusions (Section 5.1) and recommendations (Section 5.2) 
with a view to contributing to a further strengthening of the sustainability of business support in the 
remainder of the current and in the forthcoming programming period (2014-2020). 
 

5.1. CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the findings presented under Chapters 2 to 4, the conclusions specifically reflect on the 
research interests noted in the Specific Terms of Reference (Figure 1 above), i.e. the regulation of 
sustainability (Section 5.1.1), the measurement of sustainability (5.1.2), the enforcement of 
sustainability, including performance audit (5.1.3), and best practices surrounding sustainability 
(5.1.4). 
 

5.1.1 Regulating sustainability 
 
The first research interest surrounds the adequacy of the SF regulatory framework in relation to 
sustainability. Section 2.2 (‘Operationalising Sustainability’) has presented some of the deficiencies 
affecting the current regulatory framework (e.g. information barriers constraining the verification of 
compliance with Article 57). These difficulties, together with limited evidence of economic impact of 
business support for large enterprises, have motivated the EC to propose excluding large enterprises 
from business support (Article 9, proposed General Regulation for 2014-2020). We consider the 
proposed regulatory framework to be adequate: 
 
 The proposed arrangements reduce administrative burden for the Member State SF authorities 

and the EC in terms of verifying large enterprises’ compliance with Article 57 (specifically, when 
considering potential legal challenges by the large enterprises). 

 There is limited empirical evidence to substantiate the alleged benefits of attracting large 
enterprises with SF support. 
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 Finally, with regard to the EP’s proposed amendments of the proposed General Regulation’s 
article 61 on durability, we consider the proposed exceptions to be justified by 
implementation experience. This refers to the EP’s proposed amendments 122 (‘relocation within 
the same region’), 1106, 1108 and 1110-1111 (e.g. ‘useful life of R&D investments’). However, we 
consider that the EP’s proposed amendments 1105 and 1109 (extending the maintenance 
requirement from five to ten years) might imply a substantial additional administrative burden for 
both the beneficiaries (demonstrating maintenance) and the SF authorities (verification of 
maintenance). In this context it is worth noting that the EC has further clarified the starting point 
of the five-year period (‘completion of the operation’ in 2007-2013 changed to ‘final payment to the 
beneficiary’ for 2014-2020). Most of the survey and case study work points to the effectiveness of 
the five-year period (with a possible reduction to three years for SMEs), with several respondents 
noting the need for exceptions for R&D projects, e.g. an Italian Audit Authority notes: ‘According to 
our experience, it is very important to maintain in the new regulation the possibility of reducing (from 5 
to 3 years) the temporal period involved with article 57, especially in areas (such as hardware/software 
technologies, information technologies) extremely subjected to technological ageing’. 
 

5.1.2 Measuring sustainability 
 
The research interest in the measurement of sustainability touches primarily on the method for 
assessing sustainability. This covers the type of method to be used for assessing sustainability (e.g. use 
of indicators), and the actual timing of the assessment, i.e. when can sustainability of business support 
best be assessed? 
 
 Method: Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 (on the promotion and measurement of sustainability) have 

reflected on the different methods used for assessing sustainability. Most SF authorities use 
indicators to assess efficiency and effectiveness, however, more limited use of indicators is made 
when it comes to assessing sustainability. Our best practice examples have shown that a range of 
different conditions determines sustainability. These conditions mainly relate to project design 
(e.g. strong thematic focus, evidence of long-term planning, relevant project partnerships, or the 
integration of the proposed activity in a wider pre-existing strategy or programme), the 
implementation framework (e.g. experienced project management and proximity to relevant SF 
authorities / project promoters), and project finance (e.g. the volume / share of applicant and 
partner co-financing or evidence for financial commitments beyond the end of the SF-supported 
project). 

 Timing: Survey and case study feedback support the SF authorities’ continuous attention to 
sustainability, first assessing plans for sustainability at application stage, then reviewing progress 
towards achieving sustainability throughout implementation, and finally concluding with an ex-
post assessment five years after project completion (three years, in case the Member State has 
reduced the maintenance period for SMEs). 

 
5.1.3 Enforcing sustainability 

 
The third main research interest surrounds the enforcement of sustainability, e.g. reporting and control 
requirements. We consider existing reporting and control arrangements to be adequate with 
sustainability mainly being reviewed in the framework of the project’s reporting process. 
The research interest on enforcing sustainability also includes an interest in the possible role for 
performance auditing by the European Court of Auditors (ECA). Performance audit has been defined as 
follows: ‘performance accountability emphasises improvement and learning, drawing partly on legal, 
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regulatory and policy frameworks, but also on instruments such as benchmarking, monitoring and 
evaluation’.86 

In a recent study on performance auditing we have concluded on a rather limited role of performance 
audit in relation to sustainability: ‘The overall focus of SCF audit remains on compliance audit rather than 
performance audit. The SCF regulatory framework sets the basis for this focus on compliance. Whilst more 
performance audit on the SCF is generally supported, a series of important limitations remain, e.g. limited 
resources, limited expertise, lack of standards, doubts over using performance audit as a basis for financial 
corrections. The assessment of performance is thus mainly considered a task for evaluators’.87 In the 
context of this study, we have only identified SF performance auditing with a specific interest in 
sustainability in one Member State. 88 

However, a review of recent ECA Special Reports in the area of the SF, and of ECA guidance on 
performance auditing suggest potential for performance audit to address sustainability issues. 

 ECA guidance on performance audit: The ECA’s manual on performance audit does not refer 
directly to the concept of sustainability.89 The emphasis is on efficiency (use of resources to 
achieve results), effectiveness (achievement of immediate or short-term objectives) and impacts 
(achievement of wider or more long-term objectives). However, we consider that sustainability is 
dealt with indirectly in the context of reviewing impact (impact can be considered to imply that 
results have been maintained long enough to achieve impact). 

 ECA Special Reports on the SF: A review of recent ECA Special Reports confirms an interest in 
sustainability issues. For example, a recent report on SF support for the regeneration of industrial 
and military brownfield sites provides comprehensive feedback on the sustainability of SF support, 
e.g. ‘All projects had some key characteristics contributing to their longer-term sustainability, but only 
two thirds were part of an integrated development plan’.90 
 

5.1.4 Best practices – strengthening sustainability 
 
There is a wealth of best practice examples related to SF support for businesses, presented in Member 
State and EC databases (usually on the websites of the ERDF Operational Programmes). It is, however, 
noteworthy that there is limited information on sustainability issues. Generally, sustainability issues are 
only dealt with indirectly; databases cannot be searched for sustainability; and indicator guidance 
focuses on effectiveness and impact. 

5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Following the order introduced for the conclusions, our recommendations are organised in line with 
the main research interests. 

5.2.1 Explaining the regulation of sustainability 
 
We have concluded that the proposed regulatory framework for sustainability (General Regulation for 
2014-2020) can be considered adequate. Notwithstanding, the regulation of Article 61 remains 
complex, and just as with the current Article 57, several of the requirements lend itself to 

                                                 
86 Sara Davies and Laura Polverari, Financial Accountability and European Union Cohesion Policy, Regional Studies, 10 January 2011, page 2 
87 Blomeyer & Sanz for the European Parliament, What are implications of the current legislation for cost effectiveness and quality control in 
structural fund spending? What role for performance auditing? 2011, page 2 
88 EU Report deutscher Rechnungshöfe 2012, December 2012 
89 European Court of Auditors, Performance Audit Manual, March 2013, http://eca.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/1/21934816.PDF 
90 European Court of Auditors, Special Report 23/2012, Have EU Structural Measures successfully supported the regeneration of industrial 
and military brownfield sites? 18 April 2013, http://eca.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/1/22042779.PDF, page 7 
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interpretation. To ensure compliance and coherent enforcement across the EU, we recommend that 
the EC issues guidance on the application of Article 61, with clear definitions supported by case 
study illustrations for the three scenarios of non-compliance (‘cessation or relocation of a 
productive activity’, ‘change in ownership of an item of infrastructure which gives to a firm or a public 
body an undue advantage’ and ‘substantial change affecting its nature, objectives or implementation 
conditions which would result in undermining its original objectives’. This is validated by survey 
feedback confirming that the legal basis does not present problems over clarity for the programme 
authorities (75% of MA and 85% of AA survey respondents consider the legal basis to be clear); 
however, there appears to be scope for improving clarity for beneficiaries (only 40% of MA 
respondents consider the legal basis to be clear to the beneficiaries of SF support). Moreover, survey 
feedback suggests that there is scope for enhancing guidance on the application of Article 57 
(guidance from the EC, and to a lesser extent from national and or regional SF authorities). 
 

5.2.2 Disseminating the measurement of sustainability 
 
Survey feedback has pointed to opportunities for strengthening sustainability. Indeed, only about a 
third of the respondents provide guidance materials on sustainability or organise events on 
sustainability. This suggests that consideration should be given to a dissemination of guidance 
materials as this might be of benefit for MAs/IBs that are not yet engaged in such activities. Similarly, it is 
worth noting the focus on sustainability at the application stage. Whilst this early attention is 
considered important, it is of similar importance to monitor the development of the sustainability plans 
throughout the lifetime of the project. During project implementation, project managers tend to be 
more concerned with daily implementation issues, and there is a risk of sustainability issues moving to 
the bottom of the list of immediate priorities. This underlines the importance of continuous monitoring. 
More specifically, the measurement of sustainability can be supported with a more systematic use of 
indicators (used by less than half of the MA and only a quarter of the AA survey respondents), e.g. via 
the dissemination of indicators that have proven their worth in practice in terms of measuring 
sustainability. 

Finally, we also recommend a stronger evaluation focus on SF support for businesses and on 
sustainability in general under the forthcoming ex post evaluation of the SF in 2007-2013. Indeed, 
there has only been a limited focus on sustainability under the ex post evaluation for the 2000-2006 
programming period, and the evaluation effort during 2007-2013 has hardly touched on SF support 
for businesses. In this context it is worth noting that the EC has already initiated efforts to prepare for 
the ex post evaluations looking at the 2007-2013 programming period, and in this context there is a 
strong interest in understanding Member State monitoring efforts / indicator systems.91 
 

5.2.3 Integrating sustainability in performance auditing 
 
Considering the rather indirect handling of sustainability issues in the ECA’s manual on performance 
auditing, we recommend that the concept of sustainability be spelled out in the framework of future 
revisions of the manual. We consider that when reviewing effectiveness and impact, ECA is likely to 
‘uncover’ elements of sustainability and can thus make a meaningful contribution to a better 
understanding of the overall performance of the SF. 
 

 

                                                 
91 DG Employment research to prepare for the ex post evaluations is underway. The authors of this report are contributing to this effort by 
reviewing monitoring systems in Spain. DG Regio has recently launched procurement to contract support for the preparation of the ex post 
evaluations (OJ/S S147, 31 July 2013, Contract notice for the ‘Ex post’ evaluation of cohesion policy programmes 2007-2013, focusing on the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund (CF) – work package zero: data collection and quality assessment). 
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5.2.4 Emphasising sustainability in best practice collections 
 
Finally, considering the limited focus on sustainability under existing best practice databases, we 
recommend that the design of future best practice formats includes questions on sustainability, i.e. 
getting promoters and beneficiaries to reflect on how they have addressed sustainability issues in the 
description of the cases, and search functions allowing a direct access to information on sustainability. 
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CASE STUDIES 
 
The following table shows the selection of Operational Programmes for the case studies. The table 
also shows the specific business support cases presented in this report and notes their main features. 
Note that all selected business support cases were completed at the time of the assessment, and 
investments targeted small or medium-sized companies. 92 

Operational Programme 
(business support case, budget, 

expenditure category) 

Objective Type of operational programme

Conver-
gence 

Competitive-
ness 

National Regional 

Innovation and Knowledge, Denmark 
(North Jutland Export Programme, Green 
Business Growth scheme), ERDF investment 
0.8 million, cat 7) 

    

Southern Finland, Finland (no specific 
business case presented) 

    

Rhône-Alpes and Midi Pyrennées, France 
(Developing the production of mechatronic 
precision instruments, ERDF investment 0.09 
million, cat. 7) 

    

Attica and Competitiveness and 
Entrepreneurship, Greece (Investment 
support in the context of the programme 
‘Manufacturing in New Conditions’, total 
investment EURO 0.5 million, 40% ERDF 
cofinancing, cat. 8) 

    

Economic Development, Hungary 
(Investment in R&D capacity, total investment 
EURO 1.9 million, 26% ERDF cofinancing, cat. 
7; Innovation in engineering technology, total 
investment EURO 2.6 million, 40% ERDF 
cofinancing, cat.7; Expansion of supplier 
capacities, total investment EURO 9.7 million, 
17% ERDF cofinancing, cat.7) 

    

West Netherlands, Netherlands  (no specific 
business case presented) 

    

Innovative Economy, Poland 
(Development and implementation of new 
technology for the manufacturing of 
refrigeration systems, ERDF investment EURO 
1 million, cat. 4 and 7; Introducing the 
production of implants for osteosynthesis of 
bone fractures, ERDF investment 2.8 million, 
cat. 7 and 8; Development of an innovative 
plant for the production of suspension 
components for vehicles, ERDF investment 6.3 
million, cat. 7 and 8) 

   

                                                 
92 Concerning the selected cases of business support, several businesses asked for confidentiality concerning their supported operation. The 
above table therefore only presents general data on the supported businesses. 
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Operational Programme 
(business support case, budget, 

expenditure category) 

Objective Type of operational programme

Conver-
gence 

Competitive-
ness 

National Regional 

Thematic Factors of Competitiveness, 
Portugal (no specific business case presented) 

   

Castilla – La Mancha, Spain (Almadén Mining 
Park, ERDF 25 million) 

    

Stockholm, Sweden (no specific business case 
presented) 

   

North East of England, United Kingdom 
(Graduate Recruitment and Placements (GRP) 
for SME project / Teesside University, ERDF 
investment EURO 2.7 million, cat.9; North East 
Business Support Fund, ERDF investment 7.2 
million, cat.9 / 14) 
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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AMENDMENTS – BUSINESS SUPPORT AND DURABILITY IN 2014-2020 

EC General Regulation 2014-2020 Amendments Justification of the Amendment 

Article 9  

paragraph 1 – point 3 
(3) enhancing the competitiveness of small 
and medium-sized enterprises, the 
agricultural sector (for the EAFRD) and the 
fisheries and aquaculture sector (for the 
EMFF); 

Amendment 474 
(3) enhancing the competitiveness of medium, small and micro-sized 
enterprises, including social economy enterprises, the self employed, 
agricultural sector (for the EAFRD) and the fisheries and aquaculture sector (for the 
EMFF); 

  

Amendment 475, Amendment 477 
(3) enhancing the competitiveness of enterprises, in particular small and 
medium-sized enterprises, the agricultural sector (for the EAFRD) and the fisheries 
and aquaculture sector (for the EMFF); 

(Amendment 477) It is necessary to include larger 
enterprises, which are the ones generating 
employment and growth, as well, and there cannot be 
an interruption or sharp drop in aid compared to the 
current period. 

Amendment 476  
3) starting by enhancing the competitiveness and ensuring the durable 
development of small and medium-sized enterprises, the agricultural sector (for 
the EAFRD) and the fisheries and aquaculture sector (for the EMFF); 

  

paragraph 1 – point 8 
(8) promoting employment and supporting 
labour mobility; 

Amendment 493  
(8) promoting employment, supporting the SMEs for creating new sustainable 
and decent jobs and supporting labour mobility; 

  

Amendment 494  
8) promoting employment, training and supporting sectoral or geographical 
labour mobility in employment sectors or areas where deemed necessary; 

  

Amendment 495  
(8) promoting quality employment and supporting labour mobility; 
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EC General Regulation 2014-2020 Amendments Justification of the Amendment 

Amendment 496 
(8) promoting employment and start-up businesses and supporting labour 
mobility; 

  

Amendment 497  
(8) promoting employment and supporting entrepeneurship and labour 
mobility; 

Entrepreneurship is one of the new ways to reduce the 
high unemployment rates at EU level. It should be 
noted that the next Structural Funds will consider it 
strategic for the EU’s future. Moreover, it aims to 
stimulate the creation of university spin-offs and 
highly qualified new businesses. 

Article 61  

paragraph 1 – point a 
(a) a cessation or relocation of a productive 
activity 

Amendment 122 
(a) a cessation or relocation of a productive activity, save where relocation takes 
place within the same region 

Relocation within the same region should be 
considered as an exception, because the investment 
continues to be beneficial for the region concerned 

paragraph 1 – subparagraph 1 – 
introductory part 
An operation comprising investment in 
infrastructure or productive investment shall 
repay the contribution from the CSF Funds if 
within five years from the final payment to 
the beneficiary or within the period of time 
set out in the State aid rules, where 
applicable, it is subject to: 

Amendment 1104, Amendment 1105 
An operation comprising investment in infrastructure or productive investment 
shall repay the contribution from the CSF Funds if within 10 years from the final 
payment to the beneficiary or within the period of time set out in the State aid 
rules, where applicable, it is subject to: 

(Amendment 1104) See Article 77; Resolution of the 
European Parliament dated 5 July 2011 on the 
Commission’s fifth Cohesion Report and the strategy 
for post-2013 cohesion policy (2011/2035(INI)) 

  

Amendment 1106  
An operation comprising investment in infrastructure or productive investment, 
except when its useful life is over and it is written off from the inventory to 
be amortised for accounting purposes in accordance with applicable 
regulations, shall repay the contribution from the CSF Funds if within five years 
from the final payment to the beneficiary or within the period of time set out in 
the State aid rules, where applicable, it is subject to: 

Sometimes useful life, above all in investments in R+D 
equipment, is less than 5 years or the length of 
operations. We therefore think it is necessary to make 
an exception in these situations. 
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EC General Regulation 2014-2020 Amendments Justification of the Amendment 

paragraph 1 – subparagraph 1 – point b 
(b) a change in ownership of an item of 
infrastructure which gives to a firm or a 
public body an undue advantage; or 

Amendment 1107 
(b) a change in ownership of an item of infrastructure which gives to a firm or a 
public body an undue advantage, except when the exploitation or the 
ownership of infrastructures co-financed with Structural Funds is transferred 
to an operator in the framework of a competitive bid complying with EU law; 
or 

  

paragraph 1 a (new) 

Amendment 1108 
1a. When assessing projects valued in excess of EUR 25 million, the 
Commission should have all the necessary information to enable it to 
estimate whether the level of funding would lead to significant job losses at 
existing locations in the European Union, so as to ensure that Community 
funding is not used to support changes of location within the Union. 

  

 paragraph 2 
2. Operations supported by the ESF and 
operations supported by the other CSF Funds 
that are not investment in infrastructure or 
productive investments shall repay the 
contribution from the Fund only where they 
are subject to an obligation for maintenance 
of investment under the applicable State aid 
rules and where they undergo a cessation or 
relocation of a productive activity within the 
period laid down in those rules. 

Amendment 1109 
2. Operations supported by the ESF and operations supported by the other CSF 
Funds that are not investment in infrastructure or productive investments shall 
repay the contribution from the Fund only where they are subject to an obligation 
for maintenance of investment under the applicable State aid rules and where 
they undergo a cessation or relocation of a productive activity within ten years. 

  

paragraph 3 
3. Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall not apply to 
contributions to or by financial 
instruments or to any operation which 
undergoes cessation of a productive activity 
due to a non-fraudulent bankruptcy. 

Amendment 1110 
3. Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall not apply to any operation which undergoes cessation 
of a productive activity due to a nonfraudulent bankruptcy. 
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EC General Regulation 2014-2020 Amendments Justification of the Amendment 

paragraph 4 bis (new) 

Amendment 1111 
4a. Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall not apply to operations consisting in the 
acquisition of movable property that is written off from the inventory of the 
beneficiary when its useful life is over and that is amortised for accounting 
purposes in accordance with applicable regulations. 

In order to determine the stability of the operations, it 
is considered necessary, when making investments in 
movable property (for example, investments in 
equipment for R&D), to take account of the fact that 
assets acquired have a certain useful life, which is often 
less than the period of durability of the operations 
provided for in paragraph 1 of Article 61. This implies 
that beneficiaries of structural funds must maintain, in 
their balance sheet and physically in their facilities, 
equipment that is no longer useful, with the resulting 
financial damage. 
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REVIEW OF STUDIES LISTED ON THE DG REGIO WEBSITE93 

Title  Date 
Concept of sustainability / 
Evidence for sustainable support 
for businesses 

Urban development in the EU: 50 projects supported by the 
European Regional Development Fund during the 2007‐13 period 

Mar‐
13 

Sustainable growth is about 
changing the development path 
towards a model that uses fewer 
resources to achieve higher levels 
of growth' (page 17) 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ synthesis of national reports 2012  Jan‐13 No 

Joint Assistance to Support Projects in European Regions (JASPERS) 
Dec‐
12 

No 

Financial instruments and SME support co‐financed by the ERDF in 
Spain in 2014‐20: strategic guidelines and investment priorities 

Dec‐
12 

No 

Ex post evaluation of projects co‐financed by ERDF and Cohesion 
Fund in the period 1994‐1999 (finalized in 2012) 

Nov‐
12 

No 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ the use of the ERDF to support financial 
engineering instruments 

Jul‐12  No 

Measuring the impact of changing regulatory requirements to 
administrative cost and administrative burden of managing EU 
Structural Funds 

Jul‐12  No 

Guidance on evaluation of innovation  Jun‐12 No 

Cohesion Policy and Sustainable Development 
Mar‐
12 

Sustainability in the narrow sense 
(focus on environmental 
considerations) 

Cohesion policy in specific territories – islands, mountains, sparsely 
populated 

Feb‐12 No 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ synthesis of national reports 2011  Feb‐12 No 

Comparative study on the project selection process applied in 
Cohesion Policy programmes 2007‐2013 in a number of Member 
States  

Feb‐12
Refers to the review of 
sustainability in the context of 
project selection procedures. 

Study on migration and demographic trends in the outermost regions  2012  No 

                                                 
93 DG Regio: all studies and evaluations commissioned by DG Regio for 2007-2013; the study 'Evaluation of benefits to the EU-15 countries 
resulting from the implementation of Cohesion Policy in the Visegrad Group countries' was commissioned by the Polish Ministry of 
Regional Development; and the ERDF ex-post evaluation for 2000-2006 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information/studies/index_en.cfm#1 (reviewed on 2 April 2013) 
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Title  Date 
Concept of sustainability / 
Evidence for sustainable support 
for businesses 

Evaluation of the main achievements of Cohesion Policy programmes 
and projects over the longer term in 15 selected regions (from 1989‐
1993 programming period to the present) 

Dec‐
11 

No 

Local development approach in the delivery of ERDF interventions  
Dec‐
11 

No 

Evaluation of benefits to the EU‐15 countries resulting from the 
implementation of Cohesion Policy in the Visegrad Group countries 

Dec‐
11 

Estimates Cohesion policy 
contribution to GDP growth at 3‐
4% and to employment of 2%. 
Indirect confirmation of 
sustainability, however, no 
specific reference to 
sustainability of business support 
measures 

The impact of single market on cohesion : Implications for Cohesion 
Policy, Growth, and Competitveness 

Dec‐
11 

No 

Cities of tomorrow ‐ Challenges, visions, ways forward  Oct‐11 No 

The balance between sectoral and integrated approaches and the 
involvement of sub‐national levels in EU Member States: analysing 
policy practices in the fields of innovation, transport and labour 
markets 

May‐
11 

No 

Regional Challenges in the Perspective of 2020 – Phase 2: Deepening 
and Broadening the Analysis 

May‐
11 

No 

EU Cohesion policy in a global context 
Mar‐
11 

Refers to Member State practices 
to ensure sustainability. 

Incentives for developing renewable energy supplies and improving 
the energy efficiency of housing ‐ Literature review 

2011  No 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ synthesis report on renewable energies 
and energy efficiency of housing 

2011  No 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ synthesis of national reports 2010 
Dec‐
10 

No 

Quality of Government in EU Member States and regions 
Dec‐
10 

No 

EU Regional Competitiveness Index 
Dec‐
10 

No 

Report on joint study on regional policies in China and EU 
Dec‐
10 

No 

The Objective of Economic and Social Cohesion in the Economic 
Policies of Member States 

Nov‐
10 

No 

Roma pilot project and household survey   Oct‐10 No 

Expert Evaluation Network ‐ synthesis report on innovation (inception 
report) 

Oct‐10 No 
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Title  Date 
Concept of sustainability / 
Evidence for sustainable support 
for businesses 

Social Mobility and Intraregional Income Distribution across EU 
Member States 

Jul‐10  No 

Study on the development of diagnoses and regional innovation 
strategies in the French regions under the ERDF Operational 
Programmes for the 2007 – 2013 programming period 

Jul‐10  No 

Regional governance in the context of globalisation: reviewing 
governance mechanisms and administrative costs 

Jun‐10 No 

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion policy programmes 2000‐2006 
cofinanced by the ERDF (Objectives 1 and 2) ‐ Key results from the 30 
programmes spending most on enterprise (2000‐2006) 

Jun‐10

Focus on effectiveness (results). 
Sustainability not directly 
addressed, however, there are 
some reflections on what 
contributes to sustainability. 

Impact of Additionality on the Real Economy of the EU Member 
States 

May‐
10 

No 

Pilot study on the estimation of regional capital stocks 
Mar‐
10 

No 

Distribution of Competences in relation to Regional Development 
Policies in the Member States of the European Union 

Feb‐10 No 

The regional impact of technological change in 2020  2010  No 

Lessons from shared management in cohesion, rural development 
and fisheries policies 

2010  No 

Regional Challenges in the Perspective of 2020 ‐ Regional disparities 
and future challenges 

Dec‐
09 

No 

EU regions benefitting from globalisation and increased trade  Oct‐09 No 

A study on the Translation of Article 16 of Regulation EC 1083/2006 
for Cohesion policy programmes 2007‐2013 co‐financed by the ERDF 
and the Cohesion Fund 

Sep‐09 No 

Contribution of regional policy programmes to the Lisbon and 
Gothenburg agendas 

Jul‐09 
Narrow interpretation ‐ 
environment 

Ex post evaluation of Cohesion policy programmes 2000‐2006 
cofinanced by the ERDF (Objectives 1 and 2) ‐ A survey of support for 
enterprise and innovation (2000 to 2006) 

May‐
09 

Focus on spending patterns 

EU regions vulnerable to globalisation and increased trade 
Dec‐
08 

No 

Regions 2020 
Nov‐
08 

No 

ECOMOD: Study on the Economic Impacts of Convergence 
Interventions 

Nov‐
07 

No 

QUEST: The Potential Impact of the Fiscal Transfers under the EU 
Cohesion Policy Programme 

Jun‐07 No 
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Title  Date 
Concept of sustainability / 
Evidence for sustainable support 
for businesses 

HERMIN: Analysis of the Impact of Cohesion Policy ‐ a note explaining 
the Hermin‐based simulations  

May‐
07 

No 

Feasibility study on Rail Baltica railways  Jan‐07 No 

Environment and Risk Prevention under Structural Funds for 2007‐
2013 period 

Nov‐
06 

No 

Innovation and Knowledge based Economy in 2007‐2013 
programmes 

Oct‐06 No 

Transport Investment under Structural and Cohesion Funds in 2007‐
2013 programmes 

Oct‐06 No 

 



 




