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PART I 
 

Here you will find the topics which will be discussed at the next REGI Committee meeting  
on 19-20 December 2011 

 

 
The following items will be discussed as foreseen in the draft agenda.  
Please note that most committee documents (working documents, draft reports, etc.) are 
available at our website REGI. 
 
 
1. Exchange of views with Ms Elżbieta Bieńkowska, Minister of Regional 

Development acting as President-in-Office of the Council, on the balance of 
the Polish Presidency of the Council of the European Union  (Point 4 of the 
draft agenda)  

 
Ms Elżbieta Bieńkowska, Polish Minister of Regional Development acting as President-in-
Office of the Council, has been invited to the REGI meeting to present to the Members the 
balance of the Polish Presidency. After her presentation Members will have the opportunity to 
put questions to the Minister. 
 
 
2. Common provisions on European Funds and repealing Regulation (EC) N° 

1083/2006 (Point 5 of the draft agenda)  
 
A second exchange of views on the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) will take place 
during the REGI meeting in December. The debate will still be based on the Informal Working 
Paper circulated earlier by the Rapporteurs, but will be focused on topics such as Common 
Strategic Framework (CSF) also taking into account the legal opinion , Partnership contract 
and multi-level governance, EU 2020, and thematic priorities. 
 
Common provisions governing all CSF Funds 
The general principles governing the support of all CSF Funds will include partnership and 
multi-level governance, compliance with applicable EU and national law, promotion of 
equality between men and women and sustainable development. In order to streamline the 
delivery of the priorities, the Commission proposes to reinforce the strategic programming 
process through defining a list of thematic objectives. These objectives are in line with Europe 
2020 strategy and aim to promote innovation, competitiveness, environmental sustainability, 
employment and social inclusion, education, and other. 
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The Common Strategic Framework  
The CSF translates the objectives of the Union into key actions for the CSF Funds, in order to 
ensure an integrated use of the CSF Funds, to deliver common objectives and to provide 
clearer strategic direction to the programming process at the level of Member States and 
regions. It is proposed to be adopted by a delegated act by the Commission, a fact that has 
been contested in the legal opinion issued by the legal service of the EP.  
 
Partnership contract  
Multi-level governance is supported through initiation of partnership contracts among 
regional, local, urban and other public authorities, economic and social partners, and bodies 
representing civil society, including environmental partners, nongovernmental organisations, 
and other. The partnership contract arrangements will ensure alignment with the Union 
strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth and set up an integrated approach to 
territorial development. 
 
EU 2020, thematic priorities 
 
Alignment with the EU 2020 strategy is of importance; and although the Cohesion policy is 
decisive for the cross-sectoral implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy , it has to be 
maintained as a virtue in itself and cannot be a mere vehicle for delivering EU 2020 goals. 
Cohesion policy is much more than Europe 2020. 

 
 
3. Future of regional airports and air services in the EU (Point 6 of the draft 

agenda)  
 
Liberalisation of the European Air Services has led to the proliferation of low-cost airlines and 
regional airports in the EU. Especially in the last decade a positive development in passenger 
traffic volume could be seen benefiting all European citizens, especially those living in 
Europe's remote landlocked regions, as well as contributing to the increase in mobility and 
connectivity, cultural and economic exchange and to the development of regions and 
individual tourism across all the Member States. However, recent economic crisis and 
resulting market developments have put regional air services and regional airports under 
increasing competitive pressure, affecting all parties involved. Therefore the Committee on 
Transport and Tourism wishes to initiate the debate focused explicitly on the future of 
regional air services in Europe and to draw up an own-initiative report focussing on 
frequency, fares and quality of regional air services and the resulting competitiveness and 
sustainability. 
 
In the REGI meeting the draftsman will present his draft opinion in which he stresses the 
importance of regional airports in the context of air transport and their role in ensuring 
territorial, economic and social cohesion in the Union by connecting regions. He points out 

PROCEDURE TIMETABLE 
Rapporteurs:Constanze Krehl, Lambert van Nistelrooij Exchange of views: 22/11/2011, 19/12/11 (tbc) 

Responsible administrator: Diana Haase Consideration of WD: 25-26/01/2012 (tbc) 

Procedure: 2011/0276(COD) Consideration of draft report: Spring 2011 

 Deadline for amendments: tbc 
 Adoption REGI: tbc 

 Adoption in plenary: tbc 
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that existing public service obligations should be maintained in order to guarantee the 
accessibility of regions, such as peripheral and island regions that face geographical 
handicaps. He calls on the Commission, Member States and regional authorities to take 
greater account of the fact that good air transport connections are often decisive for the 
development of tourism and fundamental to the rapid transportation of passengers and 
goods. He emphasises the economic importance of regional airports for job creation, 
particularly in less-developed or disadvantaged regions and stresses the need to exploit the 
potential for green jobs more effectively. He also calls on the Member States and regional and 
local authorities to take account of environmental and meteorological factors when deciding 
where to locate airports. He takes the view that the building and expansion of regional 
airports and related infrastructure should be properly supported by national and regional 
authorities and receive appropriate financing under the TEN-T Networks, the Cohesion Fund 
and the ERDF. Finally he calls on the Member States and regional and local authorities to 
ensure that, in accordance with a specific territorial assessment, airports are included in 
regional spatial development plans or taken into account in regional development strategies. 

 
 
4. Report on the visit of a REGI delegation to Warsaw from 16 to 17 October 

2011-12-08 (Point 7 of the draft agenda)  
 

REGI sent a delegation to Warsaw from 16 to 17 October with the objectives to establish high 
level contacts with the Polish presidency in a very difficult moment, to analyse the better way 
for the cohesion policy to tackle the crisis, to exchange views on the strategy and first ideas 
on the Commission proposal for a legislative package on Cohesion Policy post 2013 and to 
obtain a better insight how the cohesion policy is being implemented in Poland.  

This visit gave Members the opportunity to meet the Polish Presidency and to exchange ideas 
with representatives of the Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw City Hall, Marshal's 
Office and Sejm RP. Participants could get familiarized with the strategy of the Presidency 
and the European Parliament as regards the legislative package on Cohesion Policy post 2013 
as well as with the first comments on the main items of the regulations. Furthermore, 
Members got a better insight into the challenges and problems arising during the 
implementation of projects financed by Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund in Poland. The 
objectives set by the delegation are considered to have been achieved. 
 
 
5. Evolution of EU Macro-Regional Strategies: Present practice and future 

prospects, especially in the Mediterranean (Point 8 of the draft agenda)  
 
Following the exchange of views held in October REGI meeting, the rapporteur will present 
his draft report.  
 
It gives the opportunity to have a state of play fo macro-regional strategies in the EU, 
presenting the lessons learnt and their added-value, the cost-benefit analysis of such 

PROCEDURE TIMETABLE 
Rapporteur:  Giommaria Uggias Consideration of draft opinion: 20/12/2011 (tbc) 

Responsible administrator: Monika Makay Deadline for amendments: 21/12/2011 (tbc) 

Procedure: 2011/2196 (INI) Adoption REGI: 25/01/2012 (tbc) 
Main committee: TRAN -  Philip Bradbourn Adoption TRAN: 28/02/2012 tbc) 
 Adoption in plenary: 13/03/2012 (tbc) 
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strategies, to conclude by the conviction and evidence of a macro-regional strategy  in the 
Mediterranean.  

 
 
6. Exchange of views with Mr Fabrizio Barca, Italian Minister for Territorial 

Cohesion on the new Italian agenda for growth and cohesion (Point 9 of the 
draft agenda)  

 
Mr. Fabrizio Barca, the newly appointed Italian Minister for Territorial Cohesion has been 
invited to the REGI meeting to share with the Members his plans concerning the new Italian 
agenda for growth and cohesion. After his presentation Members will have the opportunity to 
put questions to the minister. 
 
 
7. Amendment of Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 as regards certain 

provisions relating to risk sharing instruments for Member States 
experiencing or threatened with serious difficulties with respect to their 
financial stability (Point 10 of the draft agenda)  

 

Following the two previous proposals for amending Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 in 
response to the current financial crisis the Commission proposes the third Amendment that 
lays down provisions for creation of a risk sharing instrument. 

The objective of the proposal is to help countries particularly hit by the financial crisis to 
provide additional financial resources to these countries in order to support liquidity and 
fund absorption and through this continuation of the programmes.  

According to the proposal in order to implement the risk sharing instrument the transfer of 
part of the financial allocations available to these Member States back to the Commission 
would be allowed. The objective would be to provide capital contributions to cover expected 
and unexpected losses of loans and guarantees to be extended under a risk-sharing 
partnership with the European Investment Bank and/or other financial institutions with a 
public policy mission who are willing to continue to lend to project sponsors and banks with a 
view to provide private match funding for projects implemented with Structural Funds and 
Cohesion Fund contributions. The overall allocation under cohesion policy for the period 
2007-2013 would therefore not be modified. Article 36 of Council Regulation (EC) No 
1083/2006 provides that the EIB may, at the request of Member States, participate in 
activities relating to the preparation of projects, in particular major projects, the arrangement 
of finance, and public-private partnerships. It provides further that the Member State, in 
agreement with the EIB, may concentrate the loans granted on one or more priorities of an 
operational programme. The current proposal should facilitate the approval of such loans by 
the EIB, or by other international financial institutions as may be the case, at a moment 
when due to the downgrading of the public and private debt of the State and financial 
institutions of the Member States such loans would not be available.  

In the second exchange of views the Rapporteur will inform about the recent developments in 
relation to the proposal. 

PROCEDURE TIMETABLE 
Rapporteur: François Alfonsi  Exchanges of views: 11/07/2011, 06/10/2011 
Responsible administrator: Franck Ricaud  Consideration of working document: 20/12/11 (tbc) 
Procedure:  2011/2179 (INI) Consideration of draft report: 25/01/2012 (tbc) 
 Adoption REGI: 20/03/2012 (tbc) 
 Adoption in plenary: April 2012 (tbc) 
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PROCEDURE TIMETABLE 
Rapporteur: Danuta Hübner  Exchange of views: 22/11/2011, 20/12/2011 (tbc) 

Responsible administrator: Dagmara Stoerring Consideration of draft report: (tbc) 

Procedure: 2011/0283(COD) Deadline for amendments: (tbc) 

 Adoption REGI: (tbc) 
 Adoption in plenary: (tbc) 

 
 
8. Hearing on 'GDP and other criteria in Cohesion (Point 11 of the draft agenda)  
 
Four guests are going to participate in this public hearing. They have been invited by the 
EPP, ALDE and the Greens-ALE groups. Every guest will have ten minutes to give a lecture 
on the issue. A debate will be hold after the presentations with the participation of 
representatives of the European Commission.   
 
The guests and their respective topics are the following:  
 
 Mr Jacek Szlachta, Professor, Warsaw School of Economics: 

 How to measure socio-economic development for cohesion policy 
 
 Mr Franck Sottou, Professor, Conservatoire National d'Arts et Metiers, Paris: 

Indicators for Cohesion policy: how to be realistic and specific? 
 
 Mr Janne Antikainen, Regional development director, ministry of employment 

and the economy, Helsinki: 
Cohesion and competitiveness - steering and guidance by information, experiences 
from Finland 

 
 Mr Christian Vandermotten, Professor, Institut de Gestion de l'Environnement et 

d'Aménagement du Territoire (IGEAT), ULB, Bruxelles:  
GDP and its limits as criteria of eligibility for structural funds 
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PART II 
Here you will find information on the issues discussed in the last REGI meetings held  

on 22-23 November 2011 
  

 
 
1. Exchange of views with Mr Michalis Chrysochoidis, Minister for 

Development, Competitiveness and Shipping of Greece 
 
Minister Chrysochoidis discussed with REGI Members how best to improve the take-up of 
EU structural funds and how to cut bureaucracy and invest in growth and jobs, especially 
for young people. He presented the country's efforts to reduce public deficit, and also 
detailed the cooperation with DG REGIO with a view to ensure better project implementation 
on the ground. Members wanted to know the role of local and regional authorities in this 
changing context, and asked for concrete examples of results delivered by cohesion policy, in 
terms of economic development and employment. Members recommended that apart from 
using assistance from DG Regio, best practices of other Member States should also be taken 
into account. 
 
2. Amendment of Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 as regards certain 

provisions relating to risk sharing instruments for Member States 
experiencing or threatened with serious difficulties with respect to their 
financial stability (Point 3 of the draft agenda)  

 

Following the two previous proposals for amending Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 
in response to the current financial crisis the Commission proposes the third Amendment 
that lays down provisions for creation of a risk sharing instrument. 

The exchange of views began with a presentation by Mr Rudolf Niessler, Director, DG REGIO, 
European Commission, who explained that the objective of the proposal is to help countries 
particularly hit by the financial crisis by providing additional financial resources to them 
with a view to support fund absorption and hence secure continuation of the programmes. 

In order to implement the risk sharing instrument, part of the financial allocations available 
to these Member States would be allowed to be transferred back to the Commission. The 
objective would be to provide capital contributions to cover expected and unexpected losses 
of loans and guarantees to be extended under a risk-sharing partnership with the European 
Investment Bank and/or other financial institutions with a public policy mission who are 
willing to continue to lend to project sponsors and banks with a view to provide private 
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match funding for projects implemented with Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund 
contributions. The overall allocation under cohesion policy for the period 2007-2013 would 
therefore not be modified. Article 36 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 provides that 
the EIB may, at the request of Member States, participate in activities relating to the 
preparation of projects, in particular major projects, the arrangement of finance, and public-
private partnerships. It provides further that the Member State, in agreement with the EIB, 
may concentrate the loans granted on one or more priorities of an operational programme. 
The current proposal should facilitate the approval of such loans by the EIB, or by other 
international financial institutions, at times when due to the downgrading of the public and 
private debt of the State and financial institutions of the Member States such loans would 
not be available.  

The Rapporteur indicated that there will be questions concerning eligibility, format of the 
decision-making on the establishment of the instrument, its relation to other regulations, 
and wondered whether the definition of beneficiaries will be part of the discussions, and also 
to what extent this amendment will feed into the debate on the future architecture. members 
wanted to know more about the application procedure, some warned about the use of public 
money in such instruments of higher risk. The Commission responded to these fears that 
these support measures aim at unblocking projects that cannot be carried forward at the 
moment, and the legal basis is partially already in the General Regulation. Moreover, the 
financial management of the measures will fall under the Financial Regulation. 

 
3. Joint debate on the legislative package on future cohesion policy (Point 4-9 

of the draft agenda)  
 
The first debate on the legislative package took place in the REGI meeting in 
November. Due to time constraints it was decided to merge the individual points on 
the agenda and debate all proposals together. 
 
The exchange of views was conducted with the participation of Mr Nicholas Martyn, Deputy 
Director General of DG REGIO, European Commission, who presented the proposal to 
Members.  
 
The Rapporteurs of the Common Provisions Regulation prepared an informal working paper 
that was circulated to Members before the meeting. In this Paper the first key issues were 
presented on which the Rapporteurs intend to focus first when analysing the text.  
 
The "umbrella" nature of the proposal is welcome, as it should lead to more synergies across 
policy areas. The thematic concentration and the link to the EU2020 Startegy was in 
principle welcome, however, it was stressed that greater flexibility and fewer rigid quotas are 
needed to achieve objectives; strong reservations were expressed on macroeconomic 
conditionalities. With regard to timing of the work in the EP, it is clear that the negotiations 
on the package to a great extent depend on how the negotiations on the multiannual 
financial framework advance.  
 
The proposal seems a bit too general on the Partnership Contract; it is not yet entirely clear 
how regions will be involved. The Rapporteurs also expressed strong reservations on whether 
the proposed reform will lead to genuine simplification of policy implementation. 
The proposed performance reserve was also questioned, in terms of the bureaucratic burden, 
and the unwanted effect of preferential treatment of easy-to-implement projects. 
 
Members raised questions concerning the urban dimension in the proposal, in relation to the 
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urban development platform and the earmarking o resources. Mr Niessler explained that of 
course, apart from the 5% in the ERDF proposal, cities will receive a substantial amount of 
resources. The urban development platform aims at networking, and also allows for gaining 
a better insight in the ongoing processes in cities regarding sustainable urban development, 
etc. 
 
With regard to the ETC proposal, the Rapporteur stated that the exact role of macroregions 
remains unclear; also the coordination with ENPI programmes should be stepped up. 
 
The EGTC regulation is the only one in the package that does not directly depend on the 
MFF negotiations, as it is a legal instrument. However, it is related to the ETC regulation. 
 
 
4. Vote: 
 
 Draft opinion: A resource-efficient Europe 

Rapporteur for the opinion: Derek Vaughan (S&D) 
The opinion was adopted by 34 votes in favour, 0 against and 0 abstentions. 
 

 
5. Evolution of EU Macro-Regional Strategies: Present practice and future 

prospects, especially in the Mediterranean (Point 12 of the draft agenda)  
  
Consideration of the working document was postponed. 
 
 
6. Connecting Europe Facility: Exchange of views with Mr Paquet, Director, DG 

MOVE, and a representative of DG REGIO, European Commission (Point 13 
of the draft agenda) 

 
The EC is proposing a new integrated instrument, the Connecting Europe Facility (ECF), for 
investing in EU infrastructure priorities in Transport, Energy and Telecommunications. The 
horizontal regulation sets out provisions governing the CEF and proposes new guidelines for 
the mentioned three sectors in one regulatory package. This regulation is completed with 
other three sectorial regulations.  
  
REGI has a strong interest on this proposal as it is very much linked to the cohesion policy 
initiatives, especially those financed by the Cohesion Fund from where 10 billions would be 
taken. 
  
Jean-Eric Paquet, Director, DG MOVE and a representative of DG REGIO, European 
Commission presented the proposals on Connecting Europe Facility to the Committee. 
During the exchange of views, the REGI members shared their concerns regarding the CEF, 
in particular in regards to the management and the distribution of the funds. Members 
asked questions about whether the ring-fenced amount is taken into account in capping, 
whether the resources of the CEF will be sufficient to provide for better implementation of 
the TEN, in case Member States do not step up their coordination efforts. 
 
 
7. Presentation of an External Study on the "Impact and effectiveness of the 

Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions" (Point 14 of 
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the draft agenda)  
 
The above-mentioned study was presented by Herta Tödtling-Schönhofer, one of the authors 
of the study, and Director at Metis GmbH, Vienna/Austria. 
 
The study acknowledges the complexity of the issue, stemming inter alia from the diversity of 
SMEs, as well as from the significant differences between them in character, in different life 
cycles, and in their corresponding requirements.  
 
The study contains a number of policy recommendations directed at the need to put in 
practice a more target-oriented support approach in accordance with the nature of SMEs 
and their different life cycles and sectors of activity, the need for further simplification of 
administrative procedures, the need for further strengthening of complementarities and 
synergies between programmes, among others. 
 
 
8. The role of Cohesion Policy in the outermost regions of the European Union 

in the context of EU 2020 (Point 15 of the draft agenda) 
 
In the context of the presentation by the Rapporteur, Mr. Nuno Teixeira, of his working 
document, an exchange of views took place, with the guest speakers, Mr. Pedro Solbes Mira, 
former European Commissioner and author of the report "Europe’s outermost regions and 
the Single Market: The EU’s influence in the world", as well as Ms. Ana-Paula Laissy, Head of 
Unit, Co-ordination of outermost regions at EU Commission DG REGIO. 

In his working document, the Rapporteur makes the case for the specificity of the Outermost 
Regions (ORs) of the EU, due to their specific structural, social and economic situation, and 
due to their remoteness, insularity, small size, difficult topography and climate, as well as 
economic dependence on a few products.  

Indeed, the permanence and the combination of these factors severely restrain the ORs' 
development and justify the adoption of particular measures in order to tackle these 
constraints, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Treaty.  

The Rapporteur suggests that the priorities as far as the ORs are concerned can be 
summarised as follows: a differentiated and joint treatment that takes duly into account the 
specificities of the ORs in the framework of EU policies, with particular emphasis on 
cohesion policy, as the main leverage of their small economies; the adaptation of European 
policies; and finally a better insertion of the ORs in the internal market as well as in their 
specific geographical areas. 

 
During the debate The Rapporteur underlined that dealing with outermost regions is a vital issue in 
the Cohesion policy strategy. The three priorities for the policy towards the outermost regions is to 
provide a differentiated treatment to take into account recognize the specific characteristics of the 
outermost regions, to adapt EU policies to the outermost regions, and lastly, to increase the integration 
of these regions into Europe. Mr Pedro Solbes Mira presented his report on Europe’s outermost regions 
and the Single Market. He insisted on the need to undertake a comprehensive view ´when designing the 
new actions for the outermost regions. Mr Solbes Mira suggested looking at the new opportunities 
presented by new technology and infrastructure such as opportunities for renewable energy. Ana-Paula 
Laissy, DG REGIO, mentioned the necessity to link the debate on outermost regions with that of 
financial issues and EU 2020 goals. She also answered to members concerned about the reduced 
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allocations to ORs that this reduction reflects budgetary restrictions and rigour. members underlined the 
need to look at these regions through their strengths, such as strategic geographic position or 
biodiversity. 
 
 
9. Multiannual financial framework for the years 2014-2020 (Point 16 of the 

draft agenda) 

On 29 June 2011, the Commission adopted the proposal for the next multiannual financial 
framework for the period 2014-2020: a budget for delivering the Europe 2020 strategy 
(COM(2011)0398 contains the Commission proposal for a Council regulation laying down the 
multiannual financial framework (MFF) for the years 2014-2020, and consists in fact of the 
legal transposition of another Communication, entitled "A Budget for Europe 2020" 
(COM(2011)0500), which is a detailed political/strategic explanation of the above proposal). 

According to the political framework of the proposal, solidarity constitutes a principle 
underpinning the EU Budget, and in particular solidarity with the poorest Member States 
and regions, by concentrating the biggest part of cohesion spending on their needs.  

It is moreover affirmed that Cohesion policy is more than an important expression of 
solidarity with the poorer and weakest regions of the EU, in a reference to its capacity to 
raise living standards for all its citizens and to its role in the integration of the Single Market, 
whose size delivers markets and economies of scale to all parts of the EU. 

The Commission has evaluated past spending and has found many examples of added value 
and of growth and job creating investment that could not have happened without the 
support of the EU budget.  

Cohesion policy is thus crucial in delivering the Europe 2020 objectives and targets 
throughout the EU. Proposing to strengthen the focus on results and the effectiveness of 
cohesion spending by tying Cohesion policy more systematically to the Europe 2020 
objectives, the Commission proposes therefore to allocate €376 billion for the 2014-2020 
period for spending in cohesion policy instruments. 
 
The REGI Draftsman, Mr Kovatchev, presented the MFF in brief and shared the concern that the EP's 
participation in the budgetary procedure is very limited. The debate was attended by Rapporteur 
(BUDG), Mr Ivailo Kalfin who reported on the progress in the BUDG Committee. He explained that 
currently the debate is at its early stage in the Council, and in the EP the basis is proided by resolutions 
of the EP, in particular two, one in the field of cohesion policy, and one on the future of the CAP. 
 
Members welcomed that the EC recognises that cohesion policy is not only the expression of solidarity 
but also an investment policy, they stressed that the right balance needs to be found between 
predictability and flexibility. The Connecting Europe Facility falls under direct management, practical 
arrangements to coordinate its interventions with those of cohesion policy will have to be established. 
Some also questioned the proposed transition categories concerned that it would mean funds taken away 
from other categories of regions. 
 
 
10. Report on the visit of a REGI delegation to Northern Greece from 13 to 15 

July 2011  (Point 17 of the draft agenda) 
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The debate was postponed. 

The full programme as well as the list of participants of the visit is available on the 
committee's website REGI.  
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PART III - Other News 

Here you will find the latest news related to Committee activities and cohesion policy issues   
 

 
 

Strategic Programming Workshop  
organised by the Polish Presidency 

on 14 October 2011 
Memo 

 
 

PRESENTATION - STRATEGIC PROGRAMMING:  
COHESION POLICY 2014-2020 

 
1st block: Strategic programming (General approach, structure, Common Strategic 
Framework, Partnership Contract) 
 
Strategic programming will allow for a more consistent and systematic approach - thus 
for more coherence. The ultimate idea behind is to make programmes more effective, 
starting with EU2020, and building the programmes around it. 
 
Investment priorities of cohesion policy (EU) need to be made clearer in the (fund specific) 
new regulations. But there are also national needs, so apart from common investment 
priorities, national ones will also influence the programmes, therefore there will be 
both common indicators and programme specific indicators. 
 
Thematic objectives (see slide 6 of ppt) have been defined to deliver EU2020 - not only 
for cohesion policy, but also rural and fisheries. In this context the ESF has a double role: 
in line with the employment guidelines contributes in a primary manner to the three 
guidelines (see table, slide 7), but can in a secondary way also contribute to the other 
guidelines. 
 
In terms of the 3 Objectives, the European territorial cooperation objective is 
maintained, but in the new period there will be a single development policy for the 
territory, and all investment should be linked to thematic objectives. 
 
Investment priority is in fact a menu, and its content has to be decided based on 
national/regional context. e.g. climate change mitigation: in Spain would be water supply 
issues, Netherlands about rise of sea level, etc. 
 
Regarding the Common Strategic Framework the Commission might find itself "isolated" 
with the view that CSF is to be adapted by delegated act, so it might go under ordinary 
legislative procedure. CSF will be important basis for the  
Commission to negotiate with Member States, and it will also facilitate relations with 
the National Reform Programme. 
 
Performance framework will be outlined in the partnership contract with the 
performance reserve arranged around programmes. (Since, but there must be coherence 
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across programmes, arrangements should be made in the contract.) 
 
Added value of partnership contract (PC): moving away from "demarcation" to 
coordination and complementarity with regard to policy areas. It is up to the managing 
authorities to decide how best to organise "this" to actually deliver. The mechanism will 
allow demonstrating the contribution of the policy to EU2020: programmes will have to 
add up to deliver the investment priorities. 
 
Territorial toolkit is now in the draft regulations, to be decided by Member States to 
what extent they want to use it. Also cooperation under different funds can be brought 
together; it is an opportunity for Member States to do so. 
 
 
Some questions/remarks from the floor and some answers: 
 Q: How could we keep the PCs as simple as possible, as a very pragmatic agreement 

between EC and MS? PC not clear: who are the partners? Regions, Member States? Or 
EC? Or all of us..? 
A: Partners are defined in Article 5 of the CPR regulation. Who these partners are and 
how they are involved depends on the institutional setup of the MS. Main lines need to 
be included, but e.g. cooperation programmes do not have to be in the PC. It will depend 
also on MS how they want to use it: as a major strategic programming tool, or a tool to 
allow for more coherence. This will influence the "heavyness" of the exercise. 

 Q: PC will create some misunderstandings in the European Parliament. It is not clear 
who is partner? If it is a contract, there are sides, who are signing with whom? Is it 
contract with EC and government, and government is subcontracting.. If it is national 
document, what kind of document is it? And so at the same time with PC OPs can also 
be submitted? What is link between OPs and PCs? If PC is not approved, what happens 
with OPs? Is it clear that PC is going to be something better than what we have today? 
Will PC replace part of the negotiations on the OPs? 
A: The word "contract" is problematic. There was debate in the EC's legal service about 
the name of PC, the nature of the contract; it is not a contract in the classical term. 
What the EC wants to signal is sort of a moral commitment. We have a European 
budget; we have an agreement that from this large chunk of money we will achieve some 
results for Europe. The legal context implies that the only way for the EC to be a party 
in it is to adopt it (instead of "singing"). 

 Q: What exactly are key actions (See recital 2, 14, Article 10, 11, 14 of CPR)? Example of 
key action and how it fits in thematic objectives, what is their role, are they 
interpretation of investment priorities? 
A: Key actions: investment priorities are very general by nature. CSF is not regulatory 
instrument, regulation will set investment priorities, and negotiation with MS will be 
about what appears in a given programme. 

 Q: CSF - is there a possibility to change it if EU2020 changes? What if there are other 
developments in the EU, not directly related to EU2020, but would require changes in 
strategic process? 
A: EC thinks there has to be proportionality. Changes should be restricted to major 
changes, i.e. EU2020. 

 Q: Country specific recommendations - what is their role(See Article 4 of CPR)? What 
does it mean that EC will assess consistency with these recommendations and 
partnership, etc.? 
A: Link with NRP, country specific recommendations: it is not a question of 
interpretation, it is a consistency check. We are starting a new era of economic 
governance; we also have to understand its proper nature. Some of the 
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recommendations will be thematic; some might be directly linked to Structural Funds, 
to innovation, etc. The primary mechanism and alignment with EU2020 is done through 
the regulation itself. 

 Q: It should be clear what in the regulation is a toolkit, and what is a checklist! 
A: yes, it has to be made very clear what is optional in the regulations. 

 Q: Why do we need investment priorities, if we have thematic priorities? Investment 
priorities seem to have a top-down approach; however there will be many issues that do 
not fit into this predefined framework. 
A: Investment priorities are important; these priorities are not only from the EC, the 
Council also can/will generate good ideas. 

 Q: How will the coordination between Funds and instruments outside of CSF work in 
practice? 
A: CSF: what we can do with it depends on how it is adopted. The content follows the 
form: if EC adopts there will be more focus. Added value of CSF is the coordination with 
other "packages", CSF for RDI. 

 Q: Can EC assure that targets set in macro-regional strategies are in full compliance 
with thematic objectives? 
A: Macro-regional strategies: between mainstream and CBC and transnational 
programmes most targets are covered. 

 Q: Proposal is a big step towards more result orientation, but there are internal 
conflicts: balance between "checklist" and "toolkit", balance between focus and 
flexibility, geographic flexibility can bee easily jeopardised; long term view till 2020 vs. 
expected reactions to things such as recommendations of European Semester, every 
year in fact. 
A: Toolkit (new ideas): the main idea is to provide for advantages for the beneficiaries 
(e.g. local development, integrated territorial investment (ITI), etc. 

 Q: CSF is part of ECs negotiation mandate. Will there be a country specific part of it? 
How will the hierarchy between key actions affect the MS choice on thematic 
objectives/categories of expenditure? How will this go down to the bottom to the project 
level? List of priorities is exhaustive: it should be clear what can be behind these 
categories. What does "territorial challenges" (See recital 15, Article 11 of CPR) mean? 
PC: will it set obligation to set results per fund? What happens if in certain areas will 
stand from contribution from different funds to the same thematic objectives? 
A: No, there will be no country specific part in CSF. 

 Q: Connection between PC and NRP: NRP reflects political ambitions, but not regional 
needs. How do you want to ensure the clear involvement of stakeholders to the 
preparation of PCs? Article 5 is not clear enough! 
A: Regarding the links to NRP, CP can deliver on EU2020, and there are headline 
targets, question is how can CP contribute to achieve these headline targets? 

 Q: Consistency with NRPs: what does "Council recommendations" mean for the 
necessity of changing PCs and OPs, what happens once there is new set of 
recommendations, new NRPs? 
A: CP is a long-term policy, hence it is not the EC's intention to change country specific 
recommendations every year, but to think of a multiannual one. 

 Q: EU rural development priorities in agricultural regulation: what does it correspond to 
in general regulation? 
A: Scope of funds is set in the fund-specific regulations. 

 Q: Example of main priority areas for cooperation (See slide 19) and how does it work? 
How will it work if two countries have defined different specific themes, but want to 
cooperate? 

 Q: Integrated approach for territorial development: - is the PC the place where division 
of which fund does what is defined? 
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 Q: Result indicators, what are they supposed to do? Text is very thin on definition of 
result indicators, further clarification needed! 

 Q: CSF is to be adopted as a Commission paper - So if Council and EP agrees to it, EC is 
the sole responsible. What is the role of CSF then, will it summarise what we know 
about EU2020? To what extent will it be the promoter of integrated approach? 
 

 
2nd block: On operational programmes 
 
Multifund programmes = priority axis from different funds, not multi-fund priority axis.  
Simplification: programmes can be streamlined, simplification should be possible. 
Ex -ante evaluation: should be more looked at as a document of justification. 
Adoption of OP now is 6 months because of DG AGRI requesting so. 
2 notes on slides:  
Programming logic: error slide 33: unemployment rate instead of employment rate 
Flexibility: slide 34 has the vocabulary more for ERDF than ESF; ESF would be allocation 
between investment priorities. 
The Commission is not prepared to give up on intervention categories (see article 87 of 
CPR). 
 
Some questions/remarks from the floor and some answers: 
 Q: What is the added value of multi-fund programmes if funds cannot meet in one axis - 

relevant issue for regional OPs - what is the reason of shaping the proposal this way? 
Financial management cannot be the only explanation... 
A: It is also a matter of having the right cooperation on national/regional level. 

 Q: Key actions: how do they fit into the logic as presented in slide 33? Role of key 
actions needs to be verified! 
A: Key action: a description of what we want to actually do, EC would like to concentrate 
on fundamental elements. 

 Q: (Slide 33): Focus on thematic issues and results at the same time indicate that there 
seems to be a mix of old (based on inputs) and new (based on results) paradigm. 
A: When we adopt programmes that follow a certain intervention logic that boils down to 
certain actions and relevant indicators to be defined by Member States. 

 Q: Proposal says that indicators are defined at the axis level... 
A: Financial "break" as in the proposal, is now at the priority axis level and not at the 
measure level. 

 Q: Flexibility: proposal seems to have a top-down approach! 
A: Flexibility is there for MS to see how they want to organise their OPs across 
categories, funds. 

 Q: Country specific recommendations: what is the sense regarding OPs vs. these 
recommendations? Particularly in case of regional OPs, what if the region's situation is 
different from the country's main problems/challenges, e.g. country performs well for 
innovation, but region is weak in this field. So then if country specific recommendations 
do not include innovation, can this region then not invest in innovation? 

 Q: Where is the mechanism to ensure regional and national needs are taken into 
account? 

 Q: Multifund: why is it not possible to have multifund axis? There was no problem with 
financial management in this context in the previous programming period. Moreover, 
there is a risk of having a high number of axis, perhaps the regulation should provide 
for the possibility of having thematic axis. 

 It will be difficult to negotiate the regulations without knowing the content of the CSF. 
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3rd block on performance framework, review and reserve 
 
In the case of ESF categories are the same as investment priorities listed in the regulation.  
Performance review: its first purpose is to keep track of "what is happening" and to 
establish where the level of delivery stands compared to milestones. Suspension will only 
occur after a process of two discussions with the Member State (not arbitrary). Suspension 
is the very last step, in case of no delivery. 
 
Some questions/remarks from the floor and some answers: 
 Q: Is it possible to change between priority axis if circumstances change? 

A: To monitor performance, indicators are needed. Change is possible - if within a 
priority axis, Member State can decide for a shift, and milestones can be changed. 
Reserve is a mechanism that has to become a useful management tool. 

 Q: Infrastructure projects are prone to be more expensive and take longer...what 
happens to the review in this case? 
A: In case of infrastructure the experience of the current period should be used when 
calculating costs. 

 Q: We are talking about a national performance reserve, but there will be an EC decision 
on which priority axis has fulfilled milestones.. so what is the role of Member States in 
this framework? Is it the Member State level that decides how much is to be given to 
which OP or EC assessment will establish criteria on how to allocate performance 
reserve? 
A: The Commission will make decision based on information provided by the Member 
States. 

 Q: It might be problematic to spend the 5 %, even if the OP is small. How will it affect 
n+2? Performance reserve allocation is too late.  
A: There is automatism in the system, the 5 % will not come as a "surprise". The 
allocation itself will be a very mechanical exercise, it can go pro-rata to successful 
programmes, or it can also be a fully flexible mechanism. 

 Q: Result indicators are not clearly defined in the proposal, and results will depend on 
them. 
A: On indicators: most used will be the output indicators. Decision is to be taken by the 
Member State regarding what type of indicator is used for what type of intervention. 
Indicators follow our planned actions, then milestones should reflect if delivery is 
expected to come later, in that case milestones will be formulated around indicators of 
expenditure. 

 Q: How will consistency be provided for monitoring in cohesion and agricultural policy 
programmes? (common monitoring and evaluation framework for 1st and 2nd pillar). 
A: In the case of rural development and fisheries policies, the performance reserve is 
defined per fund per category of regions by Member State.???? There is no possibility of 
transfer between funds. 

 Q: Actors in case of regional OPs.. What if ex-ante conditionalities can only be fulfilled 
by the federal government? 

 Q: Recommendations that come after 2017 - how will they influence the performance 
framework? How to interpret "where appropriate" (see Annexe I of CPR proposal) 

 Q: Performance framework covers all funds. What if only one fund is performing well? 
Will the rest of the money be lost? 

 Q: There are 2 reviews: the one in 2017 is an assessment, also to let a Member State 
know if there are problems. However, there is a monitoring committee in place; will it 
not mean a duplication of tasks? Is the 5 % only allocated when targets are met? There 
seem to be a lot of difficult buffers in the proposed system. 

 18



 Q: This framework is better for projects with soft results, easier to achieve results. e.g. it 
takes time to obtain patents... As a consequence, less complex/more prepared projects 
will get the money. 

 
 

PRESENTATION - TOWARDS A COHESION POLICY MORE FOCUSED ON  
OUTPUTS AND RESULTS: THE 'JOINT ACTION PLAN' 

 
Joint Action Plans (JAPs) are sort of mini operational programmes, forming part of an OP, 
with clearly defined objectives, but differences in financial management. Beneficiary of a 
JAP will report to the managing authority. JAPs will be covered by an EC decision to 
provide for legal certainty. (See Title II, Chapter II) 
Level of payments will be modulated; therefore indicators need to e defined very carefully, 
and the same goes for relatively concrete objectives.  
JAP is optional; it can be negotiated after the OP, but cannot go beyond it in its timeframe. 
 
Some questions/remarks from the floor and some answers: 
 Q: Even though the requirements for financial capacity are understandable, why does 

the beneficiary need to be a public body? 
A: It needs to be a public body because of the financial risk. Definition of public body 
comes from the services directive, it has a broad scope. 

 Q: Can you give an example of a beneficiary? 
A: Example of beneficiary: regions, municipalities, public employment service. 

 Q: Why is investment in infrastructure excluded? 
A: Investment in infrastructure: it is excluded because of the risks linked to the way 
costs are calculated. However, e.g. technical assistance can be subject of JAPs in case of 
ERDF. 

 Q: Will it form par of PC? 
A: JAP is not in PC. JAP is relatively innovative, its preparation is time-consuming, and 
therefore their start will come later in the programming period. 

 Q: What is the relation between JAPs and performance framework? 
A: JAP is not part of the performance framework, but should be consistent with it. 

 Q: Why are minimum allocations defined? 
A: EC decision is needed to provide for legal certainty. EC did not expect too many JAPs, 
this is why the minimum threshold set in the proposal is high (see Article 93 of CPR) 

 Q: How will n+2 rule apply, if commitments are made earlier, but payments, based on 
results are done later? 
A: Interim payments are possible, based on the defined milestones. 

 Q: The potential beneficiary can influence the outputs, but in case of results, changes in 
the environment can cause complications. This might be a potential risk in case of using 
JAPs. Moreover, if beneficiary does not deliver on results, money flows back to the OP? 
In this case what happens to the n+2 rule? 
A: Results should be considered as direct effects. We do not speak any more about 
impacts. Impacts are described through evaluation exercise. 

 Q: What would be a good example of milestones? What's their role? What happens if 
milestones are not met? Will improperly documented milestones lead to financial 
corrections? 
A: Operations are paid based on achievement of milestones, and lack of proper 
documentation will lead to financial corrections. 

 Q: Who decides the final level of financial support? 
A: EC will make decision on the final level of support. 
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 Q: Can implementation costs of a JAP be considered as technical assistance? 
A: No, running costs cannot be considered as technical assistance, but it can figure as 
activity (e.g. collection of data). A pilot will be developed on technical assistance. 

 Q: Does 5 % cross-financing rule apply to JAPs? 
A: Cross-financing can be used, but eligibility rules need to be taken into account, e.g. 
infrastructure cannot be "smuggles in" a JAP. 

 Q: How will it lead to simplification? Why is there need for an EC decision? 
 Q: So it is oriented to some parts of ESF? The regulation even refers to some target 

groups (see Article 95 of PCP) 
 Q: Will the method used by the beneficiary to justify results be discussed with the EC? 
 JAPs are a step towards more result orientation, but it is a pity, that they are very 

centralistic.  
 

*      *      * 
 

 

 

 
Chair's participation on events 

on behalf of the Committee 
 

 
 
Ms Hübner has participated as a chairperson of the Committee in the following events since 
the last meeting: 
 
 

17 November Poland 

AGORADA 2011 
Conference On Smart 
Specialisation 
 

 
Video recording of the REGI 
Chair displayed at the 
beginning of the conference 
"What means smart 
specialisation for European 
regions" 

24 November     Poznan, PL 

 
Polish Presidency 
Informal meeting of 
Ministers responsible for 
EU Cohesion Policy, 
Territorial and Urban 
Devevelopment 
on 
"Integrated approach to 
development - a key to 
smart, sustainable and 
inclusive Europe"  

 
POLITICAL SESSION: 
"Strategic Choices For Europe" 
 
 
DEBATE of Ministers: 
"How to deliver"  
 

25 November     Poznan, PL 

 
Polish Presidency 
Informal meeting of 
ministers responsible for 
EU Cohesion Policy, 
Territorial and Urban 
Devevelopment  

 
POLICY ROUNDTABLE: 
Promoting integrated 
territorial approach and 
increase of efficiency of 
Cohesion Policy  
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29 November     
9.00 to 12.30  
 

Brussels 

 
Conference organised  
by Ms Hübner with 
the Conference of Rectors 
of Academic Schools in 
Poland and the German 
Rectors' Conference  

 
Seminar on Cohesion Policy 
“Looking behind the 
metaphors: How to build 
stairways to excellence in EU 
regions?" 

30 November 
Brussels,  
Committee of the 
Regions 

 
Konwent of Polish 
Marshals in the framework 
of Polish Presidency, on  
"the Future of the Baltic 
Sea Strategy - Innovation 
and Transfer of 
Knowledge" 

Opening session - 
Integrated approach of 
EUSBSR - future 
developments 

6 December 
15.00 - 16.00  

Brussels 

 
Meeting with 
representatives of 
Organisation France-
Cluster  

Answers to 4 questions to be 
published in France-Cluster  
"Annuaire"  

8 December Bratislava 

 
International Conference 
"Future Cohesion Policy: 
Strengthening the 
Territorial Cooperation“ 
organised by 
INTERACT and Bratislava 
Self-Governing Region 

Video message of the REGI 
Chair displayed during the 
conference 

 
 

*      *      * 
 
 
Ms Hübner, representing the committee, has accepted so far an invitation to participate 
(during the coming weeks) in the following event: 
 

24 January Brussels 

 
Roundtable-Lunch 
organised by EWE 
Poland (energy, 
telecommunications 
and information 
technology) 
 

„Achieving a 
sustainable energy 
supply: Solutions for 
more energy efficiency 
and regional growth 
in rural areas” 

3 Septem11*      *ì 
 

*      *      * 
 
 
More information is available at the Chair's website http://danuta-huebner.pl/ 

 or with the secretariat. 
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Library News 

 
 
 
Latest analysis  
 

 
 
© European Union 

 
Eurostat regional yearbook 2011 / Eurostat, December 2011. 238 p. 
 
The Eurostat regional yearbook 2011 gives a detailed picture of a large number of 
statistical fields in the 27 Member States of the European Union, as well as in EFTA 
and candidate countries. A broad set of regional indicators are presented for the 
following 16 subjects: population, labour market, labour cost, education, health, 
European cities, gross domestic product, household accounts, structural business 
statistics, information society, tourism, land cover and land use, coastal regions, 
transport, science, technology and innovation, and last but not least, a study on trends 
in densely and thinly populated areas.  

 

 
 
© European Union 

 
Regional labour market: higher unemployment rates and increasing disparities in 2010 / 
Eurostat, Statistics in focus, no 60, 24 November 2011, 12 p. 
 
The latest estimates for 2010 show the continuing impact of the economic crisis in the 
EU labour market. The employment rate for the 20-64 age group in the EU-27 stood at 
68.6 % in 2010, 0.5 percentage points (p.p.) lower than the previous year. The 
unemployment rate (15-74 age group) rose by 0.7 p.p., reaching 9.6 %, the highest 
value in the past decade. This impact is evident in most of the Member States, and is 
affecting all population groups. However, the scale varies from country to country, and 
even more from region to region. While almost 70 % of the NUTS 2 regions in the EU-
27 recorded higher unemployment rates, 10 % of the regions achieved significant 
reductions. As a result of differences in regional performance, cohesion in the labour 
market continued to deteriorate in 2010. 

 

 
 
© EUROCITIES 

 
The social dimension of the National Reform Programmes: the cities’ perspective / EUROCITIES, 
30 November 2011, 22 p. 
 
Each year, EU member states draft National Reform Programmes (NRPs). These are the 
roadmaps of the policies and investments needed to achieve the objectives they agreed 
to under the Europe 2020 Strategy. This report concludes that local and regional 
authorities and cities in particular, need to be involved on a structured basis in 
formulating the priorities and policies of the NRPs. And, whatever the arrangements for 
such involvement in each member state, it is essential that the NRPs better reflect the 
complex, and essentially urban, nature of poverty and exclusion. 
 
 

Books  

 

 
© ETCP Editions 

 
A to Z Guide for Perfect European Funds Managers / Franck Sottou. Aubervilles: 
ETCP Editions, 2010, 85 p  
"This book is made for Officers and Beneficiaries all over Europe based on experiences - 
good and bad. You will be able from A to Z to follow the trail of Projects Managers, 
Appraisal officers, Controllers, Evaluators, Auditors searching for the real (and secure) 
operations. This guide is like a cooking manual for European managers: find the right 
products, simple and locally based, put them in the right order following the usual 
rules and ...be creative." (Available in the Library - make a reservation here) 
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http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-11-060/EN/KS-SF-11-060-EN.PDF�
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-HA-11-001/EN/KS-HA-11-001-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-11-060/EN/KS-SF-11-060-EN.PDF
http://www.eurocities.eu/uploads/load.php?file=NRP_-_final-CGRE.pdf
http://www.publicimpact.eu/en/component/content/article/117
http://www.library.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/lis/site/content.form?symphonyId=170407&q=


 

 
 
© EM - Europa Media  

 
Handbook of EU funds: 2007-2013 / by Bodó Balázs. Budapest: Europa Media, 
2010.   327 p  
  
The Handbook on EU Funds is a complete guide to the entire funding system of the 
European Union. The Handbook is structured and written in a clear way and the 
authors have avoided the unnecessary repeated use of "eurojargon"- a phenomenon 
that often makes official EU publications difficult to read, much less understand. More 
than 60 programmes are introduced in detail, complemented by practical information 
on project development, management and useful information sources.  (Available in the 
Library - make a reservation here) 

 

 
 
© Routledge 

 
 

 
Handbook of local and regional development / edited by Andy Pike, Andrés 
Rodríguez-Pose and John Tomaney. London: Routledge, 2011. 642 p  
 
"With over forty contributions from leading international scholars in the field, this 
Handbook provides critical reviews and appraisals of current state-of-the-art 
conceptual and theoretical approaches and future developments in local and regional 
development." (Source: Routledge) (Available in the Library - make a reservation here) 
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