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Introduction

This working document will briefly discuss the purpose and compass of the own-initiative 
report. The rapporteur will analyse the Commission’s principal findings and proposals, 
formulate provisional pointers and indicate the proposed structure, outlining the main issues 
to be discussed in the report.

The report which Parliament in due course adopts will particularly focus on the main points in 
the Commission’s conclusions on the 5th Cohesion Report, assessing them from Parliament’s 
point of view and making recommendations for the future. The report which is to be drafted 
on the basis of this working document will thus make specific recommendations for the 
regulations on the Structural Funds after 2013 and will discuss their implications for the 
multiannual financial framework.

The report will be based mainly on the following two documents:

 the Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, 
the European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions and the 
European Investment Bank entitled ‘Conclusions of the fifth report on economic, 
social and territorial cohesion: the future of cohesion policy’ (hereafter referred to as 
the Conclusions),

 the main document, ‘Investing in Europe's future, Fifth report on economic, social and 
territorial cohesion’ (hereafter referred to as the 5th Cohesion Report).

The communication from the Commission (Conclusions)

The Conclusions are the starting point for the consultation process which has now begun on 
the basis of the 5th Cohesion Report, which will culminate in the 5th Cohesion Forum on 31 
January and 1 February 2011.

At the very outset, the Commission stresses that cohesion policy has made a significant 
contribution to spreading growth and prosperity across the Union. It is succeeding in reducing 
social and regional disparities, which would otherwise have grown. This becomes particularly 
clear when one bears in mind the persistent impact of the crisis.

In these difficult times, cohesion policy should continue to play an important role in enabling 
growth to be achieved while at the same time promoting balanced development of the Union 
and its regions. The Conclusions mention the need for joint efforts at European, national, 
regional and local level. Nonetheless, the growing global challenges and the need to use each 
euro of public expenditure to maximum advantage could call for a certain measure of reform 
of cohesion policy.

The European Council’s ‘Europe 2020’ Strategy of 3 March 2010, by means of which the EU 
aims to successfully tackle the major challenges of the 21st century, is an important attempt to 
coordinate the policies of the European Union. Their coordination will serve to attain 
common goals geared to intelligent, sustainable and integrative growth.

How are the three dimensions of growth which are explicitly mentioned in the Europe 2020 
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Strategy and which are of great importance to cohesion policy to be correctly defined? If it is 
possible so to define them, how can they be implemented and what precise role will cohesion 
policy play in this process?

Cohesion policy and the Europe 2020 Strategy are undoubtedly very closely linked. The links 
between them afford a real opportunity to continue to support the efforts of the poorer regions 
of Europe to catch up and to further develop cohesion policy into a major engine of growth 
for the EU as a whole. It should not be forgotten that cohesion policy is already the policy 
which has the best and most practical chance of developing into a successful instrument for 
implementing the goals of the EU 2020 Strategy.

The most important elements mentioned in the Conclusions are: added value at EU level, 
governance of cohesion policy, how the delivery system can be streamlined and made simpler 
and the architecture of the policy. Each of these factors is a vital pillar in the future cohesion 
policy and will therefore be considered separately both in this working document and in the 
report based on it.

Substance of the 5th Cohesion Report

In the following short introduction to the main chapters, the rapporteur outlines some of the 
substantive issues mentioned at the beginning, summarises important or controversial data 
and assesses the initial results of the report.

I. Economic, social and territorial situation and trends 

Promoting competitiveness and convergence

Although regional disparities have decreased, they still exist. It is interesting to note that, as a 
result of regional development, a growing number of positive aspects can be observed, and 
economic activity, based in urban areas, is also feeding through to less developed regions, 
which are often rural.

The rapporteur stresses that the most important source of the growth achieved in all EU 
regions has been increased productivity, which was linked to innovation in the broad 
sense and/or resulted from restructuring of employment in favour of sectors with higher 
added value. Unfortunately the Commission, in its analysis, here neglects the impact of the 
internal market, which is of the first importance for positive regional development. In the 
rapporteur’s view, the complete attainment of unrestricted trade in goods and services and 
freedom of movement for workers is the most effective regional policy and its general effect 
will already be to help to eliminate regional disparities in development. Cohesion policy and 
structural policy provide the regions with extra opportunities to attain European objectives, 
and they reduce regional inequalities.

The rapporteur welcomes DG REGIO’s establishment of a new summary index for innovation 
potential and the conclusions drawn from the new index for the competitiveness of the regions 
(2010), and stresses that, as the regions develop, the means by which they can best increase 
their competitiveness may also change.

The rapporteur is concerned about the Commission’s observation that only one region in ten 
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has attained the EU 2020 Strategy target of investing 3% of GDP in R&D. This target – like 
other quantitative targets set as part of the EU 2020 Strategy – should only apply to the EU as 
a whole: in view of differences in regional structure, it is neither possible nor necessary to 
invest equally in R&D and higher education institutes in equal measure everywhere.

Level of education, or human capital, has indeed been identified as one of the most 
important drivers of growth, but the rapporteur considers that this does not necessarily require 
an even distribution of universities and academies. Moreover, the analysis shows that 
investment in innovation and education can promote growth but only if the requisite 
infrastructure (transport, broadband internet, energy) and the requisite institutions (a 
balanced mix of public investments vs. fiscal consolidation in macroeconomic policies, e-
government services, cross-border learning) are in place; therefore an integrated approach to 
interventions is inevitable.

The density of motorways and the quality of the road network vary considerably in the 
EU, the EU-12 showing in general a poorer picture with regard to accessibility. There is a 
radical difference between the EU-15 and EU-12 in how the road network connects urban 
centres and ensures high accessibility. Both road and rail networks require considerable 
investment in many EU-12 regions in order to attain levels of prosperity comparable to those 
in the EU-15. However, the rapporteur would in addition draw attention to the shortcomings 
in large-scale transport infrastructure even in the EU-15, and would have liked to see an 
analysis of the regional economic importance of transnational transport networks. With regard 
to energy, the key issues are increased energy efficiency, wider use of intelligent energy 
systems, and renewable energy sources. Yet there is virtually no indication as to how the 
Structural Funds could upgrade energy infrastructure in disadvantaged regions.

Improving well-being and reducing exclusion 

Demographic trends in the EU clearly point to an increasing share of older people in the 
population, which will influence labour market conditions and the demand for health services. 
Regional disparities are clearly detected in well-being, particularly as there are wide 
differences of life-expectancy and death rate from cancer and heart disease. Access to 
services in general is more difficult in thinly populated areas, especially in less developed 
Member States. The chapter looks into labour market trends, also reflecting on the dramatic 
impact of the crisis, with some Member States having to cope with an average rate of 
unemployment of around 20%. 

With regard to factors related to poverty and exclusion, the share of the population at risk of 
poverty differs markedly between countries, even though many Central and Eastern European 
Member States experienced increasing household incomes prior to the crisis. Active measures 
to combat poverty mean, above all, providing broad access to education and training, the 
labour market and health services.

Enhancing environmental sustainability

By means of active policies on the environment and climate, public authorities will play a 
decisive role in increasing the energy efficiency of transport and buildings, and can also 
promote private investment here. The regions can also play an important role in encouraging 
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renewable energy production, although potential capacity varies from area to area. Increasing 
the use of solar power is most efficient in southern Europe, while additional wind power 
particularly makes sense in ecological and economic terms along the Atlantic and North Sea 
coasts.

Even though cohesion policy has helped many regions to meet the requirements of EU 
environmental directives, challenges remain with regard to waste management and urban 
waste water treatment. It is also to be noted that investment was sometimes made without 
clear plans for long-term financing. More realistic long-term planning should therefore be 
ensured. The rapporteur would like to explore how areas representing important preconditions 
for the effective implementation of cohesion policy can be best defined, and how incentives 
for reform can be best introduced.

Even though cities continue to suffer from poor air quality, city life entails lower energy use 
for transport and a lower level of soil sealing, but this is truer in compact cities than in 
sprawling ones. 

II. National policies and cohesion

EU 2020 targets can only be reached if regional, national and EU policies are coordinated and 
the various levels accept their own responsibilities. In fact, the requirement to coordinate
national policies to attain cohesion is enshrined in Article 175 of the Treaty. The rapporteur 
welcomes the analysis of the main differences in government spending and the involvement 
of local and regional authorities in public investment. The NUTS II level breakdown of public 
investment and its contribution to cohesion policy (presented in such detail for the first time) 
is especially relevant.

While some Member States have concentrated on overcoming regional disparities, others 
have focused on national competitiveness. Irrespective of the approach adopted, increasing 
value is being attached to endogenous development potential, exploiting the competitive 
advantages of the various regions, not only to counterbalancing a region’s disadvantages.

About two-thirds of public investment in the EU is carried out by local and regional 
authorities, which again underlines the crucial contribution of these authorities to the goals of 
cohesion policy and the EU 2020 Strategy. However, it is to be noted that decentralisation 
of expenditure does not reflect the power of the authorities over the expenditure.

There has been a positive correlation between public investment and rates of growth, i.e. 
convergence. Therefore, public investment and cohesion policy should continue to 
concentrate on less developed areas. There are grounds for concern in the fact that the crisis-
driven rise in public debt will act as a brake on public investment in most Member States. 
This could further accentuate the importance of European grants for the regions, as has 
already been very clearly confirmed by European cofinancing of recovery packages. In the 
Commission’s view, the resultant rise in indebtedness could make it necessary to review the 
rules on cofinancing. The rapporteur considers that these should include easier conditions for 
the investment of private capital.

In order to maximise the impact of cohesion policy, structural and institutional reforms are 
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needed at national level. Unfortunately, these reforms have been relatively slow and 
uneven. Areas particularly important for cohesion are R&D&I (R&D and innovation), the
business environment, the internal market and competition, the better law-making agenda and 
the labour market. In this context the rapporteur congratulates Member States on having made 
progress in adopting a more coherent and complex policy mix for R&D&I, enabling cohesion 
policy to make a bigger impact. Progress has been made in the modernisation of the higher 
education system and in support for private enterprise, in particular for SMEs. However, 
further steps are needed in all areas, in particular in competition policy.

It is suggested that closer links be established between cohesion policy and 
macroeconomic objectives as well as structural and institutional reforms:

 macroeconomic conditionality, which currently only applies to the Cohesion Fund,
should be extended;

 conditionality for other purposes, e.g. structural and institutional reforms linked to 
cohesion policy, should also be explored.

III. Other European policies and cohesion

The 5th Cohesion Report presents a thorough and detailed overview of the regional impact of 
a wide range of EU policies, grouping them according to their regional dimension. In some 
policy areas asymmetrical territorial impacts require concrete steps to ensure more equal 
distribution of costs and benefits. Therefore, a greater awareness of regional impacts is 
needed: territorial impacts should explicitly be discussed at the policy formulation stage, or 
alternatively regional impact assessments could be included in the ex-post evaluation of 
relevant measures. 

The rapporteur welcomes the idea that the Commission should increase the emphasis on the 
regional dimension in its impact assessments, and that Member States could also develop their 
own approaches along these lines. Further development of methods is needed in this area, and 
the results of an EPSON study assessing the sensitivity of regions to specific policies should 
be built upon by means of further measures.

The rapporteur also confirms that, in accordance with the cohesion and growth targets, it is 
important to combine improvements to infrastructure with investment in education, enterprise 
with innovation. It is also necessary to link R&D programmes, cohesion policy and rural 
development programmes in the regions. Only in this way can the EU stimulate innovation on 
a broad front in accordance with European objectives.

IV. Impact of cohesion policy

As found in the ex-post evaluations of the 2000-2006 period, the policy has created 1 million 
jobs and added 10 % to GDP in Objective 1 regions in the EU-15. Around 10 million people 
are trained annually; more than 23 million people were connected to wastewater collection 
and treatment systems. Macroeconomic model simulations suggest that the net effect of 
cohesion policy was an increase in GDP in the EU as a whole. In the present programming 
period planned investment in the field of cohesion policy amounts to some €79 billion for 
enterprise and innovation, €76 billion for transport, mainly in the EU-12, €68 billion for 
human capital and €62 billion for environmental protection.



DT\853445EN.doc 7/14 PE456.704v01-00

EN

Investment in road-building in the EU-15 has largely been successfully implemented, and 
should now concentrate on environmentally sound modes of transport: rail and local transport 
systems. The rapporteur also recommends focussing on expansion and repair measures which 
are of significance for the whole of Europe and on filling in gaps in the road and waterway 
networks, for example, while in the EU-12 improving all transport links remains a priority.

The impact of cohesion policy on rural areas has also been analysed, showing that this 
policy contributed to better access to services, improving living conditions, and more 
balanced territorial development.

In many projects, active participation by all concerned at local and regional level was the 
most important factor contributing to their success, and this was a decisive gain within 
cohesion policy. With regard to the partnership principle, evaluations showed that in the 
2000-2006 period its application increased in the EU-15, while more still needs to be done in
the EU-10. In general partnership was higher in EU programmes than in domestic ones.

Interestingly, the administrative costs of cohesion policy are not higher than those of the 
funding programmes of other international organisations, although costs and human 
resource needs vary across Member States. The application of EU regulation as such does not 
add notably to the administrative workload, but where national regulations go beyond what 
is necessary, red tape can increase heavily.

A number of fields have been identified where improvements are still needed. The 
undifferentiated award of grants to businesses was further reformed and as a general tendency 
supplemented with special financing instruments (loans, venture capital, promotion of 
networks, etc.).

The evaluation also showed that (in practically all areas of investment) the main focus was, 
wrongly, on spending the money rather than on actually achieving the targets set by the 
programmes. In many cases, monitoring concentrates excessively on the immediately 
apparent output (kilometres of roads built, number of further education measures) rather than 
on the desired impact (contribution made by new roads to regional development, jobs secured 
thanks to qualification events). In future, therefore, it should be possible for the objectives to 
be formulated more clearly, concentrated on a few priorities and assessed in the light of clear 
criteria.

The 5th Cohesion Report proposes in particular the use of counterfactual impact evaluation, 
cost benefit analysis, beneficiary surveys and qualitative methods such as case studies. In 
addition to the work done by the Commission in this field, Member States are encouraged to 
carry out evaluations of their own.

Proposed structure of the report

It is proposed that the prospective report should follow the structure set out below.

1. Evaluation of the findings of the 5th Cohesion Report (completed financial 
programming period, 2000-2006, and interim assessment of the current period, 2007-
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2013)

o Achievement of objectives
o Programming and programme responsibility
o Evaluation of monitoring and efficiency

Cohesion policy is the main instrument of the Union for promoting balanced, harmonious 
development across all of its 271 regions. The ex-post evaluation of the programming period 
2000-20061 showed progress in terms of reducing economic, social and territorial disparities.

The implementation of the strategies and operational programmes by the Member States for 
the 2007-2013 period is in full swing and many projects have already been implemented. The 
report will analyse the current state of implementation but will also encompass a forward-
looking approach. It is intended to constitute a positive step forward. Therefore, 
recommendations for improving implementation in the present programming period will be 
formulated.

2. Future of the Structural Funds

The main focus of the report will be on initial specific recommendations for the future of 
cohesion and structural policy. The basis will be the Commission’s Conclusions on the 5th

Cohesion Report, which will be discussed repeatedly in the following overview of the report’s 
structure.

2.1. The aims and substance of cohesion policy:

2.1.1. The prospects: global and European background conditions 

European regional policy has to be pursued in the context of global developments. The report 
will raise the following questions:

1. What global challenges will the European community of States face in the next few 
years?

2. What opportunities are available to the regions thanks to the increasingly intensive 
global division of labour and progress in information technology?

3. What can Europe’s regions contribute to resource efficiency and climate protection? 
How are they themselves affected by demographic trends, environmental events, the 
financial crisis and globalisation?

4. Where and how can European cohesion policy contribute to fair opportunities in 
regional development?

2.1.2. European added value

Cohesion policy has always been based on the principles of solidarity and growth policy, 
yielding benefits which are highly significant for the whole continent. It will continue to take 

                                               
1 Ex-post evaluation of Cohesion Policy Programmes 2000-06 co-financed by the ERDF (Objective 1&2), 
Synthesis report, April 2010
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into account the Lisbon Treaty objective of reducing disparities in the development of 
different regions and helping the most disadvantaged regions to catch up, thereby already
making an important contribution to the EU 2020 Strategy. Nonetheless, European added 
value needs to be more clearly defined, and more aggressively propagated, for future 
challenges and also with a view to acceptance of the required budget for the Structural Funds.

If all regions of Europe are equally disadvantaged or face exactly the same challenges 
(environmental protection, demographic trends, qualifications), that does not in itself justify 
European political responsibility. Just because nations/regions have similar problems, that 
does not automatically make Europe responsible for solving them. The rapporteur sees certain 
key areas of the EU 2020 Strategy (fewer early school-leavers, higher levels of final 
examination results, more people in employment, less poverty, more environmental 
investment by local authorities) as primarily national or even regional/local political 
responsibilities.

Here a more precise definition of the European added value of investment can help. In its 
Conclusions, the Commission does not contribute enough to this, as it sees added value – on 
the basis of a highly complex analysis – rather in the light of programme processes, but still 
does not describe their substance sufficiently. The report will therefore disregard the formal 
structure of the Commission’s Conclusions and initially consider the following questions:

5. How can European regional policy directly and effectively support efforts to bring 
about economic revival and growth at national and regional levels?

6. What is the regional dimension of European objectives?
7. What European added value does the use of cohesion funding possess? How can it be 

defined?
8. What contribution can Europe’s regions make to the attainment of the EU 2020 

targets?

2.1.3. Definition of investment priorities

Future priorities for investment are derived from the debate on common (economic, social and 
environmental) challenges and the European added value of cohesion policy. Here the 
rapporteur welcomes the recommendation by the Commission in its ex-post evaluations of 
cohesion policy that funding should be concentrated more in order to achieve critical mass 
and perceptible impact. In future it must be ensured that Member States and regions 
concentrate both EU and national funding on a small number of priorities which accord 
with the respective challenges they face.

In the light of these preliminary considerations, the report will consider the following issues:

9. In what fields of policy are concentrated European approaches needed in order to 
attain objectives of the EU 2020 Strategy and regional development objectives and to 
reduce regional disparities?

10. How can European action be reconciled with national sovereignty and the position 
taken on regional self-government?
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2.1.4. Programming: substance, structure based on objectives, and framework

In accordance with the structure described in the 5th Cohesion Report and the Conclusions, 
cohesion policy was in future to embrace all regions of Europe, and the established structure 
based on objectives (1. Convergence, 2. Competition and employment, 3. Cross-border 
cooperation) was, in its essence, to be retained. However, it was to be formulated more clearly 
and the links to the various budget lines to be indicated. This will have to be discussed in 
greater detail in the report.

The Commission considers that cohesion policy should be further developed as an integrated 
policy on the basis of the following main elements:

- a common strategic framework adopted by the Commission with investment priorities, 
covering the Cohesion Fund, the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social 
Fund, the European Fisheries Fund and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development;
- a development and investment partnership contract (for cohesion policy), replacing the 
previous national strategic framework plans, to be negotiated and agreed between the Member 
States and the Commission;
- operational programmes which, as in the current period, would be the main management 
tool to translate the strategic documents into concrete investment priorities.

These three proposals are the backbone of the Commission proposal. But irrespective of them, 
further aspects need to be taken into account with regard to objectives and the structure of 
funding, which the report will consider: 

11. As during the current programming period, financial aid should be divided among 
regions on the basis of their economic development (measured in terms of per capita 
GDP); (however, additional instruments/indicators might be decided upon at the next 
level of decision-making when formulating and implementing EU policies). What form 
might such a model take?

12. What can be done to ensure that the reforms of programming, and the associated 
procedures, are without fail linked to the objective of reducing red tape? 

13. How can regions which have previously received maximum funding and still have 
negative indicators (e.g. population decline) receive special attention in the requisite 
transitional support schemes?

14. On grounds of cohesion policy, would it be desirable to seek the introduction of an 
intermediate category between Objectives 1 and 2?

15. In many cases, investment from the Cohesion Fund and the European Regional 
Development Fund has the same objectives. Would it be worthwhile to increase the 
efficiency of funding by simplifying the structure, which could also involve combining 
the Cohesion Fund and the European Regional Development Fund? Could a merged 
fund nonetheless contribute to the requisite improvements in infrastructure in less 
developed parts of the EU? Could one of the objectives of future cohesion policy be 
attained more efficiently in this way, namely that of combining investment 
infrastructure and investment in education, enterprise and innovation more than 
hitherto?
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16. The Commission aspires to a reform of the financing instruments. It intends the 
important assistance in the form of grants to be supplemented more than previously 
with loan and fund solutions. To what extent could the new types of financing be used 
and in what form? Should the simplest of them (credit) be used in order to reduce the 
administrative effort involved? Are less direct measures (such as consultancy and 
support for clusters) also conceivable?

17. How can the European Social Fund, with its role in the context of the integrated 
structure and financing of cohesion policy, be defined more precisely? How can 
greater coordination between the ESF and the other Structural Funds (particularly 
the ERDF) be achieved? How can synergies between the ESF and ERDF be improved 
and cross-financing made possible with the aim of facilitating integrated urban 
development?

18. How, from the point of view of cohesion policy, can the partnership between town and 
country be improved, which the report will explicitly mention as an opportunity for 
balanced development? How can better synergy be achieved between rural 
development and cohesion policy measures, or can rules be unified?

19. How, specifically, should urban policy measures be formulated in the programming 
documents, and should integrated urban development plans be a compulsory 
precondition for EU cofinancing of projects in urban areas?

20. Cohesion policy will continue to be used to provide support for the three aspects of 
territorial cooperation, viz. the cross-border, transnational and inter-regional aspects. 
How can the link to other objectives of structural and cohesion policy be improved?

2.1.5. Territorial cohesion

The Lisbon Treaty supplemented territorial cohesion with the objectives of economic and 
social cohesion. Apart from the fact that, as a result, the concepts and programming of the 
EU’s cohesion policy are increasingly obscure to the people of Europe and confusion about 
objective structures and programming is also on the increase among potential beneficiaries, 
investment in regional cohesion has for many years been undertaken as part of European 
structural policy, for example in connection with economic and social cohesion objectives. 
New departures under this heading proposed by the Commission particularly include new 
approaches to urban development and to macroregional strategies. The following questions 
need to be clarified in the report:

21. How can the EU’s cohesion policy back up strategies for innovative urban 
development?

22. Do macroregional cooperation arrangements justify the claim to resources earmarked 
specially for them?

23. Are general grants an appropriate instrument for the regional level?

2.1.6. Neighbourhood and enlargement policies

This subject is not sufficiently dealt with in the 5th Cohesion Report. The European 
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and the Instrument of Pre-Accession 
Assistance (IPA) are important from the point of view of cohesion policy, as for example they 
provide funding for cross-border cooperation with States outside the European Union. The 
IPA also helps the candidate countries to prepare cohesion structures in substantive and 
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organisational terms. Accession would moreover naturally have implications for the existing 
grant structures and grant intensities. The report will look at the following issues:

24. Should the regional development component provided within the neighbourhood 
and enlargement policies continue to make use of the Instrument of Pre-Accession 
Assistance (IPA), which is conditional on the accession of a given State to the 
European Union?
25. What consequences do successful accession negotiations have for the direction to 
be taken by existing cohesion policy? Is the EU acting in accordance with its 
accession criteria to assess its absorption capacities also from the point of view of 
cohesion policy? Are Parliament and the Committee on Regional Development 
sufficiently involved in these procedures?

2.2. New programming of cohesion policy: incentives, conditionality, focus on results

In the Commission’s view, the European Union’s new economic governance system requires 
new binding conditionality provisions and incentives for reforms to be undertaken by the 
Member States to ensure effective use of financial resources in fields directly linked to 
cohesion policy.

This type of macroeconomic conditionality should be increased for the next programming 
period, i.e. it should extend not only to the Cohesion Fund but also to other Structural Funds 
which will form part of the future cohesion policy architecture.

New provisions relating to conditionality would be introduced which create incentives for 
reforms. Member States would therefore be required to introduce the necessary reforms. The 
right balance needs to be found in the management of this process between the administrative 
capabilities of the Commission and the political direction and oversight provided by the 
Council.

26. What specific form can EU guidelines for national reforms to ensure the effective 
use of cohesion funding take without encroaching on the competences of the 
Member States?

27. What contribution can cohesion policy make to disciplining Member States with 
excessive deficits?

The aforementioned Common Strategic Framework would establish the key principles for 
interventions in accordance with conditionality. These principles must allow sufficient room 
for manoeuvre to permit adaptation to national and regional circumstances, which is of 
particular importance to cohesion policy. On this basis, at the beginning of the programming 
period a special binding conditionality would be agreed with each Member State or region in 
the fields directly connected with cohesion policy in the programming documents (i.e. the 
development and investment partnership and the operational programmes) in the light of 
the institutional context, forming part of a coordinated approach involving all relevant fields 
of EU policy.

The proposed new conditionalities could help to pursue the idea of European added value, but 
are still theoretical and require fleshing out. In order for the report to make progress on this 
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and help to answer questions which the Commission has put, further questions urgently need 
to be answered.

28. What are the advantages and disadvantages of such conditionalities, and what 
tasks and responsibilities would be entrusted to the Commission and national and 
regional authorities for their practical application?

29. How should the conditions be determined for the individual Member States (or 
regions?) and comparability and equal treatment be ensured in the process? What 
role do the regions play in this process? How can partnership principles of proven 
value be preserved?

30. How can it be ensured that a more performance-oriented architecture for cohesion 
policy does not lead to increased bureaucracy, which would impede efforts to 
achieve simplification?

31. On the basis of what indicators can development objectives be decided in advance 
and the results of cohesion policy then be measured? Will these then sufficiently 
indicate the European added value of the investment undertaken?

Cofinancing, one of the fundamental principles of cohesion policy, should be reviewed, in 
particular with regard to its maximum share, and if appropriate differentiated in a way which 
accords better with the level of development, European added value, types of measures and 
the beneficiaries.

32. What maximum share of cofinancing would ensure more responsible use of the 
Structural Funds, e.g. 60%, 75% or 90%? Should the proposed differentiation criteria 
be supplemented by other criteria, and if so, what?

The use of innovative instruments which increase efficiency could be considered. At EU 
level, for example, a performance reserve could be instituted in order to promote progress 
with regard to the Europe 2020 objectives. A limited proportion of cohesion funding would be 
held back and, after a mid-term review, allocated to those Member States and regions which 
had made the largest contributions to the Europe 2020 objectives by means of their 
programmes, in relation to their initial situation.

33. How large could the share of the budget for the performance reserve be? What would 
the exact financing threshold be? What control would Member States have over 
unspent funds?

2.3. Financing strategy and financial control

2.3.1. EU budget: period and budget lines

The current set-up of the European Union budget has served cohesion policy well. What 
follows is that any change to its tried and tested structure, however minor it might be, has to 
be treated with extreme caution. Unfortunately the Commission, in its Conclusions, does not 
yet give detailed consideration to the current debate on restructuring.

34. What budget periods would be conducive to the implementation of cohesion 
policy? In the light of the EU 2020 Strategy and new definitions of growth, should 
the breakdown of the budget into headings be reformed?
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2.3.2. Financial management, budgetary discipline, financial control

The Commission proposes expanding standard procedures and introducing annual
management declarations and ‘accreditation processes’ for management bodies responsible,
and it is considering the possibility of greater incentives for ‘strong national control’. National 
authorities might receive reimbursements from the EU only if they themselves have paid the 
relevant EU grant to the beneficiaries. Disbursement should also be more conditional on 
results, and the N+2 rule should be applied in all fields.

35. Stricter quality and legality checks by Member States on cofinanced expenditure is 
essential. How can these Commission proposals be rendered acceptable there and 
be implemented in a way which is mandatory for all? What can be done to avoid 
jeopardising the position of relatively poorer Member States in the case of ex-post 
reimbursements?

36. How can the use of e-government solutions bring about maximum simplification 
and finally maximum efficiency for such a monitoring system?

Working document: final conclusions

In formulating the 36 questions listed above, in accordance with the structure adopted, the 
rapporteur takes up the most important of the proposals currently being intensively debated 
with regard to cohesion policy after 2013.

The EU’s cohesion policy definitely requires a greater focus on results. The broad outlines of 
the Commission’s proposals to include objectives of the EU 2020 Strategy are also 
convincing, even if the EU 2020 approach does not cover all vital requirements of cohesion 
policy. Also essential for future regional funding is greater responsibility and involvement of 
Member States in monitoring the use of funds.

Although there is a large measure of agreement with the Commission’s Conclusions in 
principle, more specific proposals for implementation are needed in order to increase 
acceptance by the European Parliament and Member States. Initial evaluations and 
recommendations for implementation will be put forward in the forthcoming report.

The Commission has not yet sufficiently defined the concept of European added value with 
specific reference to cohesion policy issues. Indicators for agreed objectives and measuring of 
results must also be proposed as soon as possible. The planned conditionality, development 
partnerships and investment agreements need to be defined more clearly, in view in particular 
of the intrinsically national or regional responsibility for pursuing vital EU 2020 objectives. 
Here, an accepted and just future division of responsibilities between the EU, Member States 
and regions is decisive for the effect and public assessment of European cohesion and 
structural policy.


