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Executive summary 

The reform of European Governance has been a Commission priority for nearly eight years 
now. The European Commission’s 2001 White Paper on European governance addressed this 
challenging reality. The Commission went beyond simple acknowledgement, committing the 
EU to engaging more with regional and local governments, and beyond those formal structures 
with the wider civil society. This engagement was not to be a one-way street, where participants 
were approached simply in terms of implementing European policies which had already been 
decided. The Commission sought ways of involving this wider governance reality in defining 
targets, elaborating policies, and actually putting them into practice. 

The 27 Member States each developed their National Strategic Reference Frameworks (NRSF), 
a detailed statement of their development goals within the European context of developing 
sustainable, successful and modern economies – the Lisbon Agenda. Partnership and 
participation form an essential part of this development process. 

This study offers an informed snapshot of how this quest for greater partnership is working out 
on the ground in the EU’s second largest budgetary area – Cohesion and Structural Funds 
during the current 2007-2013 programming period. 

It looks at what governance means in the context of our early twenty-first century before going 
on to examine developments on the ground through case studies of 5 Member States: Austria, 
Denmark, Italy, Latvia and Romania.  

These two building blocks, one more theoretical, the other more practical, provide the 
foundation for a synthesis of the report and its recommendations. 

The challenge of governance and partnership 

Over the last twenty or so years the term ‘governance’ has become a frequent, even a prominent 
one across a many of our societies and a range of disciplines including political science, 
economics, sociology and public administration. 

Generally speaking the term ‘governance’ refers to processes, structures, rules, norms and 
values by means of which collective activities can be steered and coordinated(1). As such, 
governance describes a new model of coordination between different actors: governments, 
parliaments, official consultative structures, public agencies, private deliverers, academia, 
research institutes, the media, representative bodies such as the social partners, and a range of 
Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), some of which are highly structured while others are 
looser campaigning bodies. All participate in a complex kaleidoscope of decision making and 
policy implementation. Decision-making is thus no longer dominated by administrative 
hierarchy but by complex relations between these actors. Cooperation between such actors can 
be realized through vertical and horizontal networks and involves the state, but also civil society 
(economic and social actors, community-based institutions and unstructured groups, the media 
etc) at the local, regional, national and global levels. 

                                                 

(1) Hamedinger A., Frey O. Dangschat J., . Breitfuss A. (Eds.) 2008: “ Strategieorientierte Planung im kooperativen Staat, ISBN: 978-3-
531-14587-7 
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The integrated approach, as defined by the Community Strategic Guidelines 2007-2013 calls 
for the integration of growth strategies at European, regional and local levels, taking account of 
regional specificities and based on reinforced multi-level governance. Such an approach should 
ensure that each sector is developed not in isolation but in the context of a coherent vision for 
the socio-economic development of Member States’ territories. This calls for a deeper 
integration of public policies with territorial impact, in particular with regard to the economic, 
social and environmental sphere. 

The partnership principle has become one of the key principles of EU chesion prescribing 
multi-tier (sub-national, national, supranational) and multi-actor (local/regional authorities, 
private/civil organisations) participation of partners in cohesion policy-making, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation. In the design of the financial and operational framework of regional 
policy for the period 2007 to 2013, the partnership principle has again gained in importance and 
also now includes civil society organisations, environmental partners, non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs), and bodies promoting gender equality(2). In this respect, the partnership 
principle highlights aspects of both vertical and horizontal integration.  

Some common themes in NSRF drafting across the EU 27 

In practice, the implementation of EU Structural and Cohesion Funds provides several 
challenges to the participating actors. These conditions have given rise to a shared management 
system, between the European, national, regional and local levels: in short, a system of multi-
level governance which, however, varies between Member States and also between regions 
within a Member State. National governments and sub-national actors have different degrees of 
participation in decision-making and power.  

A number of common themes emerge across the EU 27 in terms of how the NSRFs were drafted 
and developed. 

One common thread is that the NSRF preparation process did not take place in a planning or 
political vacuum. The process usually took place within a wider framework of national 
development, or national reform, planning. Whether the different planning processes were 
carried out simultaneously or consecutively, they drew on the same data, involved similar, if not 
identical, partnerships, and were directed towards achieving common goals. 

Such a process would have perhaps been expected more in the longer-standing Member States, 
where the relative importance of EU funding is less important. It was in fact common across all 
Member States to a greater or lesser degree. 

In a very real sense this can be seen as a positive evolution of European governance, where 
European and national strategic development priorities are jointly defined, articulated and 
pursued by largely similar groups of stakeholders. 

The national Ministries of Finance, or executive agencies dependent on those ministries, were 
normally the key national administrations supporting, coordinating and sometimes controlling 
the drafting process. 

                                                 

(2) See Article 11 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006.  
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These central ministries with their control of the important political levers of expenditure are 
not usually renowned for their willingness to share their powers in partnership structures – at 
least not in administrative folklore. 

A first common element of the partnership approach was the creation of inter-ministerial 
working groups or structures bringing together officials from finance ministries with their 
counterparts from line ministries (those responsible for the execution and implementation of 
programmes).  

There is real evidence of a structured dialogue between high and middle level officials from 
different ministries in the preparation of the NSRFs. Several Member States created formal 
committees for this purpose, while others preferred less formal working groups. In some 
instances these bodies were chaired by senior political figures, including Prime Ministers. 

A second common element is an engagement in dialogue between central government and other 
governmental tiers, regional and local, about goals, content, resources and even methods. 
Although there were wide variations in this dialogue between the 27 Member States, its 
existence was common. 

Where regional entities exist (most obviously in the more federal Member States) there was a 
clear tendency towards a real phased dialogue with those administrations. These real dialogues 
were most often two-way, and took place over a period of time. In such cases the central 
administration held early consultations with regional bodies, then produced an early draft of the 
NSRF (sometimes with regional representatives participating in the drafting process). 

This draft, or these drafts, were then re-submitted to consultative meetings involving both the 
central and regional administrations, and a consensus was reached where possible. In certain 
cases provision was made for an arbitration procedure where proposals not accepted by the 
central administration could be reconsidered. 

In states where regional administrations do not exist, consultations were carried out with local 
authorities, most often by means of a dialogue with national associations of county councils, 
city and town authorities, and communes. While these consultations tended towards a more 
classical “top-down” model, there were significant exchanges and amendments were 
nonetheless possible within them. 

A pattern of consultation and dialogue with the social partners, the main employer and union 
federations, is also common across most Member States. This sometimes took place through the 
involvement of formal consultative mechanisms such as Economic and Social Committees, 
Chambers of Commerce and Industry, etc., sometimes through the direct participation of the 
federations at national and regional level, and quite frequently through a mixture of both 
approaches. 

There is also clear evidence of a real desire by central administrations to reach out to other Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) as civil society stakeholders. In certain specific 
programme areas including issues of gender equality or equality for persons with disabilities, 
environmental concerns, and ethnic minority considerations, the selection of NGOs was 
relatively straightforward. In other, more horizontal or multi-sectoral areas, the choice of NGOs 
was occasionally more difficult. Which NGOs do you invite to participate in general regional 
development discussions? Which NGOs does one exclude? 
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The involvement of smaller NGOs also poses some technical problems when it comes to 
expanding the civil society partnerships in cohesion policy. The cohesion process is necessarily 
lengthy, and its documentation often significant. Local or ad-hoc NGOs often lack the resources 
in terms of personnel and infrastructure to analyse and process documentation, and even to have 
a continuity of representation in the instances where they participate (different voluntary 
representatives attending meetings). This can lead some official bodies to look critically at the 
return on their time invested in partnership dialogues with smaller NGOs. 

Structural and cultural differences 

Our research also demonstrated that the many common partnership aspects to be found across 
all 27 Member States must be balanced with important structural and cultural differences. 

Structural differences refer both to the overall economic situation and political systems. In the 
more developed economies there tends to be less acute need for major infrastructural 
development projects, whereas in some of the newer Member States considerable emphasis has 
been placed on the development of various elements of physical infrastructure. 

Similar differences of emphasis are to be found when it comes to what is generically referred to 
as ‘capacity building’. In some of the newer Member States experiences drawn from pre-
accession programmes has highlighted shortcomings in national, and more particularly in 
regional/local, administrations in terms of their abilities to develop, propose and implement 
programmes. These countries thus allocate a certain degree of priority to the development and 
training of officials at various levels of government. 

Different political systems also have a significant impact on the structure, content and depth of 
partnership processes when it comes to preparing, elaborating and most probably implementing 
Cohesion policy. The reader should, however, bear in mind that this note was prepared at the 
beginning of the 2007-2013 programming period which means that comments concerning 
programme implementation must be based on the expressed aspirations of the various 
authorities rather than on observed practices. 

The importance of personal networks in the development and delivery of governance 
partnership should not be overlooked. Although such networks are clearly more pivotal in the 
smaller Member States, they also have a role to play in the larger ones. Where the president of a 
union federation, or of an association of local authorities, has considerable experience in dealing 
with national officials and ministers they can expect to influence the decision-making process. 
A difficulty in terms of a note such as this one is that it is virtually impossible to analyse, much 
less quantify, the impact of such – essentially informal – networks. 

A structured role for universities and other institutes of tertiary or technological education is a 
variant which is only explicitly provided for, at least at the national level, in some Member 
States. This may be a weakness when it comes to policies which are supposed to drive the 
Lisbon Agenda of innovation. 

The use of outside experts in facilitating the NRSF process, in terms of both content and 
procedures, is only explicitly mentioned in a few Member States. Where it is referred to, little 
detail is provided as to the nature, the functions and terms of reference of such experts. Some 
Member States included the European Commission in the preparation of their NSRF. While all 
had some degree of negotiation with the Commission, others specifically submitted their draft 
document for consideration. In some Member States Commission officials were effectively full 
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participants in the drafting process, in others they could be seen to have discharged what was 
primarily an observer’s role, and in still others there is no specific reference to their 
participation. 

Case study illustrations 

The five case studies – Austria, Denmark, Italy, Latvia and Romania – all illustrate these 
similarities, differences and challenges in one or the other way. 

Cohesion policy 
objectives (2007-2013) 

Country 
Area 

(in 1000 
square 

kilometres) 

Population 
(2007, in 
million) 

State 
Structure  

(according to 
ESPON Project 

3.2) 

GDP per 
inhabitant 

in PPS, 
2006,  

EU27 = 100 

NSRF 2007-
2013, total 

funds 
(2007 prices, in 

1000 EUR) 
Conver-
gence 

Regional 
Compet. & 

Employment 
Austria 83.9 8.3 Federal 128 1 461 PO R 

Denmark 43.1 5.4 Decentralised 
unitary 126 613 - R 

Italy 301.3 59.6 Regionalised 
unitary 103 28 812 C, PO PI, R 

Latvia 64.6 2.3 Decentralised 
unitary 39 4 620 CF, C - 

Romania 238.4 21.6 Centralised 
unitary 54 19 668 CF, C - 

PO = Phasing out; PI = Phasing in; R = Regional Competitiveness & Employment, 
CF = Cohesion Fund, C = Convergence  

The Austrian NSRF process reflects both this federal reality, and a long-established pattern of 
consultations and partnership. The NSRF was drafted at the Federal level with the Austrian 
Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK), itself a tripartite federal-regional-municipal entity, 
providing the consultative platform. In addition to the various governmental actors, the social 
partners and some NGOs were involved in the elaboration process, at least through their 
representative federations. The process involved outside experts, and the draft framework was 
submitted to the European Commission for consideration. The Austrian example demonstrates a 
smoothly operating, established system of partnership and consultation with a relatively high 
level of experience and expertise disseminated throughout. There are concerns about its 
complexity, resistance to change, and the absence of a ‘think tank’ capacity to underpin some 
reflections. 

Denmark is a unitary state where the essence of governmental authority is vested in the 
national authorities (government and parliament). The elaboration of the Danish NSRF took 
place in the context of significant reform of Danish internal government structures. The number 
of municipalities was reduced from 271 to 98, and the former 13 county administrations have 
been integrated into five new regional authorities. As with the Austrian case, EU funding is but 
one element in the overall Danish development strategy. The central agency in the elaboration 
process was the Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority DEACA/EBST, a state agency 
which is a department of the Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs. The NSRF was 
published in November 2006 following extensive consultations with the local and regional 
bodies, social partners and other NGOs. The resulting draft was then considered by Regional 
Growth Fora, new partnership bodies which bring together local and regional stakeholders from 
government, public authorities, educational and training bodies, and form part of an elaborate 
structure under the newly-created Danish Growth Council, a 19-member body appointed by the 
Minister for Economy and Business Affairs. There was therefore a broadly-drawn partnership 
system. The objectives were, however, fixed by the national government. Emphasis has been 
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placed on the facilitation of greater labour force participation from, for example, people with 
disabilities or women from within existing migrant communities. 

The Italian NSRF results from a consultative process which began in 2005 with the production 
of three (national, regional and Mezzogiorno (3)) preliminary documents. Throughout 2006 
these documents formed the basis of widespread consultations between the three administrative 
levels and the social partners. The Italian NSRF lays considerable emphasis on the involvement 
of the social partners and other NGOs. This goes beyond the policy phase to apply to decision 
making on selection of specific priorities within OPs, their implementation, monitoring and 
coordination. The partnership approach was first formally introduced into Italian programmes 
during the 2000-2006 period. Partnership in planning the 2007-2013 policies and operations 
grew from the experience of the previous period. There is a general feeling that the partnership 
process works well at the strategic planning level, but can be less effective when it comes to 
deciding on actual programmes. The capacities of different NGOs varies widely. Some have the 
necessary structures and staff, while others lack the resources to fully participate. This leads 
some public authority actors to remark on the relatively small returns they receive in terms of 
input when compared to the consultation efforts they make. 

Latvia is a relatively centralised parliamentary democracy, divided into 5 planning regions with 
556 local authorities. A structured approach to partnership in governance can be said to have 
emerged 2004-2007 through the preparation of Latvia’s Single Programming Document (SPD). 
The Ministry of Finance was the pivotal authority, working with other ministries and regional 
bodies in small task-driven working groups. The results of these groups were then circulated for 
wider consultation with other bodies, development agencies, local authorities, social partners 
and NGOs. The Latvian partnership experience has been largely positive. Many participants 
welcome the opportunities to participate in the identification of priorities and the planning and 
execution of programmes. The reverse side of the coin is the more complex decision making 
process which has evolved with its administrative expenses and higher demands placed on often 
poorly resourced and structured NGOs. 

Romania is essentially a centralised parliamentary democracy. The country is divided into 41 
counties and the city of Bucharest. Regions are used for planning and statistical purposes but 
have no administrative function. The Ministry of Economy and Finance drafted the National 
Development and Single Action Plans in 2005. Partnership was already practiced in the 
Monitoring Committees of pre-accession programmes. These formed the basis for the 
development, by the same ministry, of the Romanian NSRF which was published in May 2007. 
It focuses on three main priorities developing the country’s infrastructures to European 
standards, improving the capacity of the labour force, and building Romania’s administrative 
capacity. The government is well aware of the desirability of partnership structures. A Working 
Group has been established at the initiative of the Prime Minister, involving all the responsible 
structures for the management of the Structural Instruments and including civil society, 
universities, research institutes, mass-media and social partners. It developed an Action Plan in 
August 2006 which has been incorporated into the NSRF. Partnership in governance has 
generally been encouraged and facilitated by the Romanian authorities, but the capacity of civil 
society to respond to opportunities remains limited. 

                                                 

(3) The Mezzogiorno – commonly defined as the economically underdeveloped Southern part of Italy – comprises the regions Abruzzo, 
Molise, Campania, Basilicata, Puglia, Calabria, Sicilia e Sardegna. 
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Conclusions on governance and partnership in the 2007-2013 period 

Governance relations between the European Commission and the Member States during the 
NSRF programming (and implementation) are highly formalised. Respective duties are clearly 
laid down in the regulations and concern both the format of consultation as well as who to 
involve in the partnership. The interrelation between the Commission and sub-national 
government levels is strongly dominated by the state structure (federal, centralised, etc) and 
generally depends on the “approval” of the Member States for direct contacts between 
regions/municipalities with the Commission to take place. Member States have made 
considerable efforts to streamline national structures in order to facilitate their coordination and 
communication with the Commission.  

The NSRFs have different “functions” in the Member States and are also influenced by the 
respective state structure. They can either give guidelines or enable governance relations with 
sub-national levels, or they can pre-define such relations in a more detailed way. New Member 
States have often experimented with “informal working groups” enabling the integration of a 
wide range of actors. In principle, this inclusive approach is also envisaged for the OP 
implementation, although little practical evidence is so far available. Interestingly a few 
Member States have begun to re-formalise such an inclusive bottom-up approach by favouring 
the establishment of relatively powerful and autonomous coordination structures, which have 
either the form of “dialogue platforms” or, increasingly, are entrusted with more decision-
making and financial autonomy. The establishment of such structures represents strong 
commitments for the implementation of the OPs.  

The inclusion of the local levels strongly depends on the “occasions” provided for this (by 
Member States). This is usually “formally achieved” in most Member States through their 
involvement during the consultation phase and the involvement of representatives of local 
authority associations, although the degree of active participation is not always easy to 
determine. This situation is, however, different in those cases where municipalities (in particular 
cities) have a clear role in the implementation of a specific part of an OP. Some Member States 
provide effective methods for the ongoing involvement of interested local stakeholders during 
programme implementation. Again, the provision of appropriate structures (forums, dialogue 
platforms etc.) manifests the strongest commitment and the most advanced form of integration. 

Governance and partnership are sometimes treated as formal requirements that are respected by 
the Member States primarily during programme planning (via consultations), but are seen as 
major administrative burdens during programme implementation. The main hurdles refer to the 
administrative burden; the complexity of the processes, the lack of resources and capacity. 
Moreover, the added value is not always apparent to stakeholders, in particular to those in 
public administrations who have worked to include not-for-profit organisations. 

The countries’ social and political culture, the experience from previous Structural Fund 
programmes, the openness towards participatory process are important preconditions for a 
successful approach to governance and partnership. However, in the case of the new Member 
States the general reforms have created opportunities for very innovative practices. Generally, 
the existence of informal networks, which allow for slow administrative procedures to be 
bypassed, seems to be an important complementary factor that can positively influence the 
system. The permeability of the governance levels (stakeholders from different administrative 
levels being accustomed to negotiate directly with higher administrative levels) can be another 
positive influence. The institutionalisation of governance and partnership arrangements is a new 
trend, that is currently followed by some Member States. The shifting of governance capacities 
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to lower territorial units, with the aim of co-financing intermediary institutions, improving 
know-how transfer and strengthening regional governance has shown itself to be effective.  

Observations and recommendations 

The general observation is that the concept of partnership in governance has been recognised, 
accepted and assimilated into Regional policy planning and preparation across all 27 Member 
States of the European Union. The exact nature and forms of that partnership vary between 
Member States in function of a number of criteria. 

Our recommendations as to how partnership in governance can be developed, expanded and 
made both more efficient and effective are divided across the three main policy phases: policy 
development, policy implementation, and policy learning or evaluation. 

During the policy development phase care needs to be taken not to “overload” policies with 
multiple objectives. Where too many objectives, however desirable they may be, are included, 
the risk of such objectives merely appearing in official documents grows. 

Information exchange is not only required between different ‘levels’ of actors involved in 
Regional policies but also between different ‘types of actors’. In particular an interlinking of 
‘visionaries’, ‘strategists’ and ‘implementers’ is required at both Member State and EU levels.  

European programming has, of necessity, developed what can be termed its own meta-language. 
While this terminology facilitates the task of programmers and officials, it can act as an obstacle 
to the greater involvement of representatives of civil society. Consideration needs to be given to 
allocating certain minimal resources towards facilitating this civil society engagement. 

The European Commission is explicitly asked to commit itself more during programme 
planning and implementation to truly open-ended participatory processes where the actual 
outcome really remains open. 

When it comes to policy implementation, the partnership principle tends to be applied more 
narrowly. However, the actual composition of a partnership does not only have a quantitative 
dimension but should be selective in the sense of integrating qualified actors.  

Involved institutions and implementing bodies need to establish communication interfaces for 
dealing with the ‘outside world’. Such interfaces can be information-events; exchanges of 
information with other structures, informal exchange outside the normal managing structures 
(i.e. Monitoring Committee).  

Improvements could be achieved through a strategic ‘follow-up’ at European level. Such an 
accompanying model would require a format for reflection. The European Institutions would 
have to allow open-ended participatory processes in which an open dialogue on ‘difficulties’ is 
possible, and in which it is not necessary to be euphemistic about the achievements of 
Programme implementation.  

Institutionalised tools need to be developed to facilitate the horizontal and vertical approaches. 
Such tools can be platforms (e.g. regional management, round tables, etc) which facilitate 
networking across sectors, political and administrative levels.  

It is not proposed to further develop ‘minimum requirements’ of partnership but rather to 
support involved bodies effectively in setting-up qualitative partnership structures in terms of 
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parallel accompanying workshop formats, seminars and information events, which imply a 
permanent exchange between actors involved in regional policy. 

Partnership has more than the actual ‘quantitative dimension’ (in terms of number of partners 
involved). It also has a very strong ‘qualitative dimension’. In specific cases, a stronger 
selection of ‘qualified partners’ which have the human, financial and logistical resources and 
capabilities to commit themselves to the partnership process needs to be exploited. 

The creation and implementation of instruments such as the European Grouping of Territorial 
Cooperation is seen as an innovative attempt to provide facilitation at the institutional level and 
could form the basis for an easier implementation of programmes and projects particularly in 
territorial cooperation. 

Although formally included in ERDF and ESF Programmes the effective commitment of the 
socio-economic partners to programmes has to be particularly supported.  

Regional policies are becoming increasingly complex, and are almost incomprehensible unless 
transmitted via a qualified, and appropriate media. Interfaces with the outside world have to be 
created at different level of policy implementation. 

Policy learning from the evaluation phase remains under-exploited. In certain circumstances it 
may fall victim to the administrative and time pressures inherent in programme completion – 
those busy with implementing and completing programmes often lack the time and the 
resources to distil out, much less disseminate, best practices and valuable lessons. Such policy 
learning operations are, however, vital when it comes to capacity building in sectors or regions 
where it is required. There is a lack of opportunities and structures for reflection. 

Developing a more comprehensive approach both to cover the entire programme cycle and to 
involve additional and new representatives of civil society will require additional effort and 
resources. 

Policy learning and evaluation has become an ‘ongoing’ task in the current programming 
period. Specific platforms should be designed for more frequent reflection on the content of 
programmes and strategies.  

Reflection on regional policy should not become an ‘additional task’ but should be embedded in 
a creative way in already existing events and meetings, thus helping to give them substance. 

Policy learning and capacity building requires the establishment and institutionalisation of a 
guiding process that runs parallel to the SF implementation process and includes all partners. In 
this process mutual learning should be encouraged and stimulated through the exchange of 
experiences in frequent meetings of the partners. 

Structured policy learning should be shifted from the responsibility of the single Member States 
and OPs to the responsibility of the transnational EU level. This can be realised in form of 
network programmes (eg INTERACT for territorial cooperation; URBACT) which create 
know-how on difficulties in programme implementation, provide synergies for related 
programmes and avoid re-inventing the wheel.  

The collection, critical analysis and targeted dissemination of good practices can be used as an 
instrument for policy learning.  
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Acronyms 

ACIS Authority for the Coordination of Structural Instruments 

AEAF Agency for Economic Analyses and Forecasts 

CADSES South-East Transnational Cooperation Programme 

CBC Cross-border Cooperation 

CF Cohesion Fund 

DEACA Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority 

DEP Interministerial Committee for Community Programmes 

DG EMPL Directorate General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities 

DG REGIO Directorate General for Regional Policy 

DIACT Délégation à l’aménagement et à la compétitivité des territoires 

DPSC Development Policy Steering Committee 

EAFRD European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

EARDF European Agricultural and Rural Development Fund 

EC European Commission 

ECU Evaluation Central Unit 

EDIP Annual Conference of Operational Programme Monitoring Committee Presidents 

EFF European Fisheries Fund 

EIB European Investment Bank 

ENPI European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument 

EQUAL Community initiative with the objective of combating discrimination and inequality 
on the labour market 

ERDF European Regional Development Fund 

ESF  European Social Fund 

ESPON European Spatial Planning Observation Network 

EU European Union 

EYAS Special Coordinating Authority for Operational Programmes 

FDI Foreign Direct Investments 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GNI Gross National Income 

ICT information and communication technologies 

INTERREG Community initiative for Interregional Co-operation in the EU between 2000-06 

IPA Instrument for Pre-Accession 

ISPA Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession 
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ITC Information technology and communication 

LEADER Liaison entre actions de développement de l’économie rurale 

LO Confederation of Trade Unions 

MA Managing Authority 

MC Monitoring Committee 

MOF Ministry of Finance 

NAP National Action Plan 

NCC National Coordination Committee 

NDA National Development Agency 

NDC National Development Council 

NDP National Development Plan 

NES National Evaluation System 

NGO Non-governmental Organizations 

NRP National Reform Programme 

NSRF National Strategic Reference Framework  

NUTS Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics 

OP Operational Programme 
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1. Context and framework of the study 

1.1. Study background 

The European Commission identified the reform of European Governance as one of its four 
strategic objectives in early 2000. It is an essential means of achieving the objectives of 
cohesion, technological innovation, economic prosperity and an attractive quality of life. 
However, introducing change requires effort from all the other institutions, central government, 
regions, cities, and civil society in the Member States.  

The White Paper on European Governance(4) stresses that the European Union (EU) must 
renew the Community method by following a less top-down approach and complementing its 
policy tools more effectively with non-legislative instruments. In addition, there needs to be a 
stronger interaction with regional and local governments and civil society. This involves: 
• establishing a more systematic dialogue with representatives of regional and local 

governments through national and European associations at an early stage in shaping 
policy; 

• bringing greater flexibility into the implementation of Community legislation in a way 
which takes into account regional and local conditions; 

• establishing and publishing minimum standards for consultation on EU policy. 

Thus, multi-level governance, i.e. greater interdependence between responsibilities and 
decision-making competences exercised at the European, national, regional and local levels, 
should become an effective tool for sustainable regional and urban development. It could be 
usefully complemented by the integrated approach in order to achieve better results. 

Regional policies have, to a considerable degree, integrated the five principles of European 
governance: openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness, and coherence. In the new 
programming period the involvement of all levels, the EC, Member States and Regions is 
ensured by the new strategic planning system: the Community Strategic Guidelines provide the 
EC framework under which Member States were asked to prepare their National Strategic 
Reference Frameworks (NSRF). These documents set out a strategy for a country-wide 
approach on the convergence and competitiveness objectives, illustrating the respective 
thematic and territorial priorities. The process of preparing these documents has been of crucial 
importance for horizontal and vertical integration. Although there are wide variations between 
Member States, in most cases reasonable cooperation between national and regional authorities 
has been achieved. Different approaches have been chosen to include different partners in the 
programming process.  

The NSRFs thus represent one of the most comprehensive instruments for promoting and 
implementing horizontal and vertical integration. They are one of the most suitable instruments 
for establishing a new mode of multi-level governance in Regional policies, and provide for the 
integration of local and regional actors into European policies.  

                                                 

(4) COM (2001) 428 final of 25 July 2001. Since then, useful input on the subject has been provided by the High Level Group in the 
Hague (2004), the Informal Ministerial in Rotterdam (2004), the High Level Group in London (2005) and the Informal Ministerial in 
Bristol (2005). 
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1.2. Study contents and outline 

It is the aim of this ad-hoc note to provide the Regional Development Committee of the 
European Parliament with an analysis of governance in Regional policy, especially with regard 
to horizontal and vertical integration of the process, the achievements and the follow up of the 
NSRFs in the Member States.  

In chapter 2, the analysis theoretically explores ‘Governance and Partnership in Regional 
policy’, providing a brief historical description of relevant EU documents and policies on 
governance as well as a definition of the main concepts of governance. This section outlines the 
conceptual move from government to governance and highlights the most important principles 
and policies in EU Regional policies. Special attention is paid both to the integrated approach 
applied and the specific implementation mechanisms of EU Regional policy in a multi-level 
governance system.  

After this theoretical section an overview of the experiences in the 27 EU Member States is 
presented in chapter 3. Firstly, the main trends and challenges of the integrated approach in the 
Member States (chapter 3.1) are summarized, providing selected examples from the EU27. This 
forms the background for a more detailed in-depth practical exploration through case studies of 
policy integration in 5 Member States (chapter 3.2): Austria, Denmark, Italy, Latvia, Romania. 
Both the country-by-country review and the case studies describe the prerequisites, 
characteristics and challenges of the integrated approach as applied to Structural Fund (SF) 
planning systems and the mechanisms for their follow-up in the Operational Programmes (OP).  

The research findings are synthesized in chapter 4 (Synthesis and Conclusions), describing what 
types of mechanisms and processes have been set up to connect the four levels (European, 
national, regional and local) and to allow them to work together. The synthesis further identifies 
the factors leading to success or failure of an integrated approach to Regional policies in the 
Member States. 

The recommendations in chapter 5 provide policy-relevant advice and information concerning 
mechanisms, practices and tools through which the EU can encourage the use of this approach 
in Regional policy.  

For the purpose of this study, and given the means available, our work is based primarily on 
desk research, in particular on the available NSRF documents, OPs and further documentation 
available. For the case studies selected interviews have been carried out. The character of 
available documentation imposes a number of limitations. In particular it was difficult establish 
the real governance and partnership commitments made in each Member State. While all NSRF 
documents have now been adopted, not all OPs and implementation mechanisms are known.  
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2. Governance and partnership in Regional policy 

2.1. From ‘government’ to governance: a conceptual clarification  

The concept of governance has risen to prominence in the last twenty years as a way of 
describing and explaining changes in the design and configuration of norm and regulation 
systems at various levels of authority. It has become a major topic of concern for political and 
non-profit actors at the local, national and international levels. Furthermore, it now forms an 
integral part of many social science disciplines such as political science, economics, sociology, 
and public administration.  

Generally speaking the term ‘governance’ refers to processes, structures, rules, norms and 
values by means of which collective activities can be steered and coordinated(5). As such 
governance describes a new model of coordination between different actors from politics, 
administration, the private sector and civil society. Administrative hierarchies no longer 
dominate such interactions, which are instead governed by complex relations between these 
different actors. Cooperation between such actors can be achieved through vertical and 
horizontal networks and involves the state, but also civil society (economic and social actors, 
community-based institutions and unstructured groups, the media etc.) at the local, regional, 
national and global levels.  

In contrast to the term ‘government’ – whose principal elements include the constitution, 
legislature, executive and judiciary – ‘governance’ has a broader notion and is used in many 
fields of the public and private sector: corporate governance, global governance, regional 
governance, local governance etc. According to the particular context sometimes very different 
aspects of governance are accentuated, such as 
• the increasing involvement of different actors in policy planning and implementation 

(participation); 
• the horizontal integration between different policy sectors (and their respective 

administrative departments); 
• the integration between different government hierarchies (vertical integration) and the 

decentralisation (or outsourcing) of competences; 
• the re-organisation and modernisation of public administration;  
• the preference for negotiation-processes rather than for hierarchic top-down decisions; 
• the promotion of decision-making and steering not only on basis of formal rules (laws) but 

also by means of informal rules in different negotiation-platforms, awareness raising 
actions etc; 

• the establishment of new forms of cooperation between public and non-public actors (PPP); 
• the emphasis on collective learning in the process of policy planning and implementation. 

Although governance has no automatic normative connotation, the model of “good governance” 
defines common norms and rules for a “good steering” of collective actions. Typical criteria for 
assessing governance comprise the degree of legitimacy, representativeness, interdependence, 

                                                 

(5) Hamedinger A., Frey O. Dangschat J., Breitfuss A. (Eds.) 2008: “ Strategieorientierte Planung im kooperativen Staat, ISBN: 978-3-
531-14587-7 
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Governance refers to societal 
steering which can be described 
as a process of co-ordination 
within networks based on 
institutionalised rule systems. 

The different governance modes 
can be classified according to 
the focus placed on the politics, 
polity or policy dimension. 

popular accountability, compliance, transparency and efficiency with which public affairs are 
conducted. 

Governance thus ‘denotes a process of governing which 
departs from the traditional model (of government) where 
collectively binding decisions are taken by elected 
representatives within parliaments and implemented by 
bureaucrats within public administrations' (Treib et al, 2007: 
3). In taking into account a change in the actor constellation 

in the formulation and implementation of policies and in the governing methods, governance 
characterises a specific method of societal direction, which is often described as a process of co-
ordination within networks based on institutionalised rule systems (Jordan and Schout, 2006; 
Benz, 2004). Moreover, Governance can also be described as referring to ‘self-organising, inter-
organisational networks’, which complement markets and hierarchies as governing structures 
for the authoritative allocation of resources and the exercise of control and co-ordination 
(Rhodes, 2007). Moreover, governance has often been used to describe authoritative decision-
making processes and structures beyond the nation-state context (Smismans, 2006). 

There are many other concepts of governance, which differ 
in the emphasis placed on the politics (actor constellations 
and power relations), polity (institutional properties) or 
policy (steering instruments) dimensions of governance. 
Most of these definitions, however, share, a common 

concern for the relationship between state intervention and societal autonomy. The different 
modes of government can be classified according to the focus placed on the politics, polity or 
policy dimension (Treib et al, 2007).  

A comprehensive – but non-exhaustive – overview is given in the ‘hubs and spikes’ figure 
shown below (Figure 1). 

This classification scheme includes only those governance modes located in the policy, politics 
or polity dimension that can be located on the continuum between public authority and societal 
self-regulation. The scheme does not consider dimensions which are beyond this continuum, 
such as decision-making processes classified according to the main interaction modes among 
the actors involved, ranging from bargaining to arguing or deliberation, or classifications 
according to the degree of transparency of public administration. 
 
• Modes of governance in the policy dimension: policy outputs may either be based on a 

rigid implementation mode, setting out predefined standards, or they may give 
implementing actors more flexibility in adapting them to local circumstances or individual 
interests. Policies also differ with regard to their enforceability.  

 
• Modes of governance in the politics dimension: Governance can also be described as a 

decision-making system that involves different kinds of public and private actors. Two 
polar ‘ideal types’ can be distinguished: on the one hand, a hierarchical state leaving the 
policy process exclusively to public actors, and, on the other hand, only private actors being 
involved in self-regulation by firms without state intervention or in self-organization of 
communities. In reality, modes of governance always include both public and private 
actors, with one or the other being predominant (e.g. various forms of policy networks or 
privatised public services).  
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Modes of governance in the polity dimension: The institutional structure of the interactions 
between the actors can either be hierarchical, where a few actors have more decision-making 
power than others, or it can be organised more in a ‘market’ fashion, thus giving actors more 
leeway to choose their courses of action. A related institutional dimension is whether authority 
is centralised or distributed among different institutions. This concerns both the horizontal 
(among central state actors) and the vertical (among territorial units) dimensions. Governance 
decision-making and implementation processes can also be structured according to the degree of 
formal institutionalisation (Treib et al, 2007). 

  

Figure 1. Existing conceptions of modes of governance 

 
Source: Oliver Treib, Holger Bähr and Gerda Falkner. Modes of governance:  

towards a conceptual clarification. Journal of European Public Policy 14:1 January 2007: 6.  
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The EU can be described as a 
multilevel governance system 
involving complex decision-
making processes among many 
public-private actors at different 
levels of authority. 

European governance refers to 
the rules, processes and 
behaviour that affect the way in 
which powers are exercised at 
European level. 

2.2. Principles and policies of European governance 

The EU as a supranational or international polity can be 
described as a multilevel governance system, where political 
processes entail complex decision-making dynamics among 
a wide range of public-private actors cutting across different 
levels of authority (EU, national, regional and local). The 
permanent systemic development of the EU has led to a 
steadily increasing complexity, diversity and dynamism of 

interactions among those involved in generating public action. This development has made it 
necessary for the EU to reconsider the principles and modes of governance in order to develop a 
more coherent and effective system of practices and policies that provides a firm link between 
the EU and national authorities (Bevir, 2007; Kohler-Koch, 2005).  

White Paper on European Governance 

While in the past the EU used to have a rather narrow and technocratic definition of governance, 
limited to the effective, transparent management of resources by public institutions, over the 
years, governance has become a much broader concept embracing relations between the state 
and civil society in a wide sense of the term.  

The European Commission identified the reform of European 
governance as one of its four strategic objectives in early 
2000. Political developments since then have highlighted that 
the Union faces a double challenge: there is not only a need 
for urgent action to adapt governance under the existing 
treaties, but also for a broader debate on the future of Europe. 

European governance reform is seen as an essential means of achieving the objectives of 
cohesion, technological innovation, economic prosperity and an attractive quality of life. 
However, introducing change requires a joint effort from all the other institutions, central 
government, regions, cities, and civil society in the Member States.  

The European Commission presented its White Paper on European Governance for public 
consultation on 25 July 2001. In this paper, European governance has been defined as referring 
to the rules, processes and behaviour that affect the way in which powers are exercised at 
European level.(6) The Paper contains a set of recommendations on how to enhance democracy 
in Europe and increase the legitimacy of the institutions. The main recommendations of the 
White Paper are based on twelve reports, two studies and intense consultation with European, 
national and regional actors, as well as academics and European citizens.  

Five principles underpin good governance and the changes proposed in the White Paper: 
openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence. In particular, the 
proposals for change include the following: 
• The Union must renew the Community method by following a less top-down approach 

and complementing its policy tools more effectively with non-legislative instruments. 
• The way in which EU policy is prepared and adopted must be more open, coherent and 

easier to follow and understand. 
                                                 

(6) COM(2001) 428 final  
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• To improve the quality of its policies, the Union must first assess whether action is 
needed and, if it is, whether it should be at Union level. Where Union action is required, it 
should consider the combination of different policy tools. 

• The EU institutions and Member States must work together in partnership to set out 
an overall policy strategy. They should refocus the Union’s policies and adapt the way they 
work. A stronger link between EU policy and national action should also be established, 
e.g. by the use of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) (7).  

• The White Paper also highlights the important role that civil society plays in giving voice 
to the concerns of citizens and delivering services that meet people’s needs. 

• The White Paper aims to contribute to the debate on global governance. The Union should 
seek to apply the principles of good governance to its global responsibilities. The 
objectives of peace, growth, employment and social justice pursued within the Union must 
also be promoted outside for them to be effectively attained at both European and global 
level. 

The White Paper is a starting point in responding to the expectations of the Union’s citizens. It 
should enable them to see the Union as an instrument through which they can bring about 
change.  

An intense public debate that involved major EU institutions including the European 
Commission, the European Parliament, the European Committee of the Regions and the 
European Economic and Social Committee followed the White Paper on European Governance.  

The reflections on European governance reforms continued and helped to inform the wider 
process of constitutional reform which was initiated at the European Council in Laeken in 
December 2001.(8) A number of subjects addressed in the White Paper were adopted by the 
Convention for the Future of Europe, which included special provisions in the draft 
constitutional treaty presented to the European Council in July 2003.(9) In particular, the draft 
enshrined the Community method, which had already been defined and given a prominent place 
in the White Paper on European Governance. Thereafter, the Treaty establishing a Constitution 
for Europe, signed by the Heads of State and Government in Rome on 29 October 2004, which 
was rejected by France and the Netherlands in 2005, should have given a normative strength to 
a part of the considerations made by the Commission in its White Paper on European 
Governance. Following this rejection and a two year period of reflection, on the 23 June 2007 
the EU leaders agreed on a detailed mandate for a new Intergovernmental Conference. The task 
of this Intergovernmental Conference was to draw up a Reform Treaty by the end of 2007 – 
Following the approval of the draft on 18 October, the Treaty was signed by the Heads of State 
or Government of the 27 Member States in Lisbon on 13 December 2007. (10) 

                                                 

(7) The Open Method of Coordination (OMC) was introduced by the European Council in March 2000 and rests on several soft steering 
instruments such as common guidelines and indicators, periodic monitoring, benchmarking, evaluation, peer review and sharing of best 
practice. 

(8 ) European Council (2001) Laeken Declaration  

(9) The European Convention (2003). 

(10) The recent Treaty of Lisbon highlights the importance of the principles of European governance. In particular, the Treaty stipulates 
that “in order to promote good governance and ensure the participation of civil society, the Union institutions, bodies, offices and 
agencies shall conduct their work as openly as possible (Article 16a (1).”.See European Council (2007) Intergovernmental Conference 
2007: Draft Reform Treaty; and Treaty of Lisbon Amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty Establishing the European 
Community.  
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European multi-level governance 
describes the coordinated actions 
of the EU, Member States, 
regional and local authorities in 
order to implement EU policies. 

2.2.1. The integrated approach in EU Regional policies 

European governance, comprises the whole decision process, including the decision-making 
stages (decision-preparation, decision-making mode, legislative and policy output), and the 
modes of implementing the decisions. In a regional policy context, European governance also 
includes the direction of and control over the functioning of cohesion policy (Vida, 2005).  

EU regional policy is based on the assumption that redistribution between richer and poorer 
regions in Europe is necessary to reduce the economic and social gaps between them. It is an 
instrument of financial solidarity and a powerful force for economic integration. Although the 
notion of EU regional policy can be traced back to the 1957 Treaty of Rome, it was not until 
1975 that the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) was created. In these early years, 
ERDF operations remained mainly national, with little European or regional influence.  

The implementation of EU regional policy is driven by a commitment to results within given 
timeframes, which requires an ability to respond quickly from both Member States’ and 
regions’ political and administrative systems. Otherwise, committed financial resources may not 
be sufficiently absorbed (n+2 and n+3 rule). Within the policy cycle the EU predefines the 
conditions for the realisation of regional policy activities in Member States and regions in 
particular at the level of aims (objectives) and at the level of the implementation mode 
(implementation principles). Multi-level governance, which characterizes the changing 
relationships between different stakeholders situated at different territorial levels, both from the 
public and the private sectors, takes complex forms across the whole policy cycle. 

For the new programming period for Structural Funds, the primary objective of multi-level 
governance in Regional policy has been specified: ‘The multi-level governance system, i.e. 
greater interdependence between responsibilities and decision-making competences exercised 
at the European, national, regional and local levels, must become an effective tool for 
sustainable regional and urban development. It should be usefully complemented by the 
integrated approach for achieving better results.’(11) 

Interestingly, the term ‘multi-level governance’, initially defined as ‘system of continuous 
negotiation among nested governments at several territorial tiers – supranational, national, 
regional and local’, was first used to describe EU structural policy (Marks 1993, 392; Hooghe 
1996), and was only later applied to EU decision-making more generally (e.g. Bache and 
Flinders forthcoming; Grande 2000; Hooghe and Marks 2001). 

European multi-level governance is understood as 
‘coordinated actions of the Union, the Member States, 
regional and local authorities’(12) in order to implement 
EU policies. Against this background, multi-level 
governance has become a central element of Regional 

policy, with an increasing trend over the last decade to devolve responsibilities to sub-national 
levels.  

The principle of subsidiarity provides the constitutional guidance for the relationship between 
the different levels of government and governance. Article 5 (ex Article 3b) of the Treaty 
                                                 

(11) Hübner (2007). 

(12) COM (2007) 273 final, iii. 
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The integrated approach calls for 
a deeper integration of public poli-
cies with territorial impact, in parti-
cular with regard to the economic, 
social and environmental sphere. 

establishing the European Union states ‘The Community shall act within the limits of the powers 
conferred upon it by this Treaty and of the objectives assigned to it therein. In areas which do 
not fall within its exclusive competence, the Community shall take action, in accordance with 
the principle of subsidiarity, only if and insofar as the objectives of the proposed action cannot 
be sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore, by reason of the scale or 
effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the Community. Any action by the 
Community shall not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the objectives of this Treaty.’ 

Analysts agree that EU politics take place in a complex multi-level governance system with 
increasing interdependence between responsibilities and decision-making competences 
exercised at the European, national, regional and local levels. The notion of governance pays 
particular attention to those actors who previously have been neglected, such as 
• strong regional or local actors and their attempts to promote their interests at the EU level; 
• efforts of sub-state actors to penetrate or create networks of policy influence; and 
• the emergence of a ‘Europe of the regions. 

Multi-level governance provides regional and local actors with additional access points, more 
channels of representation and further formal and informal opportunities to express their own 
interests. However, critics argue that in a multi-level governance system, a wide number of 
actors make political decisions in often exclusive policy networks, that negotiated arrangements 
and informal processes are gaining in importance, and that decisions are often made outside 
official, representative institutions, which may lead to an overall lack of transparency and 
democratic legitimacy.  

The integrated approach, as defined by the Community 
Strategic Guidelines 2007-2013 calls for the integration of 
growth strategies at European, regional and local levels, 
taking account of regional specificities and based on 
reinforced multi-level governance. Such an approach 
should ensure that each sector is developed not in isolation 

but in the context of a coherent vision for the socio-economic development of Member States’ 
territories. This calls for a deeper integration of public policies with territorial impact, in 
particular with regard to the economic, social and environmental sphere.  

‘Improving territorial cohesion is a matter both of method – i.e. determining whether a multi-
disciplinary or integrated approach is needed – and of recognising the particular problems 
presented by different geographical circumstances.’ 

Horizontal integration refers to (1) the coordination of polices and actors across different 
sectors and (2) to the partnership with socio-economic actors and/or civil society. This may take 
the form of: 
• provisions and measures for integrating various sectoral policies;  
• institutions and structures (commission, councils, etc) set up in order to increase 

collaboration between ministries; 
• consultation with a wider socio-economic partnership. 

Vertical integration is ensured by the institutional partnership between governments at 
different tiers (EU, national, regional, sub-regional). Vertical integration is therefore closely 
related to multi-level governance, as it requires continuous negotiation and interaction among 
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The partnership principle as a key 
principle of EU Cohesion policy and 
multi-level approach of European 
governance prescribes multi-tier and 
multi-actor participation of partners in 
cohesion-policy making, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation. 

governments. Within Member States the vertical integration can take different forms of multi 
level governance (see Hooghe and Marks, 2001):  
• shared authority of the central government with a limited number of clearly defined and 

delimited authorities (federal state); 
• a fluid and complex system of authorities and bodies, partially overlapping, in which 

authorities can act simultaneously on different levels. 

2.2.2. The partnership principle  

The partnership principle has become one of the key principles of EU Regional policy. It was 
first introduced into Regional/Cohesion policy in 1988(13) as one of the four guiding principles 
of the Structural Funds. These principles were unprecedented in implementation of Community 
policy, especially the partnership principle, ‘prescribing multi-tier (sub-national, national, 
supranational) and multi-actor (local/regional authorities, private/civil organisations) 
participation of partners in cohesion-policy making, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation’ (Vida, 2005: 21). Thus the foundations were laid for a new, multi-level approach to 
European governance. Within this approach, the partnership principle is a key concept and a 
specific way of applying subsidiarity (Diedrichs, 2007; Vida, 2005).  

The partnership principle gained increasing importance in the course of Regional policy 
development. Initially the Commission guidelines suggested including only the usual social and 
economic partners such as trade union representatives, chambers of commerce, employers, 
industry, agriculture, etc.(14) The circle of potential partners involved was then widened by the 
Maastricht Treaty and subsequent Council regulations. The 1999 reform of Regional policy 
sought to further reinforce the partnership principle by extending its scope and flexibility in 
application as well as the range of potential actors involved.(15) These developments were very 
much in line with the Commission’s 2001 White Paper on Governance, which granted the 

possibility to conclude so-called target-based 
tripartite contracts and agreements between the EU, 
Member States and regional and local authorities.(16) 
It reflects the Commission’s view that the increasing 
role of regional and local authorities in the design, 
and especially in the execution of Community 
policies must be given recognition. The application 
of the partnership principle has also become 

increasingly flexible in recent years, particularly in two important aspects of Regional policy: 
employment issues and environmental concerns (Dezseri, 2006; Vida, 2005). In the design of 
the financial and operational framework of Regional policy for the period 2007 to 2013, the 
partnership principle has again gained in importance and includes now also civil society 
organisations, environmental partners, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and bodies 

                                                 

(13) Council Regulation (EEC) 2052/88. 

(14) European Commission (1989): 11. 

(15) See Article 8 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999. 

(16) COM(2001) 428 final: 30. 
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promoting gender equality.(17) In this respect, the partnership principle highlights aspects of 
both vertical and horizontal integration.  

Table 1. The partnership principle in Cohesion policy 

 
Article 11  

Partnership 
 

1. The objectives of the Funds shall be pursued in the framework of close cooperation, (hereinafter referred to as 
partnership), between the Commission and each Member State. Each Member State shall organise, where 
appropriate and in accordance with current national rules and practices, a partnership with authorities and bodies 
such as: 
a) the competent regional, local, urban and other public authorities; 
b) the economic and social partners; 
c) any other appropriate body representing civil society, environmental partners, non-governmental organisations, 

and bodies responsible for promoting equality between men and women. 
Each Member State shall designate the most representative partners at national, regional and local level and in the 
economic, social, environmental or other spheres (hereinafter referred to as partners), in accordance with national 
rules and practices, taking account of the need to promote equality between men and women and sustainable 
development through the integration of environmental protection and improvement requirements. 
 
2. The partnership shall be conducted in full compliance with the respective institutional, legal and financial powers of 
each partner category as defined in paragraph 1. The partnership shall cover the preparation, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation of OPs. Member States shall involve, where appropriate, each of the relevant partners, and 
particularly the regions, in the different stages of programming within the time limit set for each stage. 
 
3. Each year the Commission shall consult the organisations representing the economic and social partners at 
European level on assistance from the Funds. 

Source: Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006. 

                                                 

(17) See Article 11 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006.  
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2.3. The implementation of EU Regional policy in a multi-level 
governance system 

The programme cycle in EU Regional policy 

The policy cycle in EU Regional policies begins with policy development: policy makers at 
various levels (EU, national, regional, local) and administrations identify problems. This may be 
based on an analysis of the situation in a territorial unit and/or sector through considering the 
lessons learnt during the implementation of the previous programming period. This exercise 
results in the formulation of possible solutions and in the selection of a solution by allocating 
financial resources.  

The actual policy implementation is the intermediary between the policy decisions (resource 
allocation) and the outputs and result to be obtained. While in the previous phase it is decided 
‘what’ to achieve, during policy implementation the ‘how’ has to be further defined. This may 
require a definition of operational objectives as well as the selection of an actual 
implementation strategy (participatory or top-down, etc). In addition to the strategic fine-tuning, 
the actual implementation arrangements have to be set up (monitoring system, financial control 
etc.).  

The policy learning is achieved by temporal or thematic evaluations of the policy in order to 
find out whether the implementation addresses the problems effectively and efficiently and what 
lessons can be drawn from this. Policy learning consists also in the dissemination of best-
practices and lessons learnt.  

It is obvious that this division between policy formulation, implementation and learning is a 
theoretical one which is, in reality, a more continuous system. It is clear, for example, that 
policy learning already happens during the implementation phase (reflected by the new 
emphasis on ‘ongoing-evaluation’ rather than the previous system’s on ex-ante, mid-term and 
ex-post evaluation in programmes). Policy implementation is not an automatic process but 
rather occurs as a result of decisions taken, systems created and processes designed which are 
conducted and influenced by a variety of factors, such as the actors, the context and the rules, 
procedures and technical systems.  

Determinants: Where does complexity come from? 

In practice, the implementation of EU Structural and Cohesion Funds provides several 
challenges to the participating actors. These conditions have given rise to a shared management 
system, between the European, national, regional and local levels: in short, a system of multi-
level governance which, however, varies between Member States and also between regions 
within a Member State. National governments and sub-national actors have different degrees of 
participation in decision-making and power. This reflects factors such as the distribution of 
competencies between national, regional and local level, political interests and linkages; the 
amount and scope of co-funding available, the number and scope of programmes to be dealt 
with at that level, and administrative experience in programme development and 
implementation.  



Governance and Partnership in Regional Policy 

PE 397.245 13

Figure 2. The Structural Funds Implementation System (18) 

EU/EC Imple-
mentation model

Actors Context RPTS

The Commission

National Governments

Regional Government

Monitoring Committees

Managing Authorities

Paying Authorities

Implementing Bodies

Beneficiaries

Social Partners

External Experts

Programming

Management Procedures

Control Systems

Monitoring System

Evaluation System

Project Selection

Financial Procedures

Partnership

Coordination

Information and Publicity

National/regional, 
political, socio-economic, 

legal, cultural context

Adaptation of
EC Model to national/

regional context

Characteristics of 
implementation system 

in each context

Centralised – Decentralised – Deconcentrated
Subsumed – Differentiated

 
Source: ÖIR, LRDP, IDOM 2003: A Study on the Efficiency of  
the Implementation Methods for Structural Funds. Final Report 

Actors at several administrative and territorial levels (EU, national, regional local) are involved 
either directly or indirectly in the management and implementation of activities. Actors define 
rules, take decisions and they have a specific interest as a result of their own stake in the 
process. Inputs into the implementation process are in this sense developed by the actors 
involved, who can have a transforming effect on them and consequently affect the 
outputs/results. Actors may participate to different degrees in institutional roles (formal), as well 
as in informal structures.  

The implementation context is based on a regulatory framework and on implementation 
principles, which are however interpreted through the prism of the specific national, regional or 
local context. This implies a fundamental difference between the rational, linear theory of 
implementation of policies and programmes and the reality of the implementation process of 
programmes which is frequently mundane, incremental, and the subject of bargaining and 
negotiation. Programmes are in fact open systems that react and interact with a reference 
context. In particular the implementation context depends on national/regional political, socio-
economic legal and cultural background and on the administrative systems (centralised, 
decentralised or de-concentrated centralised). 

                                                 

(18) RPTS = rules, procedures and technical systems 
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In 2001 the EU working group on multi-level governance used the following distinctions for 
state structures(19) 
• (Centralised) Unitary states have only a local level infra-national hierarchy. Regional 

levels may exist for administrative reasons but are subordinate to the central state. 
• Decentralised unitary states have undertaken a process of reform to establish elected 

regional authorities above the local level . 
• Regionalised unitary states are characterised by the existence of elected regional 

governments with constitutional status, legislative powers and a high degree of autonomy. 
• Federal states have a power-sharing guaranteed by the constitution. 

Table 2. Typology of State Structures  

Unitary States Decentralised 
unitary states 

Regionalised 
unitary states Federal States 

Bulgaria 
Cyprus 
Estonia 
Greece 
Hungary 
Ireland 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg 
Portugal 
Romania 
Slovenia 

Czech Republic 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Latvia 
Slovakia 
Sweden 
The Netherlands 

Italy 
Malta 
Poland 
Spain 
United Kingdom 

Austria 
Belgium 
Germany 

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/governance/areas/group10/report_en.pdf  
and ESPON project 2.3.2. Final Report (for New Member States’ classification) 

The rules, procedures and technical implementation systems are the regulations, guidelines, 
implementation principles and structures, that are designed in order to guide the realisation of 
the actions. Just as the regulatory framework and guidelines for the Structural Fund periods 
have changed from one programming period to another, so the national and regional actors have 
adapted their implementation systems to these requirements.  

 

                                                 

(19) http://ec.europa.eu/governance/areas/group10/report_en.pdf 
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3. Trends and challenges of the integrated approach in the 
Member States 2007-2013 

This chapter provides an analysis of the main characteristics of the integrated approach applied 
in strategic planning for programming Structural Funds, NSRFs and OPs. Based on a country-
by-country review of the main characteristics of the integrated approach, the main trends are 
summarised, and illustrated by some examples from the EU Member States.  

 

For five countries, where particularly interesting developments have taken place within a variety 
of state structures, the research goes into greater detail and describes how the concept provided 
in the NSRF has been continued in the OPs, and how the consultation process will continue 
during programme implementation.  

The NSRFs were prepared in line with Article 27-28 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 
1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions for the European Regional 
Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund. The NRSF is a mid to 
long-term strategic document, describing the role of the Structural Funds during the period 
2007-2013 in support of wider development strategies in the respective Member States.  

While article 28 (1) of the General Regulation implies that Member States set up a 
programming process in compliance with the partnership principle, the NSRF document also 
provides indications on governance and partnership. The actual process of preparing the NSRFs 
varied between the Member states. National authorities played a leading role in this process, 
with the help of other bodies and external expertise. The adoption of the partnership principle 
was mandatory. Interestingly, some of the features set up for the partnership process in the 
course of programming are continued during the implementation of the OPs 2007-2013. 
Consequently our analysis concentrates on the actual process, the outcomes and the 
commitment to continuing this method.  

Lisbon Strategy Cohesion Policy
2005-2008 2007-2013

EU Integrated Guidelines for Growth 
and Jobs 2005-2008 Community Strategic Guidelines

National National Reform Programme 
2005-2008

National Strategic Reference 
Framework

National Operational 
Programme(s)

Regional Regional Operational 
Programme(s)

Local

Article 28 (1) of General 
Regulation:  
1. The national strategic reference 
framework shall be prepared by 
the Member State, after 
consultation with relevant 
partners as referred to in Article 
11, in accordance with the 
procedure that it considers most 
appropriate and with its 
institutional structure. It shall 
cover the period 1 January 2007 
to 31 December 2013.The 
Member State shall prepare the 
national strategic reference 
framework in dialogue with the 
Commission, with a view to 
ensuring a common approach. 
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3.1. The integrated approach in the NSRFs 2007-2013 

In this chapter, the NSRF programming processes and outcomes in the EU 27 are analysed in 
terms of their contributions to the integrated approach. The basis for this analysis are the NSRF 
documents and additional desk-research. It has to be stressed that the material analysed is made 
up of ‘official documents’ which generally reflect the internal perspective of the Member State 
in question. A complete description for the EU27 (country sheets) is annexed to this report. In 
this section, the most significant trends observed across the Member States are summarised.  

3.1.1. Governance and partnership during the phase of policy design 

Increasing experience in active partnership and reflection processes  

The NSRF programming can be used to set up wider discussion and reflection processes. For 
some of the New Member States, this has been a challenging task, as they had little previous 
experience in this area.  

Some countries have set-up elaborate consultation systems with several feedback-loops to 
ensure a good integration of stakeholder views and the elaboration of joint strategies. 

Lietuva/ 
Lithuania 

The principle of active partnership is relatively new, as it only first applied in Lithuania in 
2002, with the drafting of the Lithuanian Single Programming Document 2004–2006. At the 
beginning of the process, participation by partners was rather passive, and the institutions 
involved in this process maintained a very sectoral attitude. Despite this, when planning EU 
structural assistance in Lithuania for 2007–2013, measures have been taken to effectively 
implement the principle of partnership: (1) direct involvement in the preparation process 
through working groups; (2) discussion of intermediate results in public events; (3) informing 
the public with the cooperation of the mass media and via strong internet coverage ( Ministry 
of Finance website). 

Kypros/Cyprus 

An important innovation in the context of the programming procedure for the period 2007-
2013 was the process of Public Dialogue through meetings, in order to safeguard the 
consensus and the widest possible active participation of all development bodies and 
organisations and the representative economic and social groups, at the national and local 
levels.  

Éire/Ireland 

The preparation of the Irish NSRF involved a strong ‘partnership’ process and a deep 
reflection on the NSRF strategy. There have been different stages and circles of 
consultations: A high level committee was formed to prepare the NSRF including officials of 
the Departments of Finance and Enterprise, Trade and Employment and representatives of 
the Regions. At various stages during the drafting of the NSRF, direct consultations with 
relevant Departments, Agencies, Regional bodies and interest groups including the Combat 
Poverty Agency and the European Anti-Poverty Network took place. 

Malta 

There has been a wide ranging consultation based on the consultation on the Government’s 
first Pre-Budget Document which was followed by a consultation process during summer 
2005 on the National Reform Programme. This has been carried out through a series of 
workshops, public dialogues and conferences, inter-ministerial discussions and formal 
meetings with the Malta Council for Economic and Social Development (appointed by the 
Prime Minister and composed of key government officials from leading line Ministries and 
relevant socio-economic actors). 
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Sverige/ 
Sweden 

The strategy is the result of an in-depth dialogue on future regional development 
issues. This dialogue involved representatives from local, regional and national levels, as 
well as representatives from interest groups, industry, authorities and unions. The work was 
carried out with the support of working parties within the Government Offices of Sweden, and 
the key authorities and regional players. A specific working party assisted by providing 
analysis data for the strategy. 

Use of different approaches to vertical coordination 

Vertical strategy coordination of the between different tiers of government has been more 
institutionalised in some countries either by coordinating different plans at different levels 
and/or a formalised consultation process involving actors from different administrative levels. 
Generally speaking, vertical and horizontal coordination were often combined.  

Balgarija/ 
Bulgaria 

Municipalities developed plans used to shape the district development strategies, which 
were then used to inform the regional development plans. As a follow-up regional 
development plans were used for the National Sector Strategies, the NDP and the NSRF.  

Eesti/ 
Estonia 

A domestic consultation round took place during which the partners and interested parties 
were able to present their responses to the first complete version of the strategy. All the 
county governments were consulted during the preparation of the strategy.  

Suomi/Finland 

The ESF strategy team led by the Ministry of Labour prepared the ESF section of the strategy. 
The team members included a broad representation of various cooperation partners – 
Ministries, regional administrations, the Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities, 
the social partners and economic organisations. The draft NSRF was subject to extensive 
consultation.  

Polska/Poland 

At the strategic level, the Coordination Committee plays a central role in vertical and 
horizontal integration as it is in charge of horizontal policy coordination, as well as strategic 
monitoring and appraisals of NSRF execution. This Committee includes representatives of line 
ministries, voivodship marshals, voivodes (regions), representatives of associations of local 
authorities and the social partners (organisations associated in the Tripartite Commission, 
nongovernmental organisations, and others). This Committee also maintains an overview of 
activities related to the EU Rural development programmes, and also the EIB and 
programmes from other donors (EFTA, Switzerland…)  
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Horizontal coordination between different sectors  

Horizontal integration in the sense of coordinating policies between different sectors already 
requires close cooperation between different ministries and/or sectoral plans in the policy design 
phase.  

Deutschland/ 
Germany 

During the NSRF planning process, Germany emphasised the coordination with national 
planning tools such as the national regional policy, the regulatory developments of the labour 
market, national transport policy, the reforms in the fields of science, research and human 
resources development, the National Sustainable Development Strategy reform or the climate 
protection programme. 

Balgarija/ 
Bulgaria 

Coordination between NDP, NSRF and National Reform Programme during programming has 
been ensured not only at the policy level, but also by involving the core NDP and NSRF 
teams in the NRP drafting. The Agency for Economic Analyses and Forecasts (AEAF), as 
an Executive Agency attached to the Ministry of Finance, and as a source of analytical 
expertise and continuity, has been the principal actor in the process. 

Magyarország/ 
Hungary 

In order to co-ordinate the preparation of the New Hungary Development Plan, with 
other planning tools like the National Action Programme, the Sustainable Development 
Strategy and the New Hungary Rural Development Strategic Plan, Hungary put in place the 
Development Policy Steering Committee (DPSC) chaired by the Prime Minister, and attended 
by the government commissioner responsible for development policy.  

Eesti/Estonia 

The institution in charge of compiling the Estonian NSRF 2007-2013 was the Ministry of 
Finance (MOF) which is also to become the managing authority. The MOF has closely 
coordinated the process with other ministerial institutions in the areas covered with the 
NSRF through a number of inter-ministerial working groups (Ministry of Education and 
Research; Ministry of the Environment; Ministry of Culture; Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Communication; Ministry of the Interior; Ministry of Social Affairs; State Chancellery.)  

Private sector involvement in programme design 

As Regional policy is a key tool for achieving the Lisbon strategy (regulation, earmarking 
mechanisms, political commitment of the European Commission), private sector inclusion in the 
programme design is an important factor. Although indirect representation of the private sector 
via employer federations was relatively widespread, direct involvement of private actors was 
relatively rare.  

España/Spain 

The private sector was involved in designing the technological programmes. The private 
sector participated in brainstorming sessions and there have been a number of bilateral 
meetings with institutions representing the private sector (Chambers of Commerce, Hotel 
Technological Institute, Civil Engineers’ College Association, etc.). The private sector has 
played a key role in the dissemination of information to companies. These agents are 
expected to play a role at the level of the preparation of OPs, both regional and national.  
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Involvement of civil society  

Involvement of civil society during the phase of programme development took place mostly in 
form of consultations. However, some countries found more creative solutions for engaging 
with civil society.  

Slovenija/ 
Slovenia 

During the preparation of NSRF a lot of attention was paid to the establishment of a range 
of networks for designing close cooperation among public partners and other bodies such as 
competent regional, local and other public bodies, economic and social partners and other 
bodies representing civil society, environmental partners, nongovernmental organisations and 
bodies responsible for the promotion of gender equality, etc). 

Portugal 
The involvement of social partners and civil society was achieved through seminars and 
public hearings at regional and national level. The stakeholders involved were mainly 
associations of municipalities, regional committees and industrial associations.  

3.1.2. Governance and partnership during the phase of policy 
implementation 

Use of intermediary institutions and platforms to ensure integration 

Intermediary institutions can be a tool for achieving horizontal and vertical integration during 
the implementation of the different OPs.  

Österreich/ 
Austria 

The coordination of the implementation is divided between Federal level and Länder level. At 
the federal level, the Federal chancellery is responsible for the coordination of regional policy 
and territorial planning while the ÖROK maintains its role of a very integrative platform both 
vertically and horizontally that coordinates with the Managing authorities (the regional Länder 
for ERDF programme and the Ministry of Economy and Labour for the ESF).  

Danmark/ 
Denmark 

Partnership is very strong because it is deeply embedded within Fora at regional level and the 
Danish Growth Council at the national level. These different entities then have a strong 
influence on the managing authorities and possible co-financers.  

The growth fora will bring together representatives of the business community, knowledge 
and educational establishments, the social partners as well as local and regional authorities – 
actors with a first-hand knowledge of the challenges of the business community and the 
regional conditions for growth. The partnership scheme shows a strong territorial/regional 
approach with socio-economic partners at the regional level and strong coherence with the 
national municipal levels.  
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Coordination between different sectors during policy implementation  

For the coordination between ministries and bodies from different sectors, generally speaking 
rather centralised mechanisms have been applied in the Member States.  

Ellada/Greece 

Several mechanisms will be put in place for the overall supervision systems to ensure 
cooperation between national and regional actors and a good coordination of actions in 
different sectors.  

The Inter-ministerial Committee for Community Programmes (DEP) is chaired by the Minister 
of Economy and Finance, and monitors the progress of development programmes.  

The Annual Conference of Operational Programme Monitoring Committee Presidents (EDIP) 
attended by delegates of Economic and Social Partners and NGOs, monitors the 
implementation of OPs as a whole and in connection with the thematic, regional and territorial 
approaches of the NSRF.  

The Special Coordinating Authority for OP (EYAS) monitors the sound implementation of OPs 
and the effective operation of Management and Control Systems (SDE). EYAS supports DEP 
and EDIP, is the link with the European Commission for the NSRF and the Management 
Authority of the five ROPs. 

Magyarország/ 
Hungary 

Hungary has opted for a centralised integrated approach for the management of the 
programmes. The National Development Agency (NDA), in co-operation with the ministries 
concerned and the development regions, will be responsible for the planning and 
implementation of the entire New Hungary Development Plan as well as for Managing 
Authority functions with respect to all OPs. 

The National Development Council with its participative structure (the Prime Minister as 
chairman, representatives of the regional development councils as members, delegates of the 
Economic and Social Council as well as experts invited by the Prime Minister, ministers and 
members of the Development Policy Steering Committee as permanent invitees) will have 
supervisory, monitoring and evaluation roles. 

Partnership and monitoring 

The Monitoring mechanisms of the Member States reflect their approach to integration between 
different territorial levels and sectors.  

France 

At national level, there will be joint monitoring and evaluation mechanisms of the NSRF 
and the National Reform programme. The findings of these monitoring and evaluations 
schemes will be presented as they occur to the Regions by a group led by the Délégation 
interministérielle à l’aménagement et à la compétitivité des territoires (DIACT) and other key 
ministries. Changes to OPs may therefore be suggested to the regional authorities. 

The monitoring of the NSRF will be coordinated every three years with the work of the 
Observatory of the Territories (‘Observatoire des Territoires’) and the work of ESPON (20) at 
the European level. 

At the regional level, there will be regional committees for strategic monitoring composed 
of former Members of 2000-2006 monitoring committees, the local authorities, the social 
partners, the private sector, and NGOs. This Committee will be in charge of the monitoring 

                                                 

(20) The European Spatial Planning Observation Network ESPON was founded in 2002 by the EU member states and the European 
Commission in order to support policy development and to build a European scientific community in the field of territorial 
development. 
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both the EU funded programmes and the French funded programmes. The evaluation will 
cover both types of programme. 

Italia/Italy 

The monitoring of the NSRF and the Regional unified policy will be ensured by a National 
Committee for the coordination and surveillance composed by the Central Administration, 
Ministry of Finance, Regions and representatives of economic and social agents and 
coordinated by the Economic Development Ministry. 

Latvija/Latvia 

For the preparation of the NSRF Latvia established the ‘shadow’ Monitoring Committee in 
November 2005, to ensure involvement of the partners in the discussion forum for NSRF and 
OPs. It was composed of representatives nominated by councils of planning regions, 
Association of Local Governments, Labours’ Union, Employers’ Confederation, and NGOs. 

 

Mechanisms for coordination between ERDF, ESF, CF, EARDF  

The introduction of mono-funding requires that closer coordination between ERDF and ESF 
Programmes takes place during policy planning and implementation. Member States have found 
different ways of meeting this challenge.  

België/ 
Belgique 

The federal state has merged the management of the ESF programme into the Federal 
Public service for Social Integration whereas the steering committee will remain priority 
specific. 

At the strategic monitoring level, the management authority will set up a department 
specifically in charge of this strategic management; this unit will seek to meet the partners 
in each sector to stimulate synergies and partnership. It will also be in charge of evaluation 
and monitoring, thus linking the different implementation/monitoring/evaluation phases of the 
cycle and the partners. 

Eesti/Estonia 

There is an intertwining between monitoring committees for Structural Funds and 
Cohesion Funds and boards in which the national policies that involve both can be 
discussed, formulated and articulated. Partners will have access to both and be formally 
represented there (around 1/3 of the membership of Monitoring committees). This will provide 
the relevant social partners with access to the process of policy formulation and monitoring 
and reinforce their position in the system.  

Luxembourg/ 
Luxemburg 

Luxembourg has created one cooperation committee (Comité de concertation) to coordinate 
the use of the ESF, ERDF and Rural development policy (EARDF). This Committee will be 
composed of all the relevant ministries in charge of these funds. 
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Approaches and tools for integration of the local and regional level  

The integration of local and regional actors during the programming of the NSRF continues 
during the implementation phase. Member States have developed different channels to ensure 
this, either by direct integration or by providing intermediaries, which facilitate the access of 
local and regional actors to the instruments of Regional policy.  

Nederland/ 
Netherlands 

Various partners, such as public authorities, social partners and social organisations are also 
involved in the implementation of OPs. At regional level, representatives of these partners will 
participate in the various (monitoring) committees. This applies also to the steering groups 
which means that the partners have a say in the selection process. Importantly, the Dutch 
NSRF expects that partners will be carrying out projects under the OPs, which will be the most 
concrete form of partnership and also strengthen their reliability and credibility. At national 
level, there will be an involvement of the social partners and regional authorities (so both a 
vertical and horizontal involvement) in the monitoring of the NSRF via the consultation on the 
National Reform Programme.  

Österreich/ 
Austria 

Continuation of regional managements in order to work as an interface among regional 
actors and the Land and national levels e.g. Regionalmanagement Stiermark: supporting 
infrastructure for development, information exchange and coordination. The regional 
management system supports the introduction of an ‘regional governance’ approach into 
regional development and also incorporates EU regional policy.  

United Kingdom 

The UK NSRF details a number of instructions to the kingdom’s nations/regions that 
emphasise horizontal and vertical coordination. The main instructions are as follows: 

• Programmes will be expected to ensure appropriate liaison and coordination with 
Local Authorities, the higher and further education sector, the voluntary and 
community sector and the private sector.  

• In England, for example, programmes will also be expected to build upon relationships 
with existing regional partnerships, such as Regional Skills Partnerships, strategic 
regional partnership, sub regional economic partnerships and local strategic 
partnerships. These partnerships should play a key role in identifying priorities for the 
Programmes.  

France 
Some regional/local authorities, such as the Regional Council of Alsace will be managing 
authorities for their regional OP.  
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Incorporation of civil society and socio-economic partners 

The integration of civil society is explicitly requested by the Partnership principle of the EU. 
However, this question seems to be particularly sensitive in the case of ethnic minorities in a 
number of member states.  

Balgarija/ 
Bulgaria 

During the preparation of the strategic documents discussions have taken place between 
various public bodies and representatives of the private sectors, the social sector, various 
academic institutes. The Roma minority have also been included. 

Magyarország/ 
Hungary 

Hungary has opted to guarantee a wide representation within the Monitoring Committees of 
OPs including notably representatives from the Regional level representative of a local 
government association, socio economic partners and also NGOs representing minorities 
such as the Roma people.  

As an interesting feature of the partnership process during implementation, it is mandatory to 
include into the Monitoring Committees at least one representative of civic organisations 
specialised in environment protection, as well as for persons living with disability, and also, at 
least one representative of an organisation for Roma people.  

Slovenska 
Republika/ 
Slovakia 

Partners at both national and regional have been actively involved in the preparation of the 
NSRF. The partnership principle will also be applied in the implementation phase of the NSRF 
and of the OPs 2007 – 2013, in particular through the membership of monitoring committees 
for the different OPs and of the National Monitoring Committee for the NSRF. The operations 
of the Council of the Government for Regional Policy and Supervision of Structural Operations 
will continue with an real involvement of socio-economic partners. 

3.1.3. Governance and partnership during the phase of policy learning 

Partnership in the evaluation phase 

At this early point in the 2007-13 programming period, very few countries have already 
indicated the creative solutions they intend to apply in terms of partnership during the 
evaluation phase.  

Eesti/Estonia 
Social partners will contribute substantially to evaluations of the programme by providing 
grass-root level opinions and data on the needs of the target groups as well information on 
the perceived bottle necks in implementation.  

Capacity building actions intended to improve governance and partnership 

Several countries have OPs which aim to increase capacity building and to encourage 
partnership participation:  

Ceska 
Republika/Czech 
Republic 

In order to encourage the participation of the not-for-profit sector, a Technical Assistance 
project funded by the Community Support Framework existed 2004-2006: The project 
entitled ‘Opponency and the recommendations for the draft NDP and the NSRF 2007 – 2013’ 
targeted the non-profit sector and consisted of organising an information campaign, 
workshops, round tables, seminars and working meetings of stakeholders carried out in 
some regions of the Czech Republic. 
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Italia/Italy 

The NSRF stresses the new importance of developing a culture of participative 
development: as the implementation of the SF in this new round will very much focus on a 
coordinated implementation method, partnership with socio-economic agents has become 
even more important. The NSRF therefore promotes ways of getting them involved in the 
complete programming cycle, actions, and surveillance. 

România/ 
Romania 

Romania’s new and widening partnership concept will require capacity building. To this 
purpose, actions are foreseen in a range of operations across the OPs. It is recognised that 
the social partners and the civil society can have an important role to play in socio–economic 
development and their active participation in programme delivery will be encouraged. 

 

3.2. Case studies: Innovative features of governance in selected 
countries 

The following five case studies focus on those Member States where particularly interesting 
developments have taken place in setting up a process on programming for the NSRF and the 
OPs, involving various horizontal and vertical levels. The work has been developed by in-depth 
desk-research, consultation of programme documents and websites of Member States, 
implementing bodies and further publications, as well as by interviewing selected stakeholders 
at various administrative levels.  

Regional policy objectives 
(2007-2013) 

Country 
Area 

(in 1000 
square 

kilometres) 

Population 
(2007, in 
million) 

State 
Structure  

(according to 
ESPON Project 

3.2) 

GDP per 
inhabitant in 
PPS, 2006, 
EU27 = 100 

NSRF 2007-
2013, total 

funds 
(2007 prices, 
in 1000 EUR) 

Conver-
gence 

Regional 
Compet. & 

Employment

Austria 83.9 8.3 Federal 128 1 461 PO R 

Denmark 43.1 5.4 Decentralised 
unitary 126 613 - R 

Italy 301.3 59.6 Regionalised 
unitary 103 28 812 C, PO PI, R 

Latvia 64.6 2.3 Decentralised 
unitary 39 4 620 CF, C - 

Romania 238.4 21.6 Centralised 
unitary 54 19 668 CF, C - 

PO = Phasing out; PI = Phasing in; R = Regional Competitiveness & Employment, 
CF = Cohesion Fund, C = Convergence  

The choice of Member States should permit an overview of approaches adopted in states with 
different characteristics (country size, SF/CF objectives, implementation approach) and 
demonstrate how the concept provided in the NSRF has been taken up by the OPs.  

Particular difficulties have been encountered in analysing the real, as opposed to the intended, 
commitment of OPs and their approach to governance and partnership. Furthermore, at the time 
of writing it was rather difficult to establish which elements of best practices are transferable to 
other Member States or regions.  
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3.2.1. Austria: Setting up a strategic follow-up process 

Administrative 
context 

– federal state; 
– three administrative tiers. 

Policy 
development 

– overall very inclusive process of NSRF programming; 
– articulated multi-level structure with intensive involvement of regional level (only indirect 

involvement of local level); 
– broad partnership consultation; 
– use of pre-existing coordination platform for NSRF-programming process. 

Policy 
implementation 

– launch of a strategic follow-up process (STRAT.AT-Plus) over the whole Structural Funds 
period. 

Success factors 
for integrated 
approach 

– small size of the country allows for frequent direct contacts between key stakeholders; 
– administrative stability favours the creation of know-how; 
– active regional management; 
– good level of organisation; 
– use of existing structures. 

Challenges  

– fragmentation of the implementation system; 
– little room for innovation and experimentation; 
– lack of a real ‘think-tank’ on Regional Policies; 
– lack of organizational capacities at local level to participate in policy design and 

implementation. 

Best practices 
– strategic follow-up STRAT-AT-Plus; 
– regional management; 
– participatory NSRF programming process. 

Austria is a federal state with an administrative structure that consists of three levels of 
subdivision, each with corresponding administrative organisations: at central government level 
the Federal Government; at federal level the federal state administrations of the nine Länder 
(Burgenland, Carinthia, Lower Austria, Upper Austria, Salzburg, Styria, Tyrol, Vorarlberg and 
Vienna) and at local level the self-administration of the municipal administrations of 2,359 
Austrian municipalities. Unlike Germany, the federal government retains greater central control 
of decision-making. 

As there is no national authority with sole competence for spatial planning and regional policy 
the Federal Chancellery (Prime Minister’s office) deals with regional policy issues. In spite of 
the lack of formal co-ordination (or perhaps because of it), a tradition of (sometimes quite 
effective) informal co-operation networks has established in Austria. 

Governance and partnership in the programming of the NSRF  

The Austrian NSRF (in Austria named ‘STRAT.AT’) provides the goals and the basic strategic 
framework for the 8 OPs under the objective ‘Regional competitiveness and employment’, one 
‘Convergence-Phasing Out’ programme for the region Burgenland, one national programme on 
‘Employment growth’ and for several regional programmes under ‘Territorial cooperation’. It 
also includes the links to the national programme for the development of rural areas, particularly 
with its Axis 3 ‘Diversification of the rural economy and quality of life in rural areas’. 

In order to provide a coherent overall development strategy for Austria the strategy and the 
spectrum of measures included in the NSRF goes wider than those using EU funding in Austria. 
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Therefore, the strategy outlined in the document includes a number of measures which will be 
funded on a strictly national basis – but in line with the overall framework of the Community 
Strategic Guidelines (e.g. measures with very high costs such as transport and logistic 
infrastructure).  

In addition, the general objectives and the development strategy were drafted on the basis of 
three levels of planning strategies, ensuring a coherent framework for both the NSRF and the 
development of OPs:  

i. European strategies, as partly requested by the Structural Funds regulation: Lisbon strategy, 
Gothenburg Strategy, and the Gender Mainstreaming strategy; 

ii. National Strategies: Austrian Territorial Development Concept (2001), the Austrian 
Sustainable Development Strategy, the General Traffic Master Plan, the Perspectives for 
Research, Technologies and Innovation in Austria; 

iii. International Agreements like the Protocol of Kyoto and the Alpine Convention.  

The main actors involved 

The NSRF was drafted in dialogue with all relevant partners at the Federal and the Länder level. 
At federal level the main actor was the Federal Chancellery (division IV/4). In operational terms 
the Österreichische Raumordnungskonferenz(21) (ÖROK) provided the platform for the 
coordination between the different actors. For this purpose ÖROK’s permanent sub-section 
‘Regionalwirtschaft’ (regional economy) was enlarged to include further partners, in particular 
those covering ESF issues and rural development. While Länder representatives are permanent 
members of the subcommittee for regional economy, the local level was represented indirectly 
via the Austrian Association of Communities (Gemeindebund)(22) and the Austrian Association 
of Cities and Towns (Österreichischer Städtebund)(23). The Austrian Council for Research and 
Technology Development(24) (Rat für Forschung und Technologieentwicklung) took part in 
order to ensure integration and coordination with the National Research Framework. Social 
Partners were represented by the Chamber of Commerce, the Chamber of Labour and the 
Chamber of Agriculture. Although these chambers have regional offices, the involved 
representatives came from the federal level. For the integration of horizontal issues an informal 
working group for Gender Mainstreaming, consisting of regional representatives in the topic of 
gender mainstreaming was installed and had the chance to comment the respective drafts of the 

                                                 

(21) The Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK) is an organisation set up by the federal state, the Länder and the 
municipalities to co-ordinate spatial planning at the national level. The executive body at the political level, under the chairmanship of 
the Federal Chancellor, includes all the federal ministers and state governors, together with the presidents of the Austrian Union of 
Towns and the Austrian Union of Communities and with the presidents of the social and economic partners participating as advisors. 
Within the context of European regional and spatial development policies, ÖROK plays an important role as the co-ordinating body 
between the internal and the European level. 

(22) The Austrian Association of Municipalities (Österreichischer Gemeindebund) is the Austrian representation of interests at local 
government level to which 99 percent of all Austrian local governments belong as voluntary members by way of the associations of its 
Länder. 

(23) By August 2004, the Österreichischer Städtebund had 248 members among the total of 2,359 local authorities in Austria. 
Approximately 55% of the total population of Austria live in member communities of the Österreichischer Städtebund. Members 
include, over and above Vienna and the capitals of the provinces, virtually all communities with more than 10,000 inhabitants. The 
smallest member counts less than 1,000 inhabitants. Membership in the Österreichischer Städtebund is on a voluntary basis. The 
association under private law ‘Österreichischer Städtebund’ is funded exclusively through contributions of the member communities. 

(24) The Council for Research and Technology Development (Austrian Council) was founded in 2000 and advises the federal 
government and, upon request, all ministries and regional governments involved in science, research and development. It is consulted 
on all major programme initiatives at national level before the final decision is taken. 
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NSRF document. NGOs were involved in the consultation process for the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment of the NSRF.  

The final draft of the NSRF document was negotiated between the European Commission and 
the Member State (Federal Chancellery, ÖROK, Länder).  

The first phase of the NSRF between February and October 2005 was prepared in a strict 
bottom-up approach, supported by two mutually reinforcing processes:  
• The ‘core process’ was led by the ÖROK platform and consisted of 7 workshops between 

February and October 2005. In this endeavour, the drafting process of the NSRF by ÖROK 
was supported by a consultant. 

• In parallel, the ex–ante evaluation and the Environmental Impact Assessment were 
designed to provide inputs to ÖROK based on the progress of their respective work.  

The revision of the Austrian NSRF in Summer 2006 led to modifications particularly in the field 
of ESF, induced by changes in the regulation, where the weighting of the strategy had been 
modified. As this very last stage was not accompanied by a new partnership process, after 
presentation of the revised version, some criticisms were received from the private sector. These 
are reflected in a statement.  

According to Austria’s cooperative tradition, socio-economic partners are given a lot of 
consideration and were systematically integrated into the decision-making process of the NSRF. 
Austria, in a broader sense, attributes considerable importance to the concept of governance. 
This is already well developed, especially as far as the relationships between Bund and Länder 
are concerned. Throughout the implementation of the EU funded programmes, at the NSRF 
document sought to promote the use of the governance principle by the following means:  
• increasing the knowledge of partners and facilitating their participation; 
• organising a learning process around the exchange of partners’ experiences; 
• organising joint activities of partners in order to make sure funds are efficiently 

coordinated.  

The partnership principle takes a regional and Lisbon dimension in so far as the Austrian NSRF 
is calling for the reinforcement of the coordinated support towards regional actors through the 
creation of innovation networks. In this way Austria emphasises the development of 
intermediary organisations which contribute to a pooling of expertise in the field of joint project 
development and programme support (e.g. regional managements). 

According to stakeholder interviews, the actors represented in this context were sufficient and 
covered the full spectrum. Private bodies and beneficiaries have not been involved in the 
programming partnership and are only indirectly represented through their respective chambers 
(commerce, agriculture, etc).  

Coordination mechanisms for the implementation of the Austrian OPs 

Both the federal and Länder level are involved in the implementation and coordination of the 
OPs. At the federal level, the Federal Chancellery is responsible for the coordination of regional 
policy and territorial planning while the ÖROK provides a very integrated platform in both 
vertical and horizontal terms that ÖROK coordinates with the Managing authorities (the 
regional Länder for ERDF programme and the Ministry of Economy and Labour for the ESF).  
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In July 2007 the ÖROK sub-committee for Regional Development approved an operational 
framework concept – ‘STRAT.AT Plus’ providing a common forum for reflection, learning and 
steering in order to accompany the implementation of the Structural Fund programmes. From 
April to June 2007 the concept was articulated by a working group of ÖROK leading to the 
following main objectives:  

i. to support learning and exchange of experience in connection with the implementation of 
the OPs; 

ii. to give practical impulses and effective know-how for programme implementers and 
stakeholders; 

iii. to provide contributions for regional and employment policies in Austria and the European 
Union. 

The concept and form of these processes should be discussed in core-target groups of ÖROK 
(several sub-committees), to support programme stakeholders and to constantly enlarge and 
integrate new actors.  

This process will be conducted in three interrelated and coordinated modules: 
• lessons from programme-implementation (effects, impacts, governance); 
• impulse-programme for actors (information and methods for the improvement of 

programme-implementation); 
• contributions to the further development of Austrian and European Regional policy 

(perspectives for regional- and employment-policies). 

The working programme can be adapted according to specific needs of programme stakeholders 
but will be generally based on the Austrian NSRF document, the impact analysis of EU policies, 
contributions from EU representatives, programme partners (regions, federal level, Federal 
Chancellery, Ministry of Labour), monitoring committees.  

Example for 
STRAT.AT-Plus 
event (St.Pölten, 
21/11/07) 

The first event in the framework of the ‘STRAT.AT Plus’-process took place on 21 November 
2007 in St. Pölten (Lower Austria). More than 100 participants registered for the so called 
‘STRAT.AT plus-Forum’ under the title Wirkungen – Impulse – 12 Jahre EU-Strukturfonds in 
Österreich (impacts and impulses – 12 years of EU Structural Funds in Austria). Inputs came 
from different perspectives to topics such as quantitative effects of Structural Funds to 
Austrian regions, innovation, value added of EU Structural Funds, impacts of ESF in the light 
of qualification and innovation, multi-level governance: approaches for programme 
management. 

The process is managed by a steering group, which discusses the annual programme. Particular 
care is taken to cover also ESF-issues as well as rural development. The STRAT.AT Plus process 
foresees approximately 2 to 4 events per year, trying to create synergies with already existing 
structural-funds related events, where specific seminar modules are inserted. Potential topics of 
the coming events comprise evaluation, consultation regarding the 4th Cohesion Report, EU 
policy review etc. 

Conclusions: The Austrian NSRF process reflects a long-established pattern of consultations 
and partnership. The NSRF was drafted at the Federal level with the Austrian Conference on 
Spatial Planning (ÖROK), itself a tripartite federal-regional-municipal entity, providing the 
consultative platform. In addition to the various governmental actors, the social partners and 
some NGOs were involved in the elaboration process, at least through their representative 
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federations. The process involved outside experts, and the draft framework was submitted to the 
European Commission for consideration. The Austrian example demonstrates a smoothly 
operating established system of partnership and consultation with a relatively high level of 
experience and expertise disseminated throughout. There are concerns about its complexity, 
resistance to change, and the absence of a ‘think tank’ to underpin some reflections. 

3.2.2. Denmark: Administrative reform as a catalyst for new coordination 
arrangements 

Administrative 
context 

– reform of the Danish local and regional government; 
– developments under the country’s Act on Trade and Industry. 

Policy 
development 

– establishment of Growth Council; 
– establishment of Regional Growth Fora. 

Policy 
Implementation 

– 2 OPs (ERDF, ESF) ; 
– one single joint Managing Authority for both programmes. 

Success factors 
for integrated 
approach 

– established tradition of partnership and dialogue; 
– high degree of strategic decision making; 
– strong integrated approach even at local and regional level; 
– strong coordination system at national level; 
– joint co-financing of projects. 

Challenges  – will the system prove to be over-complex? 
– are the social partners and other NGOs sufficiently represented? 

Best practices 

– Regional Growth Fora as example for a structure reflecting a wide partnership; key actors in 
determining activities for support under SF programmes); 

– function of Danish Growth Council to link EU-, national- and regional-funded initiatives 
( coherence between strategies). 

Denmark has an established tradition of internal partnership and dialogue. This political, even 
cultural, tradition applied in the elaboration of its national reform programme, and in the 
formulation of its NSRF (Regional konkurrenceevne og beskæftigelse i Danmark 2007-2013, 
Danmarks strategiske referenceramme).  

Danish strategic policy was discussed between the relevant national ministries: the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs; Ministry of Finance; Ministry of Refugee, Immigrant and Immigration Affairs; 
Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation; Ministry of Employment; Ministry of Social 
Affairs; Ministry of Education; Ministry of the Environment; Ministry of Agriculture, Food and 
Fisheries; and representative organisations such as the Association of County Councils in 
Denmark, the Danish Employers Federation and the Danish Confederation of Trade Unions 
(LO). 

The resulting strategic framework was then presented to the, then provisional, Growth Fora 
which bring together local and regional stakeholders from government, public authorities, 
educational and training bodies.  

This first round of discussions and consultations gave rise to the draft programme, and 
eventually the two draft OPs, which underwent a similar consultation procedure allowing input 
from national, regional and local government, the social partners, educational bodies and NGOs.  
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These consultations and discussions took place at the same time as a major reform of Danish 
local and regional government, and the creation under the country’s Act on Trade and Industry 
Development of the national Growth Council and its regional fora. This process served to 
heighten the degree of participation in strategic decision making and practical partnership in 
governance, linking the EU-national-regional-local levels of government, as well as the national 
and regional levels of civil society and representative bodies in a country with a strong tradition 
of civic participation. 

Because of this reform, the integrated approach has been very strong at the local and regional 
levels. Denmark has also put in place a strong coordination system at the national level.  

The Danish NSRF (Regional konkurrenceevne og beskæftigelse i Danmark 2007-2013, 
Danmarks strategiske referenceramme) was published in November 2006 by the Danish 
Enterprise and Construction Authority DEACA (Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen) – formerly the 
National Agency for Enterprise and Housing. This same agency published the Programme for 
the European Social Fund in Denmark 2007-2013 in March 2007(25). 

Both documents lay considerable emphasis on maintaining and developing the competitive edge 
of Danish businesses while creating more and better jobs. 

The Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority is a state agency which describes its tasks as 
being ‘broadly responsible for enterprise and construction policy’, through developing ‘a 
competitive, market-based growth environment for companies...in cooperation with the 
corporate sector, business associations and other public sector actors.’ It is a department of the 
Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs. This approach echoes that advocated by EU papers 
on governance, in terms of stronger interaction with local and regional governments and civil 
society and the use of a wider range of policy tools and instruments.(26) 

Governance and partnership in the OPs 2007 – 2013 

Under the regional competitiveness and employment object all Danish regions are eligible for 
funding during the 2007-2013 period. Two OPs have been approved, one primarily funded 
through the ERDF and the other through the ESF. 

The Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority is the Management Authority for both OPs 
and has proposed that a single joint monitoring committee be established to cover both of them. 
Approximately 90% of these programmes address Lisbon Agenda Targets. 

The partnership experience of preparing, drafting and agreeing the NSRF and the OPs clearly 
continues with the OPs themselves. The reform of Danish regional and local government 
coupled with the creation of the Growth Council and its regional fora means that this 
partnership will be directly involved in selecting initiatives. 

                                                 

(25) ‘More and Better Jobs’, Programme for the ESF in Denmark 200-2013, Copenhagen, March 2007. 

(26) White Paper on European Governance COM (2001) 428 final, 25 July 2001. 
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Administrative reform 

The current programming period 2007-2013 corresponds to the introduction of a major reform 
of Danish local government and thus one of the essential instruments for the implementation of 
the Danish programmes.  

The number of municipalities was reduced from 271 to 98, and the former 13 county 
administrations (amter), which hitherto played a major role in the preparation and 
implementation of Structural Fund programmes, have now been integrated into five new 
regional authorities – North Jutland, Central Denmark, Southern Denmark, Zealand Region, and 
the Copenhagen Capital Region which also includes, for most purposes, the Baltic island of 
Bornholm.  

These regions are governed by 41-member directly elected councils, but do not have powers to 
levy taxes. While their primary responsibility is for regional affairs they also provide the key 
structure for EU OPs in Denmark. 

Structures for horizontal and vertical coordination 

a) Regional Growth Fora 

In each of these new regions a Regional Growth Forum has been established. Financing by the 
Regional Authorities for activities such as: innovation; knowledge design and implementation; 
use of new technologies; set-up and development of new companies; development of human 
resources, including development of regional competences; growth and development of tourism; 
and development activities in peripheral areas, is conditional on a recommendation of the 
relevant Regional Growth Forum under Danish law (L602, 24 June 2005). 

These Regional Growth Fora are composed of 20 members: 3 appointed by the Regional 
Council, 6 appointed on the basis of recommendations from local authorities in the region (one 
of whom must represent a peripheral area), 6 business representatives nominated by 
organisations recognised by the Regional Council, 3 from scientific or educational institutions 
nominated by the Regional Council, and 2 representing employers and employees, appointed on 
the basis of recommendation from the respective representative bodies. 

These Regional Growth Fora thus become the key actors in determining which activities qualify 
for support under the Structural Fund programmes in Denmark as their recommendation is 
essential. 

They operate within priorities established within the relevant national advisory authority, the 
Danish Growth Council.  

b) The Danish Growth Council 

The Danish Growth Council has been established under the Ministry of Economy and Business 
Affairs in order to strengthen Danish business development, promote competitiveness and 
globalisation. 

Its 19 members are all appointed by the Ministry for 4-year terms according to the following 
composition: its president and 3 other members are personal appointees of the Minister, the 5 
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presidents of the 5 Regional Growth fora, 2 recommended by local authorities, 7 members 
recommended by business and employer bodies and 2 trade union representatives. 

The Danish Growth Council has an advisory role towards the Ministry of Economy and Trade 
on the development and follow-up of national programmes financed by European Structural 
Funds, including regional business development strategies. 

The Danish Growth Council links national, EU-financed initiatives and regional ones. The aim 
is to create coherence between EU Structural Funds, the national growth and employment 
strategies and the regional business development strategies. The regional business development 
strategies are reviewed by the Danish Growth Council to ensure that they all correspond to the 
national Structural Funds’ framework. 

 
c) Joint Monitoring Committee 

Denmark is setting up one common monitoring committee for all Structural Fund initiatives. 
The committee was to be established three months after the Commission’s approval of the 
Danish programme. 
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It is to be composed of representatives from: 
• the Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority; 
• other ministries involved; 
• regional and municipal partners; 
• relevant interest organisations; 
• social partners. 

The European Commission and the European Investment Bank can take part in the committee in 
an advisory capacity. 

Innovative elements of vertical and horizontal policy integration in Denmark 

The participative forums – Danish Growth Council and Regional growth fora, in interaction 
with each other – can develop projects related to their areas of competence which are very much 
linked to the Lisbon Strategy. According to this Danish model, projects can then be co-financed 
by the whole spectrum of actors at both national and regional level in addition to EU funding 
sources.  

The main elements of this strongly integrated approach include:  
• In the context of the strategic reference framework and SF programmes, 10% of the SF 

budget under the objective of Regional Competitiveness and Employment will be allocated 
to a number of themes selected by the Danish Growth Council. These themes will be 
selected each year for the public tender fund on the basis of the industrial development 
strategy and action plans of the regional growth fora. The themes will be tendered out each 
year and will reflect the prevailing industrial policy challenges. 

• There are strong interrelationships between the State and regions through the regional 
growth fora which issue recommendations to the state on the use of social and regional 
funds that are regionalised or fixed by public tender funds, and to the regions on the use of 
regional development funds with a business objective.  

• Thirdly the strong participative and interactive process between all levels (vertical 
integration) and sectors (horizontal integration) and through the joint co-financing of 
projects is well reflected in the joint co-financing of projects – recommended by the 
Regional Growth Fora – through Ministries, Municipalities, Private actors, 
Institutions/Organisations, the Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority and the 
Regional Councils  

Funds for the initiatives that the growth forums can implement come from several sources and 
reflect the coherence that the new administrative framework will create between the regional, 
national and EU policies. Funds will thus come from municipalities, regions, state and SF. 
Private co-financing will be additional. 

Conclusions: The central agency in the elaboration process was the Danish Enterprise and 
Construction Authority DEACA/EBST, a state agency which is a department of the Ministry of 
Economic and Business Affairs. The NSRF was published in November 2006 following 
extensive consultations with the local and regional bodies, social partners and other NGOs. The 
resulting draft was then considered by Regional Growth Fora, new partnership bodies which 
bring together local and regional stakeholders from government, public authorities, educational 
and training bodies, and form part of an elaborate structure under the newly-created Danish 
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Growth Council, a 19-member body appointed by the Minister for Economy and Trade. There 
was therefore a broadly-drawn partnership system although the objectives were nonetheless 
articulated by the national government. 

3.2.3. Italy: Streamlining regional development policies 

Administrative 
context 

– Parliamentary Republic divided into regions, provinces, municipalities (five regions with 
autonomous status). 

Policy 
development 

– inclusive process of NSRF programming; 
– coordinated with national funds; 
– synergies between territorial planning approach and sector approach; 
– thematic working groups; 
– concerted actions between regional strategic documents, national documents; 
– wide consultation with socio-economic partners. 

Policy 
Implementation 

– monitoring through National Committee for the Coordination and Surveillance (composed of 
central sectoral authorities, Ministry of Finance, regions, socio-economic partners); 

– specific monitoring arrangement for Convergence Regions (EC with observer status); 
– integration of socio-economic partners into implementation of OPs; 
– extension of the integration of socio-economic partners to other national and regionally-

funded programmes. 

Success factors 
for integrated 
approach 

– articulated system for the integration of the institutional and socio-economic partners during 
programme planning; 

– good experience of the integrated approach in Northern and Central-Italian Regions. 

Challenges  

– to improve the partnership approach in the convergence regions; 
– to integrate NGOs; 
– to set-up structures in order to enable ‘strategic discussions’ which do not take place in 

Monitoring Committees; 
– to find a common arena for discussions on Convergence objectives.  

Best practices – the articulated set of coordination between regional and national level in the phase of 
Programme development. 

The Italian Republic is subdivided under the Constitution, into Regions (Regioni), Provinces 
(Province) and Municipalities (Comuni). Five regions (Valle d’Aosta, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, 
Sardegna, Sicilia and Trentino- Alto Adige/Südtirol,) enjoy a special autonomous status, which 
due to historical, political, territorial and linguistic factors give them wider forms and conditions 
of autonomy. The Provinces (currently 103) and the Municipalities (over 8,000) have only 
administrative autonomy within their respective areas of territorial competence. 

The preparation of the Italian NSRF and actors involved 

The process of setting up the Italian NSRF was in general very inclusive at all 3 administrative 
levels, closely coordinated with national funds, and seeking to combine synergies between the 
territorial planning approach and the sector based approach. The concept of unified regional 
policy, blending EU and national regional policies, was significantly applied in preparing the 
NSRF.  

From different discussions between the Central Government, Regional Governments and local 
entities, all 3 levels of Italian administrations decided to work in 2005 on preliminary strategic 
documents for the national level, the Mezzogiorno level, the regional level.  
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During 2006, all 3 administrations and economic and social partners analysed and held initial 
discussions about the content of these documents. There were 8 thematic working groups and 10 
technical groups of institutional partnerships about horizontal subjects. 

Within the same time frame the central administrations developed sector-based documents 
defining the process and the priorities to attain unified regional policy in the sectors they are 
responsible for.  

Eventually the agreement between the individual regional documents level and the central 
sectoral documents identified specific NSRF priorities to be addressed either in the framework 
of the institutional cooperation State-regions or among several regions.  

Involvement of socio-economic partners 

Socio-economic partners at all territorial levels were consulted in the preparation of the NSRF. 
The NSRF stresses the new importance of developing a culture of participative development: as 
the implementation of the SF in this new round will very much focus on a coordinated 
implementation method, partnership with socio-economic agents has become even more 
important to the whole process. The NSRF therefore promotes ways of getting them involved in 
the whole programming cycle, actions, surveillance, and evaluation that needs to be 
consolidated into regional or sectoral OPs.  

Vertical and horizontal integration envisaged during programme implementation 

In order to maintain a high degree of coordination, within a year of the approval of the 
Framework, all administrations, whether regional or national, will be requested to develop a 
specific document of strategic programming (territorial for the regional administrations, sector-
based for the central administration) that details the technical coordination of the different 
components of the unified regional policy. 

The monitoring of the NSRF and the Regional unified policy will be ensured by a national 
Committee for coordination and monitoring (Comitato nazionale per il coordinamento e la 
sorveglianza della politica regionale unitaria). It is composed of the central sectoral authorities, 
the Ministry of Finance, the regions and representatives of the institutional and socio-economic 
partners. This committee is co-ordinated by the Ministry of Economic Development and meets 
at least once a year in order to accompany the implementation of the regional EU policy 2007-
2013, to evaluate the progress and the achievement of the objectives of the NSRF and to resolve 
any problems that arise. A specific part of this committee will monitor the implementation of 
action in the regions of the Mezzogiorno, with a specific focus on Regional Programmes under 
the Convergence Objective. For this purpose a sub-group of the Committee will be established, 
in which the European Commission will have observer status. A further group will act under the 
coordination of the Ministry of Labour (Ministero del Lavoro e della Previdenza Sociale) and 
will accompany the implementation of Programmes and actions, which are supported by the 
ESF. Possible European Commission participation is also foreseen for these meetings.  

With respect to the involvement of socio-economic partners the NSRF indicates that this will 
be done throughout the decision-making process in the phase of the identification and selection 
of priorities, their translation into objectives and instruments, their monitoring and evaluation. It 
has to be highlighted that the NSRF announces that this integration of socio-economic partners 
will also be extended to the implementation of additional national and regional components.  
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The major part of the NSRF-strategy will be implemented through community funds in single-
fund regional OPs with contributions from ERDF and ESF.  

The follow up of governance and partnership in key programme documents at the 
national and regional level (example: Regione Campania) 

The Quadro Strategic Nazionale 2007-2013 defines that each region should stipulate in the so-
called ‘Documento strategico Regionale’ the envisaged modality for the involvement of the 
institutional and socio-economic partnership. Furthermore, the principle of multi-level 
governance, which is defined as a principle for the regional, community and national policies 
requires a robust coordination, throughout programming and management of the OPs. At federal 
level, this is done through the offices of the Ministero dello Svilluppo Economic for ERDF and 
the Ministero del Lavoro a della Previdenza Scoiale for the ESF, as well as the identification of 
Management Authorities and Certifying Authorities in the single OPs.  

The Documento Strategico Regionale of the Regiona Campania, for example, dedicates a whole 
chapter to the topic of governance and partnership, describing the governance system between 
regions and municipalities. The ‘Conferenza Permanente Regione Autonomie Locali’ is 
indicated as the instrument to ensure the institutional partnership. For the coordination with the 
Socio-economic partnership the ‘Tavolo di Concertazione Regionale’ is mentioned. Other 
stakeholders, such as natural parks, will also be involved. For the programming phase of the 
regional OPs, it is a further requirement to widen the partnership to horizontal issues 
(environment, equal opportunities, disabled people) and to include civil society.  

The OP ERDF 2007-2013 in the Region Campania describes in detail, how the partnership 
principle has been implemented during the programming phase. For each of the participating 
institutional partners (municipalities, provinces, Comunità Montance) and socio-economic 
partners, it summarizes the main contributions and concerns. During the implementation phase 
of the OP, the institutional and socio-economic partnership will be involved in the Monitoring 
Committee and the committee itself may decide to integrate additional actors on a case-by-case 
basis.  

Conclusions: The Italian NSRF lays considerable emphasis on the involvement of the social 
partners and other NGOs. This goes beyond the policy phase to apply to decision-making on 
selection of specific priorities within OPs, their implementation, monitoring and coordination. 
Partnership in planning the 2007-2013 policies and operations grew from the experience of the 
previous period. There is a general feeling that the partnership process works well at the 
strategic planning level, but can be less effective when it comes to deciding on actual 
programmes. The capacities of different NGOs vary widely. Some have the necessary structures 
and staff, while others lack the resources to fully participate. This leads some public authority 
actors to remark on the relatively small returns they receive in terms of input when compared to 
the consultation efforts they make. 
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3.2.4. Latvia: Translating experiences from pre-accession instruments 

Administrative 
context 

– parliamentary republic since 1991 (independence from Russia); 
– centralised power structure; 
– 5 planning regions; 
– two levels of local administration (municipalities, counties); 

Policy 
development 

– experience with partnership approach since pre-accession instruments (Phare, ISPA, 
SAPARD) and in 2004-2006 period; 

– 3 OPs in 2007-13 (ESF, ERDF, CF/ERDF); 

Policy 
Implementation 

– single Managing Authority for all three OPs; 
– single Programme Monitoring Committee; 
– 2 sub-committees for ESF and ERDF/CF; 

Success factors 
for integrated 
approach 

– utilization of lessons from pre-accession instruments; 
– inclusive and wide consultation processes; 
– strong inter-sectoral coordination; 

Challenges  

– to counterbalance concentrate management model during implementation; 
– to develop strategic planning system and coordination mechanisms; 
– qualification of public administration personnel; 
– cooperation with social partners and civil society; 
– involvement of the public; 

Best practices – Shadow Monitoring Committee. 

Latvia is a parliamentary republic since its independence from Russia in 1991, with a relatively 
centralised power structure divided into 5 planning regions – Latgale, Kurzeme, Riga, Vidzeme 
and Zemgale. In addition, there are two levels of local administration, comprising 556 local 
government authorities, including 26 counties(27). 

Governance and partnership in pre-accession instruments  

The development of the Latvian partnership approach in regional policy can be traced back to 
the pre-accession instruments financed by the European Communities. Latvia participated in all 
three funding programmes: Phare (Poland and Hungary: Aid for Restructuring of the 
Economies), ISPA (Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession) and SAPARD (Special 
Accession Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development). With the aid of EU funding, 
Latvia developed specific strategies that focused on rural development; promoting education 
and employment; and environmental protection, as well as infrastructure improvements. The 
management structures developed under these programmes promoted the principles of 
partnership and consultation and provided Latvia with practical experience and the opportunity 
of advance learning for Structural Funds programming.(28) 

                                                 

(27) Ministry of Finance Republic of Latvia (2007) Draft NSRF 2007-2013, 55-63; State Audit Office (2005) Latvia; UNPAN (2000) 
The Politico – Administrative Relations. Case of Latvia. 

(28) EC Agriculture Directorate-General (2001) Latvian SAPARD RDP. See also Ministry of Finance Republic of Latvia (2003) SPD, 
160. 
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Partnership and integrated approach in the SF programming period 2007-2013 

Latvia’s Ministry of Finance as the Managing Authority of EU Funds in Latvia has undertaken 
to coordinate the preparation of the NSRF 2007-2013 in cooperation with Intermediate Bodies 
and in consultation with the relevant social, non-governmental and regional partners. The NSRF 
specifies three OPs:  

1. ‘Human Resources and Employment’ (ESF), aiming to foster employment and investment 
in human resources;  

2. ‘Entrepreneurship and Innovations’ (ERDF), which is directed towards support for entre-
preneurship, innovation and science, and research; and  

3. the joint OP ‘Infrastructure and Services’ (CF/ERDF), which is targeted on the improve-
ment of infrastructure and public services. 

Latvia’s Regional policy approach for the new programming period pays special attention to 
building administrative capacity and promoting good governance. These had already been given 
priority in previous strategic planning documents, such as the Concept Paper entitled Model for 
the Growth of Latvia: Individuals First, the National Development Plan and the National Lisbon 
Programme of Latvia(29). Under the NSRF 2007-2013, an analysis of the current administrative 
capacity and governance features of public administration in Latvia has identified several 
problems, including: 
• insufficiently developed strategic planning system and coordination mechanisms between 

national, regional and local authorities;  
• insufficient qualifications of the public administration personnel;  
• unsatisfactory quality and accessibility of public services; 
• insufficient cooperation of public administration bodies with social partners and society as 

well as with higher educational establishments; and  
• low involvement of the public in state governance. 

Great importance has thus been attached to improving institutional capabilities in policy design, 
implementation and impact assessment. The Latvians have also focussed on the establishment 
of cooperation networks aiming to develop capacity building, dissemination of evaluation 
culture, and transparency of public administration processes(30). Furthermore, special attention 
has been paid to establishing a rational structure and division of governmental and municipal 
functions, clearly defined national and municipal responsibilities, effective horizontal and 
vertical coordination, and professional public administration with high ethical standards(31) . 

                                                 

(29) The ‘Model for Growth of Latvia: Individual First’ and the Latvian NDP 2007-2013 prepared by the Ministry of Regional 
Development and Local Government were approved by the ‘Saeima’ (Latvian parliament ) on 26 October 2005. The Ministry of 
Economics, in co-operation with sector Ministries, the ‘Saeima’, and social partners, has developed Latvia's National Lisbon 
Programme for 2005-2008 (submitted to the Commission on 15 October 2005), which gives priority to administrative capacity building 
and to improving the quality and availability of public services in every area including ‘traditional format’ as well as e-governance 
services. Ministry of Finance Republic of Latvia (2007) OP ‘Infrastructure and Services’, 179. 

(30) Ministry of Finance Republic of Latvia (2007) Draft NSRF 2007-2013, 69f. 

(31) These objectives have already been emphasized in Latvia’s NDP. Accordingly, the NSRF measure ‘Capacity Building of Public 
Administration and Social Partners, and the Introduction of Principles of Better Regulation in Public Administration’ within the OP 
‘Human Resources and Employment’ correspond with the NDP measure ‘Good Governance as a Constituent Part of Sustainable 
Growth Policy’. 
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In implementing the partnership principle during the preparation of the NSRF and the three 
OPs, several approaches were used, such as:  
• the involvement of partners (mostly industry associations, regional partners, municipalities) 

in the articulation of the OPs’ priorities and measures;  
• the debate on NSRF and OPs in the meetings of the ‘shadow’ Monitoring Committee 

(SMC); and  
• the organization of public discussions on planning documents.  

From the middle of November 2005 all the draft NRSF and OP documentation was published 
on the Latvian EU funds web page(32).  

By establishing the ‘shadow’ Monitoring Committee (SMC) in November 2005, the priority 
was to ensure the involvement of all relevant partners in the discussion forum for the NSRF and 
OPs. Thus, the participants from the councils of all five planning regions, the Association of 
Local Governments, the Trade Unions, the Employers’ Confederation, as well as representatives 
from civil society and NGOs were nominated to participate in the SMC(33). The Commission 
also participates in the SMC, in which, especially in the beginning, it has acted as a moderator 
in discussions.  

A public discussion was organized for each of the OPs. All the interested organizations and 
individuals were asked to submit their comments. The discussions were concluded by the 
meetings of all the stakeholders, where the comments and proposals were discussed with their 
authors. After that, the agreed comments were incorporated into the documents. The Cabinet of 
Ministers was informed about those comments where a common understanding was not reached 
during the discussions. 

Within the framework of public discussions, 358 comments were received from more than 20 
institutions (including development agencies of planning regions, local municipalities, NGOs, 
etc.). In January 2006 the Ministry of Finance organized a meeting on these comments, and, 
subsequently, 44.4% of all comments were accepted for the NSRF. In addition, the Ministry of 
Finance organized a round table discussion with the most active NGOs (European Movement – 
Latvia, Centre for Public Policy Providus, Latvian Adult Education Association, Latvian Green 
Movement) to discuss the non-agreed comments. Most of this discussion was focused on ESF 
issues. About 30% of the NGO comments were taken into account. As a result of the public 
discussion on NSRF, the focus was changed from infrastructure to education and science and 
human resources. 

The public debate on the three OPs was launched in May 2006. Some 453 comments were 
received, and 53% of them were agreed for incorporation into the OPs. Public discussions on 
the OPs were organised in the five planning regions of Latvia. In addition, the minister’s round 
table discussion was held with field experts of human resources, entrepreneurship, 
macroeconomics, infrastructure, regional development and EU funding issues. The discussion, 
which was covered on the Latvian internet policy portal(34), included the investment priorities 
as set by the EU funds planning documents for 2007-2013. Between October and December 
                                                 

(32) http://www.esfondi.lv  

(33) By and large, the same representatives who were in the Monitoring Committee of the previous cycle were nominated for the 
‘shadow’ Monitoring Committee. 

(34) http://www.politika.lv.  
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2006 the Managing Authority, together with the line ministries, organized public discussions on 
additions to the OPs. 

Finally, the socio-economic, regional and NGO partners, as well as the representatives of 
responsible authorities and other line ministries participated, in March and April 2007, in all 
negotiation rounds with the Commission on the adoption of the EU funds programming 
documents. 

The Latvian management framework for Regional policy 2007-2013 

Latvia, through its Cabinet of Ministers, has opted for the ‘concentration model’ as the 
management framework of the whole cohesion process (SF and CF),. This foresees EU 
Structural Funds resources being concentrated on Objective 1 areas with a GDP per capita of 
less than 75% of the EU average.(35) It also provides for succession of the SF management 
system for the 2004-2006 programming period, by maintaining a single Managing Authority, 
single Payment Authority and single EU Funds Programme Monitoring Committee (PMC). The 
number and status of intermediate authorities have been optimized by abandoning two-level 
Intermediate Bodies. All OPs have a joint Managing Authority, which promotes better 
coordination between them. Furthermore, the monitoring is carried out by a joint PMC for the 
OPs, which allows for optimum coordination by concentrating information on all OPs in one 
place. Further to the negotiations with the European Commission services, Latvia has agreed to 
establish two dedicated Sub-Committees – one for the ESF and one for the ERDF and CF. 

This concentrated management model is counterbalanced by the following elements:  
• the Ministry of Regional Development and Local Governments will ensure coordination of 

the OPs with the NDP, while the Ministry of Economy will ensure coordination of the OPs 
with the Latvian National Lisbon Programme, thereby ensuring harmonization of 
investments under the SF and CF with the national development programming documents;  

• the PMC, which is responsible for the monitoring of the OPs, is composed of all the above-
mentioned institutions as well as of social, non-governmental and regional partners and of 
the Latvian Union of Local and Regional Governments; 

• the ‘shadow’ Monitoring Committee is still in operation for the OP ‘Human resources and 
employment’ and OP ‘Infrastructure and services’ as these are not, at the time of writing, 
approved by the Commission. The official Monitoring Committee is working for the OP 
‘Entrepreneurship and innovations’ as this planning document was approved on 25 
September 2007;  

• In order to take into account specific territorial development trends and development 
potential, the planning regions are involved in the implementation of the SF and the CF via 
participation in working groups drafting tender documents, as well as in project appraisal.  

Latvia has committed itself to continuing the partnership approach during the implementation 
stage of the EU funds. The objective is to involve the socio-economic, regional and NGO 
partners in the preparation of implementation documentation for the EU funds; to organize 

                                                 

(35) Outside Objective 1, the model supports special measures where there is particular added value yet with only very limited funding 
(not more than 5-10% of the overall Structural Fund budget). Examples of measures with ‘high European added value’ are networks, 
exchange of experience and pilot projects (especially in the fields of employment policy and problems in urban environments) and 
cross-border interregional and transnational cooperation. Objectives 2 and 3 are not considered independent objectives. Bachtler (2003), 
51f.; Ministry of Finance Republic of Latvia (2007) Draft NSRF 2007-2013, 94. 
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public discussions on implementation provisions of the EU funds activities; and to involve all 
relevant partners in the project appraisal commissions as well as in the PMC meetings. The 
partnership principle has been enshrined in law(36) and will be ensured until the projects 
selection criteria have been approved for each activity of EU funds in Latvia. 

Conclusions: Latvia is a relatively centralised parliamentary democracy but a structured 
approach to partnership in governance can be said to have emerged 2004-2007 through the 
preparation of Latvia’s Single Programming Document (SPD). The Ministry of Finance was the 
pivotal authority, working with other ministries and regional bodies in small task-driven 
working groups. The findings of these groups were then circulated for wider consultation with 
other bodies, development agencies, local authorities, social partners and NGOs. The Latvian 
partnership experience has been largely positive. Many participants welcome the opportunities 
to participate in the identification of priorities and the planning and execution of programmes. 
The reverse side of the coin is the more complex decision-making process which has evolved 
with its administrative expenses and higher demands placed on often poorly resourced and 
structured NGOs. 

3.2.5.Romania: The challenges of training and capacity building 

Administrative 
context 

– Romania is a parliamentary republic divided into 41 counties, the city of Bucharest, 2 686 
communes and 265 towns. 

Policy 
development 

– centralised preparation of NSRF by Ministry of Finance, consultations with other ministries 
and external partners; 

Policy 
Implementation 

– monitoring through central national partnership-based committee; 
– managing authorities national ministries; 

Success factors 
for integrated 
approach 

– experiences gained through pre-accession programmes; 
– better pay levels for public officials; 
– commitment to greater openness and partnership; 

Challenges  

– limited training and experience for national officials; 
– low levels of training, experience and resources for local officials; 
– little support for NGOs; 
– low public confidence in authorities; 

Best practices – training and information activities under pre-accession aids. 

                                                 

(36) Regulation No. 441 issued by the Cabinet of Ministers provides that the Managing authority of EU Funds (Ministry of Finance of 
Republic of Latvia) has to stimulate involvement of partners from NGOs and social structures in processing of EU Funds planning 
documents that the Ministry of Finance is in charge of (e.g. by organizing public conferences, discussion forums, expressing attitude 
through the Internet, coordinating official documents).  
The Managing authority as well as line ministries or subordinated government agencies that are involved in managing EU funds: 
1. Have to stimulate involvement of partners from NGOs, regional and social structures in the project development of parts of EU 
Funds planning documents that the Managing Authority/line ministries is/are in charge of.  
2. Have to stimulate involvement of partners from NGOs, regional, social structures and potential project applicants in the development 
of project evaluation criteria of EU funds (Kokale (2007) email interview, 20 November 2007). 
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On the Eurostat index of GDP per capita (37) (EU average 100), the forecast Romanian index for 
2007 stands at 39.1. Between 2007 and 2013, in Romania, 100% of the population of 
approximately 22 million qualify for funding under the convergence objective. Bulgaria and 
Romania became eligible for structural and cohesion funding on joining the EU on 1 January 
2007. 

The Romanian situation is similar, in form if not in degree, to the transition economies of many 
of the new EU Member States from Central and Eastern Europe. These quantitative differences 
of degree in terms of less developed physical and social infrastructure, can give rise to 
qualitative differences in terms of capacity and ability to design, submit and execute 
development projects. 

Since 1991, Romania has received over € 6.5bn of EU support through Phare, ISPA and 
SAPARD pre-accession aids and other programmes. This assistance has already produced 
economic, physical, social, political and cultural developments within the country while at the 
same time illustrating certain weaknesses and challenges. The Romanian economy severely 
contracted during the 1990s, but since 2001 has been averaging annual GDP growth of 6%. 

Romania’s challenges include the need to transform and develop the country’s physical 
infrastructure, while developing a modern, efficient and reliable public administrative system at 
both the national and the local levels.  

Governance and partnership in the programming of the Romanian NSRF 

The Government of Romania’s NSRF 2007-2013 was published by the Ministry of Economy 
and Finance in May 2007(38). 

It has been developed out of Romanian experience with earlier EU programmes, and the 
consequent elaboration of National Development Plan and the Single Action Plan by the 
Romanian government in 2005 also via the Ministry of Economy and Finance. 

The following graph illustrates the priorities allocated to different sectors within the NSRF: 

Figure 3. NSRF Allocation by OP 
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(37) http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1996,39140985&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&screen=detailref& 
language=en&product=STRIND_ECOBAC&root=STRIND_ECOBAC/ecobac/eb011 

(38) http://anaf.mfinante.ro/wps/PA_1_1_15H/static/amcsc/fond_structural/fonduri_structurale/fonduri_Romania/Rezumat_ 
CSNR_final_EN.pdf 
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The structure of the Romanian economy has changed radically since 1990, with industry’s 
contribution to GDP declining from 40% in 1990 to almost 27%. This reflects the decline of 
traditional heavy industrial sectors such as steel, chemicals and machine production. The service 
sector’s contribution to GDP has grown from 26.5% in 1990 to 49.6% in 2006. 

The main emphasis of Romanian development efforts 2007-2013 are thus focused on creating 
the physical, legal and technical possibilities for further economic development. The following 
figures clearly show these priorities: 
 

Development of Basic Infrastructure to European Standards 60% 
Increasing the Long term Competitiveness of the Romanian Economy 15% 
Development and More Efficient Use of Romania’s Human Capital 20% 
Building Effective Administrative Capacity 5% 

The main lessons drawn from the pre-accession experiences are spelled out in the NSRF 

Administrative capacity: Administrative capacity has been recognised as a fundamental pre-
requisite for efficient and correct management of funds received. Key measures here include 
setting up adequate structures, provision of premises, staff recruitment and remuneration, 
training, establishment of clear procedures, etc. 

Planning and programming: The exercise of strategic multi-annual planning was carried out 
mainly for the Phare programme, by drafting the earlier National Development Plans, as 
precursors of the National Development Plan 2007-2013.  

Technical Assistance: Technical assistance has been used widely for project preparation and the 
TA beneficiaries have learnt to better identify the needs that can be addressed by using technical 
experts.  

Staff turnover: caused problems in terms of losing qualified officials. Corrective steps are now 
under way not least in terms of financial incentives for personnel involved with the management 
of EU funds. Training programmes have also been introduced for staff in this area. 

Beneficiaries’ preparation: The beneficiaries learned to identify needs and to design projects for 
accessing non-reimbursable financing sources. 

Management and control: In order to improve the implementation process and facilitate 
communication, procedure manuals and guides were developed, which are now regularly 
updated. Many concepts, such as audit trail, were integrated in the procedures, with the aim of 
improving the financial control and audit processes. 

Partnership: Working in partnership brings value added to the programming and 
implementation process. The partnership groups set up at regional and national level, including 
decision-making bodies such as the Monitoring Committees for ISPA and SAPARD 
programmes, are more and more involved in programme design and implementation.  

The application of information technology is also assisting Romanian administrations to better 
execute their tasks. The Single Management Information System (SMIS) was established in 
2004, and worked jointly with the NSRF Working Group from May 2006 set up under 
Authority for the Coordination of Structural Instruments (ACIS) to prepare Romania’s first 
NSRF. Over 300 officials have undergone Phare-financed training. 
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The Romanian government has acknowledged that, in the past, the role of the social partners 
and civil society in promoting economic development has not been sufficiently recognised, and 
that capacity building is required to achieve stronger interaction with local and regional 
governments and civil society as set out in the White Paper on European Governance(39). 

Bucharest recognises that the social partners and civil society can have an important role to play 
in socio-economic development and will encourage their active participation.  

A Working Group has been established at the initiative of the Prime Minister, involving all the 
responsible structures for the management of the Structural Instruments and including civil 
society, the academic environment, universities, research institutes, mass-media and social 
partners. This Working Group developed an Action Plan for increasing the country’s absorption 
capacity. This Action Plan was approved by the Romanian government in August 2006(40). 

Public Confidence: The NSRF recognises that one important element in Romania’s 
development is the need to increase public confidence in the country’s administrative bodies. 
Public opinion polls reveal that 30% of Romanians have confidence in national government 
structures, and 43% have confidence in their local bodies(41).  

Policy Implementation: Governance and partnership arrangements in the OPs 2007-2013 

Seven OPs together with initiatives financed by the ERDF under the European Territorial 
Cooperation Objective comprise SF support for development in Romania over the current 
programming period. 

The Managing Authorities for all these OPs are national ministries in Bucharest. The six 
ministries concerned are the Ministry of Economy and Finance; the Ministry of Transport; the 
Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development; the Ministry of Development, Public 
Works and Housing; the Ministry of Labour, Family and Equal Opportunities; and the Ministry 
of the Interior and Administrative Reform.  

The Ministry of Economy and Finance will be the Certifying Authority for all the OPs while the 
Romanian Parliament has voted to create an independent Audit Authority, an associated body of 
the Romanian Court of Auditors (Law 200/2005). 

                                                 

(39) White Paper on European Governance COM (2001) 428 final, 25 July 2001. 

(40) Technical Assistance OP 2007-2013, Ministry of Economy and Finance, Bucharest 2007, p.15. 

(41) NSRF, p.63. 
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OP Structural Fund EU Contribution 

Human Resources Development ESF 3,476,144,996 

Administrative Capacity Development ESF 208,002,622 

Regional ERDF 3,726,021,762 

Increase of Economic Competitiveness ERDF 2,554,222,109 

Transport ERDF 1,289,332,210 

Transport CF 3,276,605,085 

Transport ERDF + CF 4,565,937,295 

Environment ERDF 1,236,652,195 

Environment CF 3,275,817,943 

Environment ERDF + CF 4,512,470,138 

Technical Assistance  ERDF 170,237,790 

TOTAL Structural Funds 28,291,444,145 

For the 2007-2013 programming period, Romania has put in place a strong national 
coordination system for the Structural Instruments, in which the Authority for the Co-ordination 
of the Structural Instruments (ACIS) will play an important role as a central coordination unit.  

A Management Coordination Committee was set up under the National Coordination 
Committee (NCC). Its members are the Heads of the OP Managing Authorities, the Certifying 
and Paying Authority and the Audit Authority and it is chaired by the Head of the ACIS. This 
Management Coordination Committee is the central powerhouse for coordination and problem 
solving. Only those issues which cannot be resolved within this group will be referred upwards 
to the NCC itself. 

An Evaluation Central Unit (ECU) was set up in 2004 within ACIS. The overall objective is that 
there will be, by 2013, a functioning national evaluation system, covering both the public and 
private sectors. 

Considerable progress has been recorded across many sectors during Romania’s pre-accession 
programmes. At least as importantly, significant experience has been accumulated and a number 
of key difficulties analysed – with important lessons learned. One of the main challenges for the 
coming period will be creating a dynamic that spreads the effectiveness and partnership 
approaches of the best national practices to local and sectoral bodies. It is a challenge which is 
clearly recognised in Bucharest. 

Conclusions: The Ministry of Economy and Finance drafted the National Development and 
Single Action Plans in 2005. Partnership was already practiced in the Monitoring Committees 
of pre-accession programmes. These formed the basis for the development, by the same 
Ministry, of the Romanian NSRF, which was published in May 2007. It focuses on three main 
priorities developing the country’s infrastructures to European standards, improving the 
capacity of the labour force, and building Romania’s administrative capacity. The government 
is well aware of the desirability of partnership structures. A Working Group has been 
established at the initiative of the Prime Minister, involving all the responsible structures for the 
management of the Structural Instruments and including civil society, academia, universities, 
research institutes, mass-media and social partners. It developed an Action Plan in August 2006 
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which has been incorporated into the NSRF. Partnership in governance has generally been 
encouraged and facilitated by the Romanian authorities, but the capacity of civil society to 
respond to opportunities remains limited. 
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4. Synthesis and conclusions 

This chapter draws together the findings of the study and places them in a wider framework. It 
is based on the country-by-country review of NSRF documents, the case study research and 
selective interviews with key stakeholders. The following research questions have been 
analysed:  
• Have new elements of horizontal and vertical integration been developed? 
• How are local and regional actors involved during programming, implementation and 

evaluation? 
• Which factors lead to the success or the failure of the integrated approach in regional 

policies in the Member States? 
• What are the existing problems/inconsistencies of this approach? 

4.1 Mechanisms and processes set up in connecting the four levels  

The coordination between the four levels (European, national, regional, local) is mainly based 
on the Structural Funds Regulations 2007-2013, the Community Strategic Guidelines and the 
Strategy for Growth and Jobs. This means that all four levels – European, national, regional and 
local – share (or have to share) similar visions of development and the same legal background.  

4.1.1. Relationships between the European and other tiers 

Key findings 

– In general NSRF negotiations were strongly dominated by central ministries or dedicated development agencies 
etc. 

– Regions in federal states were most involved in NSRF elaborations and even in negotiations with the European 
Commission. 

– The applied coordination mechanisms were mostly those defined by legal requirements according to Reg. 
1083/2006.  

The central institutions of Member States have, generally, the most developed relationships with 
the European Commission, particularly when it comes to NSRF programming. These bodies can 
either be Ministry of Finance (Greece, Romania) or dedicated development agencies (Hungarian 
NDA, French DIACT). At this NSRF level, regions play a significant role in the more federal 
Member States (Austria through the ÖROK platform; in Belgium, federal entities played the 
predominant role in the preparation and negotiation of the NSRF).  

Regulation 1083/2006 imposes a number of legal requirements on Member States and the EC 
level including the negotiation and approval (Article 32 Preparation and approval of OPs), the 
Monitoring Committee (Article 63 Monitoring Committee), the Annual Report (Article 6: 
Annual report and final report on implementation) the evaluation and the control and audit 
schemes. These are of paramount importance because they form the basis for the approval of the 
NSRF. 
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There are in addition other mechanisms that have been developed at the initiative of the 
Member States; their use has varied significantly between the Member States, strongly 
reflecting each state’s preferences. In some new member states, partners from the regional level 
have taken part in meetings with the European Commission to negotiate elements of the NSRFs. 
Other countries (Netherlands) or regions (Wallonia in Belgium) have launched reflections on 
the role of cross border cooperation and to a larger extent on the cooperation objective for their 
national strategies.  

In order to foster coordination between OPs and facilitate communication with the Commission 
(DG REGIO and DG EMPL) at the implementation stage, many countries have established 
common central monitoring structures as well as a single managing authority.  

4.1.2. National – regional coordination mechanisms 

Key findings 

– Coordination mechanisms strongly depend on government structure (federal, decentralised, de-concentrated). In 
federal states the NSRF tends to provide guidelines for regional or sectoral OPs whereas in less 
decentralised/more concentrated states, the NSRF gives a great deal of detail on the governance structure and 
the relationships between the national and regional levels. 

– Some countries use permanent structures (platforms, committees) to facilitate and foster dialogue between 
federal and regional levels. Some regions have been included into working groups for drafting parts of the NSRF. 

– Centralised states tend to define in more detail the governance structure between national and regional levels, 
with a single MA and central coordination committee for monitoring of OPs. 

– Some countries set up strong national coordination structures where all regional entities are represented.  

These links present a significant range of differences across the Member States. This can be 
largely attributed to the fact that while the Structural Fund Regulations stress the importance of 
various types of partnership, particularly with regional and local authorities, they nonetheless 
take into account the ‘institutional arrangements of the Member States’, seeking to promote 
partnership ‘where appropriate and in accordance with current national rules and practices’.  

Consequently, and given the fact that the NSRF presents a national strategy for Regional policy, 
the relationship between the national and regional level depends to a considerable extent on the 
nature of the State, be it federal, regional or more centralised.  

For the federal, or more decentralised states, the NSRF largely provides guidelines, for the 
regional or sectoral OPs (Spain, UK, Germany). In these very decentralized states, the NSRF 
remains highly strategic and the OPs become the ‘real’ programming level within the NSRF-
established framework. In such States, there is a very healthy dialogue between central states 
and bodies. Austria has set up permanent structures (ÖROK) to facilitate and foster dialogue 
between the federal and regional levels.  

For the less decentralised/more concentrated states, the NSRF gives a great deal of detail on the 
governance structure and thus on the relationships between the national and regional levels. 
Under such models, there tends to be one single Managing Authority for the NSRF and all OPs, 
with very strong ties to regions for the implementation of regional OPs or for the 
implementation of sectoral OPs in regions. Similarly, there tend to be general coordination 
committees at national level which often monitor all the OPs (Poland, Hungary, etc) and 
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sometimes other EU or EIB funded policies (EU rural development policy; European Fisheries 
Fund; EIB-funded investments).  

Analysis of the contextual background reveals a number of interesting features as far as the 
governance of structural policy is concerned:  

i. across all Member states at the programming level, the regions have been included in 
working groups tasked with drafting elements of the NSRFs. These groups have played a 
key role in connecting the two levels, or were at least consulted. Several rounds of 
consultations took place at the national and regional levels, and by sector, where regions 
could express their interests and preferences;  

ii. in most of the new Member states, the regions or counties have been either involved in 
NSRF working groups or drafting committees, or at least consulted during the preparation 
process; 

iii. countries like Denmark or Sweden have set up very strong national coordination structures 
(the National Growth Council in Denmark or the National Forum for regional 
competitiveness in Sweden) where all regional entities are represented and whose role is to 
facilitate national coordination of regional policies, and to facilitate the coordination 
between different sectors and different types of activities. These structures played a vital 
role during the programming phase, and will continue to do so during the implementation 
one.  

4.1.3. Involvement of local levels  

Key findings 

– Member States are formally requested to include local levels but have some flexibility on the mode of doing this.  

– The representation of the local level is often realised via associations of local authorities.  

– Local representatives are sometimes involved in NSRF consultations or participate in working groups. 

– Local involvement is usually more common at OP level than at the stage of drafting the NSRF. 

Member States have the flexibility to include local levels in the structural policy cycle, via their 
own institutional arrangements and national rules and practices.  

The local level – often represented through associations of local authorities (example 
Netherlands, France) – has definitely been involved in the preparation of the NSRF through 
consultations or participation in working groups. Local participation is more often observed at 
the OP level than in the drafting of the NSRF.  

The Danish NSRF provides a good example in so far as it has set up regional growth fora in the 
five newly created regions to advise regional authorities and the State on the use of European 
(and other) funds. These regional growth forums are composed of 20 members, six of whom are 
appointed on the basis of recommendations from the municipal authorities.  



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 

PE 397.245 50

4.2 Delivery hurdles for governance and partnership  

Key findings 

– Implementing bodies are generally overloaded with technical administrative issues and have therefore little space 
for strategic reflections. 

– The pressure to concentrate on fund-absorption due to n+2 rule gives little room for the development of 
governance and partnership.  

– Sometimes there is resistance to participatory processes as partnership is perceived as being an additional 
administrative and financial burden. 

– The involvement of NGOs and social partners is often perceived as being particularly difficult by programme 
stakeholders. 

– In the past, evaluations were often carried out as formal requirements instead of real learning processes.  

Regional policy requires coordination and cooperation, but up until now, technical and 
administrative questions (government instead of governance) have predominated. Some 
evidence has emerged (e.g. Austria, Italy), that at the operational level, strategic questions have 
not been sufficiently addressed. 

The complexity of EU Regional policy means that significant resources are used to administer 
Structural Funds. Those entrusted with the administration and implementation of Structural 
Funds are primarily concerned with administration and control, and often lack the capacity for 
strategic discussions. 

Governance and partnership processes require that political systems are open to participatory 
procedures. A governance process where the outcome is already predefined is not a real one. 
Within EU Regional policy, genuine governance has so far been rather difficult to achieve.  

Inclusive governance processes require know-how on implementing such strategies. Mediation, 
communications, systemic learning processes require specialist knowledge, which is not always 
available within the implementing bodies. In Latvia the broad partnership model has been 
criticized for rendering decision-making more complicated, more difficult, and more expensive.  

During the implementation phase, significant resources are used to ensure a timely absorption of 
the funds to avoid losses under the n+2 rule. However, the timely absorption of funds has 
become an objective in itself, which is sometimes used as an argument against an inclusive 
partnership processes. 

In Italy, the involvement of the ‘terzo settore’ (NGOs) is seen as problematic. The NGOs are 
usually motivated, but often lack sufficient structures and resources to ensure their regular 
participation in meetings. In addition, it has been noted that regions within the Convergence 
objectives have very wide-reaching programmes in which it is even more difficult to find a 
common arena for discussions. It has also been noted that if socio-economic partners do not 
give useful contributions, public authorities come themselves to view their consultation efforts 
as another burden, and one that often yields little in terms of results.  

In several Member States, the complexity of Regional policy and the jargon used in documents 
are perceived as substantial obstacles when it comes to the integration of additional partners. To 
adopt the partnership principle only in the Monitoring Committees is seen as being insufficient, 
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as their discussions are focussed on programme implementation, but not on policies in the wider 
sense of this term.  

Finally, governance and partnership in evaluation remains rather vague. A reason for this is, that 
up until now evaluation has been rather a formal requirement that had to be fulfilled within 
certain time limits. A systemic learning process (which by its nature requires the involvement of 
partners from different sectors and administrative tiers) has frequently been the exception rather 
than the rule.  

4.3. Success factors for the integrated approach  

Key findings 

– The country’s political culture, tradition of partnership and experience from previous programming periods or pre-
accession instruments have a strong influence on the approach adopted. 

– The institutionalisation of partnerships in the form of intermediary platforms and institutions for coordination as 
well as the shift of governance capacities to lower territorial units (e.g. regional management structures) is a key 
trend in the new programming period. 

– The existence of informal networks and territorial approaches connected with regional development thinking 
(regional governance) facilitates the adoption of the integrated approach. 

The implementation model is based on a regulatory framework and on implementation 
principles interpreted through the prism of the specific national, regional or local contexts. This 
implies a fundamental difference between the rational, linear theory of implementation of 
policies and programmes and the reality of the implementation process of programmes, which is 
frequently mundane, incremental, and the subject of bargaining and negotiation. Programmes 
are in fact open systems that react and interact within a reference context. 

The installation of partnerships and their institutionalisation seems to be one pre-condition for 
success: it can be considered as good practice to have well-established fora at regional and 
national levels (e.g. Danish, Austrian and Swedish examples). 

Shifting governance capacities to lower territorial units in order to co-finance intermediary 
institutions to improve know-how transfer and to strengthen regional governance has shown 
itself to be effective (Regional Managements in Austria, former LEADER partnership, 
territorial employment pacts, national cluster managements, technology-centres).  

The outreach of partnerships is all the more successful when there is a sectorally integrated 
approach (actions in different policy sectors are coordinated with each other); partnership is 
efficient when there is a merging of the planning tools and of the public investments (European, 
national, regional, local) (National Development Plan in Ireland ‘unified Regional Policy in 
Italy’, ‘Contrat de plan Etat region et fonds structurels en France’).  

Partnership in Denmark builds on the country’s social and political culture, on experience from 
previous Structural Fund programmes and in the case of the 2007-2013 programming period, all 
of this has been reinforced by the local/regional government reforms which were carried 
through at the same time – and to a considerable degree by the same actors. In this respect, 
regions in northern and central Italy have a longer tradition in partnership, while in the case of 
the Italian Mezzogiorno the adoption of the partnership principle is proving far more 
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demanding. 

In the Austrian case, administrative stability, which enables the creation of know-how in 
administrative departments, has been cited as a major factor for the success of the inclusive 
governance and partnership approach.  

In the Austrian case study, the territorial approach connected with regional development 
thinking is a positive factor, which highlights the political importance of the topic.  

Partnerships will yield most results when they are activated at all stages of the process: from 
policy design to implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  
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5. Recommendations 

The following recommendations for enhancing governance and partnership follow the 
programming cycle, as outlined in chapter 2.3 and develop recommendations for the different 
actors and levels involved. 

Policy Development Phase 

1. Policies should not be ‘overloaded’ with often-uncoordinated objectives that are difficult 
to merge for programme implementers. Coordination of policies should primarily take 
place at higher levels, allowing for a more pragmatic approach to implementation. Partners 
explicitly request the European Institutions to reduce the complexity of programmes. 

2. Policymakers do not want to ‘design programmes’ with what are sometimes seen as being 
‘abstract European ideas’. Programming is, to a certain degree, a ‘formal requirement’ as 
documents must comply with formal regulations. The ‘formalisation of requirements’ is 
expressed in the fact that, during programme negotiations with the Commission, pre-drafted 
‘text-modules’ are often introduced into the documents. These modules can have more to 
do with form than content, much less policy orientations. The question of how the 
partnership principle can be extended to the actual drafting of programme documents needs 
to be considered. 

3. Programming at the European level requires its own meta-language. This is an obvious 
necessity if the various stakeholders are to be able to achieve consensus. When it comes to 
programme implementation, however, this meta-language needs to be retranslated into 
accessible terms for concrete actions involving a much wider audience than just the 
strategists. While there has been considerable investment into translating European 
documents into the national language, little attention has been paid to the need to provide 
practical, accessible, applicant-oriented languages. A system for ‘translating’ elements such 
as brochures into language accessible for regional authorities and other intermediary bodies 
needs to be created. This problem is even more acute in the newer Member States, where 
local and regional bodies are often struggling to develop the required administrative and 
absorption capacities. 

4. During policy planning information exchange is not only required between different 
‘levels’ of actors involved in Regional policies but also between different ‘types of actors’. 
In particular an interlinking of ‘visionaries’, ‘strategists’ and ‘implementers’ is required at 
both Member State and EU levels. 

5. Partnership during programme planning is an ‘idealistic principle’ which can create win-
win-situations for all involved actors. However, it is important to emphasise, that 
partnership requires resources. It is interesting to note that an external ‘enemy’ 
sometimes creates more cohesion within a partnership: e.g. in regionalised states, there is a 
rather well-functioning partnership between federal and regional level when OPs have to be 
negotiated with the Commission; while in States where regional influence is less important, 
the partnership between Commission and Regions is closer.  

6. The European Commission is explicitly asked to commit itself more during programme 
planning and implementation to truly open-ended participatory processes where the actual 
outcome really remains open. 
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Policy Implementation Phase 

1. The integrated approach should in general be a ‘guiding idea’ for the actors involved in 
the implementation of European Regional policy. However, the actual composition of a 
partnership does not only have a quantitative dimension but should be selective in the sense 
of integrating qualified actors.  

2. Involved institutions and bodies (Managing Authorities, regional and local authorities etc,) 
need to establish communication interfaces for dealing with the ‘outside world’. Such 
interfaces can be information-events; exchanges of information with other structures, 
informal exchange outside the normal managing structures (i.e. Monitoring Committee). 
The creation of such interfaces, however, would require both resources and special 
expertise.  

3. The involvement of external expertise and moderation for structured information 
exchange has proven to be of great value and should be fostered.  

4. Improvements could be achieved through a strategic ‘follow-up’ at European level. Such 
an accompanying model would require a format for reflection. The European Institutions 
would have to allow open-ended participatory processes in which an open dialogue on 
‘difficulties’ is possible, and in which it is not necessary to be euphemistic about the 
achievements of Programme implementation. The European Institutions need to develop an 
awareness for the importance of the design of workshops, conferences and seminars, which 
allow for inputs in both directions, and in open processes where the outcome is not 
predefined in any hierarchical way. 

5. Institutionalised tools need to be developed to facilitate horizontal and vertical approach. 
Such tools can be platforms (such as the Austrian ÖROK), regional management, round 
tables etc, which facilitate networking across sectors, political and administrative levels.  

6. Partnership has become a formal requirement, which is respected by most Member 
States and programme implementation bodies. Sometimes, however, the way in which the 
principle is ‘formally fulfilled’ (e.g. in the form of annual, single information events) leaves 
questions as to its effectiveness rather open. It is not proposed to further develop ‘minimum 
requirements’ of partnership but rather to support involved bodies effectively in setting-up 
qualitative partnership structures in terms of parallel accompanying workshop formats, 
seminars and information events, which imply a permanent exchange between actors 
involved in Regional policy. 

7. Partnership has more than the actual ‘quantitative dimension’ (in terms of number of 
partners involved). It also has a very strong ‘qualitative dimension’. In specific cases a 
stronger selection of ‘qualified partners’ which have the resources and capabilities to 
commit themselves to the partnership process needs to be exploited. 

8. The creation and implementation of instruments such as the European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation is seen as an innovative attempt to provide facilitation at the 
institutional level and could form the basis for an easier implementation of programmes and 
projects particularly in territorial cooperation. 

9. Social partners are formally included in ERDF and ESF Programmes. However, in ESF 
programmes, which are more oriented towards ‘individuals’ the engagement of socio-
economic partners is generally higher than in ERDF programmes, which have a more of an 
investment character. The commitment of the socio-economic partners to programmes 
has therefore to be particularly supported.  
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10. Regional policies are becoming increasingly complex, and are almost incomprehensible 
unless transmitted via a qualified, and appropriate media. Interfaces with the outside 
world have to be created at different level of policy implementation. 

Policy Learning (Evaluation) Phase 

1. Policy learning and evaluation has become an ‘ongoing’ task in the current programming 
period. However, the complexity of programme implementation requires that Monitoring 
Committees are more and more concerned with issues which affect the technical 
implementation of Programmes, while ‘strategic discussion’ opportunities are shrinking. 
Specific platforms should be designed for more frequent reflection on the content of 
programmes and strategies.  

2. Reflection on Regional policy should not become an ‘additional task’ but should be 
embedded in a creative way in already existing events and meetings, thus helping to give 
them substance. 

3. Policy Learning and capacity building requires the establishment and institutionalisation 
of a guiding process that runs parallel to the SF implementation process and includes all 
partners. In this process mutual learning should be encouraged and stimulated through the 
exchange of experiences in frequent meetings of the partners. 

4. The structured policy learning should be shifted from the responsibility of the single 
Member States and OPs to the responsibility of the transnational EU level. This can be 
realised in form of network programmes (e.g. INTERACT for territorial cooperation; 
URBACT etc.) which create know-how on difficulties in programme implementation, 
provide synergies for involved programmes and avoid re-inventing the wheel. Such 
‘supportive structures’ bring EU Regional policy away from a perceived command and 
control structure to a more ‘enabling’ policy, which actively develops capacities to handle 
“delivery hurdles” in an effective way.  

5. The collection, critical analysis and targeted dissemination of good practices can be 
used as an instrument for policy learning. This should consist in systematic exchange on 
critical aspects of programme implementation (multi-level governance, strengthening local 
capacities in project generation etc.) and have diverse formats (good practice databases, 
seminars, conferences etc.).  
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