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1. Prefaces

1.1. Preface by Ramon Luis Valcárcel Siso, President of the 

Committee of the Regions

The Committee of the Regions has welcomed the Europe 2020 strategy 

at its launch in 2010. Compared to the Lisbon Strategy, Europe 2020 

has more balanced goals of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. It 

allows for target-setting at country level, acknowledging the need for 

‘multi-layered’ governance. The strategy is rooted into the European 

Semester, to ensure its coordination with economic and social 

policymaking at EU and country level. 

Four years on, progress towards the Europe 2020 objectives and 

targets is unfortunately uneven and in many EU Member States 

unsatisfactory. The economic crisis and the related budget constraints, 

coupled with the impact of fi scal consolidation measures on regions 

and cities are hampering the investment fl ow into the real economy. 

In spite of fi rst hints of recovery, unemployment is at alarmingly high 

levels, while divergences between EU regions in terms of growth and employment are on the rise since 2008. In 

this context, pursuing the Europe 2020 goals and targets becomes even more challenging, yet their successful 

pursuit also becomes more important and urgent. 

Across the EU local and regional authorities have taken Europe 2020 seriously, feeling inspired by its objectives, 

its Flagship Initiatives and innovative policy actions proposed at EU level. As shown by this Report’s monitoring 

fi ndings, many local and regional authorities have designed and implemented policy programs and measures 

in line with the Europe 2020 objectives. However, in many Member States they were not adequately involved 

as partners in the design and implementation of the National Reform Programmes. Quite often, targets set at 

the country level did not refl ect territorial diff erences in the initial socio-economic situation and development 

potential within the Member States. These fi ndings are also part of the reasons why Europe 2020 has not 

delivered on its expectations.

A renewed Europe 2020, designed and implemented in partnership with the local and regional authorities 

through multi-level governance tools and arrangements is needed. Therefore, I have made the successful 

review of the Europe 2020 strategy the main priority of my Presidency at the Committee of the Regions.

The Athens Declaration on a ‘Territorial vision for Growth and Jobs’ adopted by the Committee in Athens at 

the 6th Summit of EU cities and regions, on 7 March 2014 is the contribution of the Committee of the Regions 

to the 2014 Spring European Council and the mid-term review of the strategy. The present Report supports 

and built further on the political recommendations of the CoR’s Athens Declaration, and is based on the many 

comprehensive contributions the Committee of the Regions has received from local and regional authorities 

from all EU countries over the last year. These inputs were collected through the Europe 2020 Monitoring 

Platform, set up by the Committee of the Regions to monitor Europe 2020 on the ground, and allow for 

exchanges and mutual learning between local and regional authorities. I wish to thank all respondents to our 

surveys, as well as the over 1.000 local and regional authorities that have participated in our consultation on 

the future of Europe 2020.

Eight Conferences, on the Flagship Initiatives and on the contribution of the cultural industries to the Europe 

2020 goals, were held by the Committee between December 2012 and January 2014. I am very grateful to the 

many European Commissioners, Ministers, Members of the European Parliament, CoR members, representatives 
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of local and regional authorities and experts who have contributed to their success. 

I also wish to thank the fi ve Political Coordinators of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform, the members of its 

Steering Committee, the Platform team and the European associations of cities and regions which have helped 

the CoR in its endeavour putting forward a comprehensive territorial vision for growth and jobs. 

The Committee of the Regions will continue working in 2014 on its proposals for renewed Europe 2020 Strategy 

which will eventually better take account of the existing territorial diversities in Europe, and will empower 

regions and cities across Europe to take greater ownership of the strategy.

I hope you will fi nd in this report many interesting fi ndings in support of this endeavour.
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1.2. Preface by Michel Delebarre, Political Coordinator of the 

Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform

 The Europe 2020 strategy’s progress to date has been far from smooth. 

It was launched just four years ago in inauspicious circumstances. 

Firstly, there was the crisis. A crisis whose eff ects the Europe 2020 

strategy has not been able to counter. These include unemployment 

reaching the alarming fi gure of 26.6 million people, the fact that 24.2% 

of the EU’s population is currently at risk of poverty or social exclusion 

and the fact that more than 20 Member States have, in relative terms, 

reduced their spending on education. There are also the uneven 

territorial eff ects of the crisis, illustrated by a disparity in unemployment 

rates between the centre of Europe and its periphery of 10% in 2012, 

as opposed to 3.5% in 2000. But this crisis has also resulted in a focus 

on immediate macroeconomic management rather than on putting 

together long-term economic strategies. 

The inauspicious beginnings are also linked to a complicated parentage. Where does real political responsibility 

for the strategy lie? The question will certainly take on a new degree of urgency when the deadlines set for 

the summer of 2014 fall due. At the same time, the strategy is so sophisticated and abstract that it is hard to 

communicate at the grassroots level. No candidate for the European Parliament will be campaigning on the 

Europe 2020 strategy. 

And yet, isn’t this strategy too easy a target? Should we shoot the piano since we can’t shoot the pianist?

According to the feedback received by the Committee of the Regions’ Europe 2020 Platform, from a highly 

representative sample of local and regional authorities, we can draw three conclusions: the Europe 2020 

strategy has been worth putting in place, it still needs to prove its eff ectiveness, and it needs to be substantially 

revised.

From the regional and local point of view, the EU 2020 strategy was worth putting in place because its added 

value has been its “soft power” aspect, namely the fact that it has provided a European approach for local and 

regional authorities, enabling them to draw up their own development strategies.

Secondly, this strategy still needs to prove its eff ectiveness, since it forms the reference framework for the more 

targeted earmarking of structural funds from 2014 onwards. The Europe 2020 strategy’s pyramid of priorities 

will set the menu for possible investments under the Structural Funds. The moment of truth for the impact of 

that development is still to come.

The feedback we have received from the grassroots level also agrees that a substantial revision of the strategy 

is needed in order to make it more inclusive and democratic with regard to governance, not only at European 

level but also in terms of its implementation in the Member States. The European Parliament should play a 

more decisive role and regional and local authorities should be more closely involved downstream of the 

submission of country-specifi c recommendations. There is certainly room to be more ambitious where the 

strategy’s social aspects are concerned. And there is also scope for ensuring that the Europe 2020 strategy 

“feeds” more systematically into all EU policies, given that some, policies, such as competition, have to date 

perhaps been sidelined. 

Finally, things will need to be kept simple, demonstrating that the EU has a coherent framework for action on 

economic, social and environmental policy and that the fundamental guidelines of the European Union are 

not drawn up on a whim by the European Council in back-room deals.
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2. Executive Summary

2.1. Towards the mid-term review of Europe 2020

In 2010, the Committee of the Regions welcomed the new Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and 

inclusive growth for the period 2010-2020. It welcomed, in particular, Europe 2020’s balanced approach 

to growth giving due priority also to inclusion and sustainability issues, the approach of acknowledging 

diff erences between countries by setting country targets besides the EU ones, and a better mix between EU 

and national responsibilities. These aspects draw on the lesson of the previous Lisbon Strategy, and are all the 

more important in the light of the Lisbon Treaty, which has strengthened territorial cohesion as a key objective 

of the European Union. 

However, the Committee of the Regions also warned that giving the strategy a territorial dimension and 

involving the EU local and regional authorities in its implementation by means of multi-level governance tools 

were necessary pre-conditions of success for Europe 2020.

In the 2011 Annual Growth Survey, the Commission proposed to undertake a mid-term review in 2014 and this 

intention was reiterated by the Spring European Council in 2013, which launched a series of thematic policy 

reviews on Europe 2020. The Commission is currently preparing a preliminary review of Europe 2020, in form 

of a communication to the 2014 Spring European Council, which will draw conclusions in view of a thorough 

mid-term review of the strategy expected in 2015 under the new College of Commissioners.

In September 2012, the Bureau of the Committee of the Regions set a strategy and a roadmap for the mid-

term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of the EU local and regional authorities, with the aim of 

presenting a political Declaration at the 6th Summit of European Cities and Regions in Athens in March 2014.

As a factual support to the political Declaration, the present Report summarizes the outcome of the intense 

monitoring and assessment work carried out by the Committee of the Regions, through its Europe 2020 

Monitoring Platform. This work included: seven conferences, and related surveys, on the Flagship Initiatives, 

which run from December 2012 to November 2013 and involved hundreds of speakers and participants; a 

broad consultation involving more than 1,000 respondents from local and regional authorities; four dedicated 

workshops and seminars, analysing the architecture of Europe 2020 and substantial desk research and 

interviews with relevant stakeholders.

2.2. Europe 2020 four years on

Under diff erent constitutional layouts, and with varying amounts of competences and resources, Local and 

regional authorities in the EU play a key role in most policy areas encompassing the Europe 2020 strategy, be it 

research and development, innovation, education and sustainable environment policies or others. Since 2010, 

Europe 2020 has provided a broad and inspirational policy framework for many local and regional authorities 

across the EU to set their policy programmes and undertake cooperation with other levels of government 

and relevant stakeholders – as is clearly showed by the good practices collected by the Committee of the 

Regions (see annex 6.1) as well as by a series of surveys carried out by the Committee (see section 4.1 of 

this Report). A number of local and regional authorities are even actively designing and implementing broad 

Europe 2020 local/regional development strategies. In some cases, they have adopted governance systems 

based on participation of stakeholders, also in target-setting, as well as forms of vertical coordination between 

levels of government. Other regions and cities are less involved in Europe 2020, which they perceive as 

abstract, setting unrealistic targets, or defi nitely distant from their daily work. This might be due to a variable 

mix of diff erent possible reasons, such as a lack of vertical coordination of policy cycles and budgets between 
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diff erent levels of government; a lack of resources and/or administrative capabilities, the diffi  culty to cope with 

related administrative burden.

Overall, after almost four years, a majority of the 1059 participants in the latest consultation of the Committee 

of the Regions found that Europe 2020 helped them to improve their priority setting and helped them to make 

measurable progress. And the Flagship Initiatives encouraged many respondents to adopt policy programs 

explicitly in line with their goals.

So far, though, there is little overall progress towards the Europe 2020 targets set at the country and EU levels, 

while increased regional variability of the actual value of the Europe 2020 target indicators seem to show that 

gaps between regions have widened.

In spite of recent signs of slow recovery, EU cities and regions are still facing very diffi  cult times. The economic 

crisis has taken a heavy toll on growth prospects and cohesion. The gaps between them in terms of GDP and 

employment widened dramatically, reversing the convergence trend of the previous years, while sub-national 

budgets have undergone dramatic cuts, mainly at the expenses of public investments. It is then unsurprising 

that the economic crisis has also had a negative impact on progress towards Europe 2020 targets.  

However, a good amount of evidence shows that Europe 2020’s unsatisfactory progress so far underlies other 

causes and that for Europe 2020 to deliver up to its promises, some key weaknesses must be fi xed in the 

architecture and governance of the strategy.

Towards a renewed Europe 2020

An inclusive and multi-layer mid-term evaluation process of Europe 2020 should take place in 2014; 

leading to a renewed Europe 2020. The renewed strategy should be based on stronger partnership 

and ownership by all levels of government and other stakeholders, on a territorial dimension, on 

more transparency and accountability and on multi-level governance, in order to restore confi dence in 

the European citizens injecting new momentum into the European idea. The renewed strategy should 

undergo an initial territorial impact assessment as well as an evaluation by 2018; its progress 

should be monitored in a structured way in partnership by all levels of government and other relevant 

stakeholders.

2.3. Giving Europe 2020 a territorial dimension

A number of local and regional authorities acknowledge that the strategy and its headline targets have 

provided a long-term framework for action and a ground for benchmark and exchange of knowledge. 

However, the present top-down, uniform and abstract approach of target-setting has undermined the adequacy 

and relevance of the targets at the local and regional level. This ‘territorially blind’ approach disregards the 

strengths, weaknesses and specifi c development opportunities of European regions, undermining the Europe 

2020’s objectives. It could even add to already increasing regional disparities, increasing the risk of territorial 

vulnerabilities and suboptimal investment and preventing the full development of a sense of responsibility 

and ‘ownership’ of the strategy. 

On the contrary, Europe 2020 pursues smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, built on the diff erentiated 

assets of Europe’s cities and regions and aimed at increasing cohesion, reducing inequalities and protecting 

the environment. To play eff ectively their stimulating, monitoring and evaluation role, the Europe 2020 targets 

must set relevant and credible challenges. To this aim, they need to be territorially diff erentiated, according 

to a place-based approach, and to be set in partnership by all levels of government, mixing top-down and 

bottom-up processes. 
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To implement this approach, the lack of availability of EU-wide, regional level data to measure progress towards 

Europe 2020 targets must be seen as a major and urgent political issue. There is a need to enhance monitoring 

system for Europe 2020 at regional level. It requires the timely development of an adequate statistical basis 

at regional and local level and the possible development of regional progress indicators. Remarkable eff ort 

in this fi eld is already made by the European Commission, most visibly though Eurostat and DG REGIO’s 

Cohesion Reports and Country Factsheets on Member States’ progress towards the Europe 2020 targets. 

Further improvement could be achieved, also by involving the OECD in reporting on this monitoring process, 

to strengthen international benchmarking of progress towards the targets at regional and local level. 

Giving Europe 2020 a territorial dimension

Europe 2020 should be given a ‘territorial dimension’, setting territorially diff erentiated targets by 

building on each region’s starting point and potential. To this aim, a new mixed top-down and bottom-up 

planning process should be adopted, involving all levels of government and other relevant stakeholders 

in adherence to the principle of subsidiarity. This process should build on the ongoing preparation of 

the Partnership Agreements and Operational Programmes 2014-2020. An enhanced monitoring and 

evaluation system for Europe 2020 at regional level, based on much stronger regional statistics, 

should be set as part of this process. Monitoring and benchmarking of progress should be strengthened, 

also by involving the OECD.

2.4. Designing and implementing National Reform 

Programmes in partnership 

The Committee of the Regions has been monitoring the involvement of local and regional authorities in 

the preparation of National Reform Programmes, fi nding that this is still limited: in most cases, the Local and 

regional authorities are consulted, but are not seen as partners by their national governments in setting goals 

and targets for Europe 2020. Over the past three years, modest improvements took place in some Member 

States, while others stepped partially back. Overall, national governments do not involve local and regional 

authorities suffi  ciently in the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the National Reform 

Programmes.

To tap into the potential of a place-based approach, National Reform Programmes must be designed, 

implemented, monitored and evaluated in partnership by all levels of government (and other relevant 

stakeholders), similarly to what happens for cohesion policy, in particular, drawing on the experience of the 

Partnership Agreements for 2014-2020. This approach is indispensable to ensure credibility to Europe 2020 

country targets – and, as a consequence, to the EU headline targets; as an outcome of this process, higher-

level targets need to be revised as necessary. To encourage and steer this process, the European Commission 

need to monitor the implementation of its own guidelines requesting that participation of local and regional 

authorities in the preparation of the National Reform Programmes. It could be done by describing the 

involvement of the local and regional authorities in a specifi c ‘governance’ section of the National Reform 

Programmes and by inviting them to send their feedback. 
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Designing and implementing National Reform Programmes in partnership

Local and regional authorities should be involved as partners in the preparation and implementation 

of the National Reform Programmes through appropriate negotiated arrangements, e.g. 

territorial pacts; this involvement should build on the experience of cohesion policy and the Partnership 

Agreements for 2014-2020. It should be monitored by the Commission and entailed in a specifi c section 

of the National Reform Programmes devoted on the governance of the strategy. Regions should provide 

input to the National Reform Programmes on their progress and next policy steps towards their regional 

goals and targets through either “Regional Reform Programmes” or similar documents.

2.5. Making multi-level governance the standard approach 

for Europe 2020

The lack of comprehensive multi-level governance is a main factor preventing the Europe 2020 strategy from 

bringing value added. Multi-level governance ensures that diff erentiated territorial potentialities are taken into 

account in the governance of Europe 2020. Multi-level governance allows policy agendas and timelines of 

diff erent levels of government to be eff ectively coordinated and integrated, taking on board diff erent levels 

of knowledge, involvement and capabilities existing at regional and local level. Multi-level governance is then 

a pre-condition for Europe 2020 to deliver while strengthening territorial cohesion. The reference made to 
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a multi-level governance approach in the Common Provisions Regulation for the European Structural and 

Investment Funds 2014-2020 mark a positive development in this respect.

The Committee of the Regions’ monitoring activity has shown that multi-level governance tools have been 

seldom used in the implementation of Europe 2020 so far. Indeed, they need to become customary in all 

phases of the policy cycle, from design (target-setting, choice of policy tools) down to implementation, 

monitoring and evaluation (through appropriate negotiated committing each partner to contribute to the 

implementation and monitoring of jointly agreed objectives, such as Territorial Pacts). 

Making multi-level governance the standard approach for Europe 2020 

Member States should involve their Local and regional authorities in multi-level governance 

arrangements for the planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of Europe 2020. Within 

this context, multilateral thematic exchanges and peer reviews between Member States and their cities 

and regions should be established. The European Commission should assess on an annual basis with 

the Committee of the Regions whether the priorities of the Annual Growth Survey are appropriate for 

local and regional authorities. Country-Specifi c Recommendations should take into account the 

actual division of powers and competences in the diff erent Member States. The Commission’s 

Representations in the Member States, which are being used to inform stakeholders about Europe 2020, 

should strengthen this activity with respect to the local and regional authorities.

2.6. Aligning the European Semester with a genuine long-

term investment focus for Europe 2020

The European Semester includes growth policies (Europe 2020) and budgetary policies (Stability and Growth 

Pact) within a single framework for coordination, with the aim of generating synergies in the process. From 

2011 to 2014, the European Semesters focused on short-term issues, constrained by the economic and fi nancial 

crisis and the urgency of short-term fi scal consolidation. The Annual Growth Survey, which orients the National 

Reform Programmes, seldom addresses the European 2020 headline targets on poverty and social exclusion, 

R&D and energy and climate action. 

In the light of the Europe 2020 goals, the main programming documents of the European Semester (Annual 

Growth Survey, National Reform Programmes, Country-Specifi c Recommendations) need to adopt the broad 

and balanced scope of the strategy. To this end, they need to address all the Europe 2020 headline targets, 

as well as the key inter-related issues of: (a) providing adequate funding for long-term growth-conducive 

investments; (b) strengthening vertical and horizontal coordination between relevant policy instruments and 

related budgets; (c) promoting multi-level governance. 

The need to involve local and regional authorities in the planning and implementation of Europe 2020 has 

been backed also by the European Parliament; the EP also stressed the strong need to increase the democratic 

accountability of the European Semester.
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Aligning the European Semester with a genuine long-term investment focus for Europe 2020

The European Semester and its milestone documents (Annual Growth Survey, National Reform 

Programmes and Country-Specifi c Recommendations) should be more in line with Europe 2020 

long-term goals and related policy areas covered by the Flagship Initiatives, as well as related 

need for long-term investments.The National Reform Programmes should contain a roadmap 

to deliver on the Europe 2020 goals and targets. Fiscal consolidation and macro-economic 

conditionality should not hinder progress towards Europe 2020 goals in a context of increased territorial 

cohesion; Member States under severe budgetary constraints should not be left behind. The Commission 

should regularly report on achievements in implementing the revised Europe 2020 targets at 

national and regional level prior to the Annual Growth Survey; the European Parliament, the National 

Parliaments and the Committee of the Regions, also through its National Delegations, should be given 

formalized roles in this process.

2.7. Using Flagship Initiatives better for an enhanced policy 

coordination

The thematic multi-dimensional orientation of the ‘Flagship Initiatives’ has provided local and regional 

authorities with a framework of objectives, actions and funding within which to focus their implementation 

eff orts; this has helped to make the Europe 2020 strategy more concrete and facilitated participation. The local 

and regional authorities found it relevant and useful, as proved by both the several policies and actions they 

adopted referring to the Flagship Initiatives and the answers they provided to the surveys of the Committee 

of the Regions. 

However, the Europe 2020 Flagship Initiatives are currently not used as eff ective policy levers to enhance policy 

coordination at all levels along the European Semester and in the implementation phases. Instead, they need 

to become the structuring element of the Annual Growth Survey, the National Reform Programmes and the 

Country-Specifi c Recommendations, also when it comes to aligning short-term action and long-term goals. 

Action plans launched at the start of the Flagship Initiatives have largely been implemented and they have 

therefore lost their steering role within Europe 2020. For an overview of the progress made on each Flagship 

Imitative, please see info-graphics in Annex 6.3.

Using Flagship Initiatives better for an enhanced policy coordination

The Flagship Initiatives should become a lever to enhance policy coordination at all levels in 

view of the Europe 2020 targets. At EU level, the Flagship Initiatives should aim at increasing internal 

coordination between diff erent EU policies and the Commission should regularly report on that, also 

building on monitoring scoreboards. The Flagship Initiatives should have renewed action plans for 

the next fi ve years as part of a longer ten-year perspective, such as in a ‘decade for innovation’. Culture, 

creativity and innovativeness should be integrated in this perspective.



CoR mid-term assessment of Europe 2020

10

2.8. Mobilising funds for long-term investment, spending 

better and doing ‘more with less’

The overall cost of the investments needed to support the strategy’s long-term perspective is considerable: an 

available estimation, taking into account only some of the long-term objectives, puts it at almost 2 trillion euro. 

These investments require a long-term funding perspective and an adequate quality of spending. The new 

Multiannual Financial Framework of the EU for 2014-2020, focusing on Europe 2020 goals, strongly supports 

this perspective.

The interplay of the economic crisis and fi scal consolidation has strained public budgets. The EU budget plays 

a vital structuring role, fi rst of all through the cohesion policy instruments, which, under the Multiannual 

Financial Framework for 2014-2020, will focus on the Europe 2020 priorities. In quantitative terms, though, 

it can only give a limited contribution, equal to approximately one sixth of this amount on an annual basis. 

Sub-national budgets have been severely hit by the economic crisis, which reduced revenues and increased 

expenses for social protection, undercutting public investments. Besides a strengthened role of the European 

Investment Bank, other sources need to be found. As public money will not suffi  ce, innovative solutions would 

have to be found to mobilise private funds, such as revolving funds, public-private partnerships, pension fund 

investments, etc. There is also a need to address excess administrative burden at all levels, fi rst of all in the EU 

regulations for the European Structural and Investment Funds. To play their frontline role, the local and regional 

authorities will have to improve their capability to spend better, doing more with less, also in order to handle 

new fi nancial instruments.

Mobilising funding for long-term investment, ensuring better spending by doing ‘more with less’ 

Public expenditure should be made more eff ective by horizontal and vertical coordination of the 

public budgets; to this aim the European Commission should publish a Commission Green Paper 

on budget synergies between all levels of government. The quality of public spending at all levels 

should be further increased and Member States should adhere to the OECD Principles on Eff ective 

Public Investment Across Levels of Government. Innovative funding techniques and fi nancial 

instruments should also be explored, involving private sources. The European Investment Bank should 

strengthen its technical support to local and regional authorities.

2.9. Strengthening administrative capacity for more eff ective 

implementation of Europe 2020

The quality of public administration is crucial to the perspective of a territorially diff erentiated approach to the 

Europe 2020 strategy. Target-setting and multi-level governance rely on the skills, competence, experiences 

and knowledge of diff erent levels of government. 

Insuffi  cient administrative capacity is a crucial obstacle for many local and regional authorities to design, 

implement and fund their Europe 2020 policies. Smaller local and regional authorities and lagging regions are 

hit harder. The local and regional authorities must fulfi l their responsibilities, but deserve to be supported in 

their eff orts: in fact, the 2014 Annual Growth Survey priority of strengthening the local and regional authorities’ 

administrative capacities, also through exchanges of good practices and mutual learning, should be devoted more 

intense eff orts.
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Strengthening administrative capacity for more eff ective implementation of Europe 2020

The Annual Growth Survey’s priority of strengthening administrative capacity, as well as effi  ciency 

and innovativeness, must be consistently addressed in the National Reform Programmes and Country-

Specifi c Recommendations. Benchmarking, exchange of experiences and peer learning between regions 

and cities should be strongly supported by the EU and the Member States, among others, by mobilising 

EU instruments like the European Territorial Co-operation programmes and the European Grouping of 

Territorial Co-operation. Dedicated actions should encourage public-sector innovation, by also making 

EU policy implementation more fl exible, e.g., establishing a ‘Right to challenge’ mechanism. A Public 

Sector Innovation Platform, aiming at supporting and coordinating public sector innovation, should be 

established.
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3. Introduction 

3.1. The CoR and the mid-term review of Europe 2020

In June 2010, the European Council adopted the Europe 2020 Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive 

growth for the period 2010-20201. 

The Committee of the Regions welcomed the new strategy’s balanced approach to growth, which gives due 

priority to inclusion and sustainability issues, its approach of acknowledging diff erences between countries 

by setting country targets besides the EU ones, and its better mix between EU and national responsibilities. 

These aspects are all the more important in the light of the Lisbon Treaty, which has strengthened territorial 

cohesion as a key objective of the European Union. These new features refl ected some lessons learnt from the 

experience of the Lisbon Strategy (2000-2010).

The CoR also warned that giving the strategy a territorial dimension and involving the EU local and regional 

authorities in its implementation by means of multi-level governance tools were necessary pre-conditions of 

success for Europe 20202.

In the 2011 Annual Growth Survey, the Commission proposed to undertake a mid-term review in 2014, to 

check whether the strategy was set to deliver up to its promises and to take additional measures if needed. 

The intention to review the Strategy was reiterated by the Spring European Council in 20133, which launched 

a series of thematic policy reviews on Europe 2020 aimed at drawing overall conclusions at its 2014 session. 

The Commission is currently preparing a preliminary review of Europe 2020, in form of a communication to 

the European Spring Council, in view of a thorough mid-term review of the strategy expected in 2015 after the 

new College of Commissioners has taken duty.

In September 2012, the Bureau of the Committee of the Regions set4 a strategy and a roadmap to contribute 

to the mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of the EU local and regional authorities, with 

the aim of presenting a Political Declaration at the Athens summit of regions and cities in March 2014.

As a factual support to the Political Declaration, the present Report summarizes the outcome of the intense 

monitoring and assessment work carried out by the Committee of the Regions, through its Europe 2020 

Monitoring Platform, between December 2012 and December 2013. 

3.2. The monitoring and assessment activities of the CoR

The monitoring and assessment work carried out by the Committee of the Regions included: seven conferences, 

and related surveys, on the Flagship Initiatives; a broad consultation involving more than 1,000 respondents 

from local and regional authorities; four dedicated workshops and seminars analysing the architecture of 

Europe 2020 and substantial desk review and interviews with relevant stakeholders.

1 European Council Conclusions 17 June 2010, http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/council_conclusion_17_june_en.pdf

 COM(2010) 2020 fi nal, EUROPE 2020 A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/

LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:2020:FIN:EN:PDF

2 TERRITORIAL PACTS AND MONITORING EUROPE 2020 ON THE GROUND, CoR Bureau document adopted on 4 October 2010

3 “Recognising both that this is the fi rst year of a new approach and the particular challenges for many Member States of raising their level of 

ambition at a time of fi scal consolidation, the Commission proposes to make a mid-term review in 2014. This will enable the EU to analyse the 

reasons whether the desired level of progress can be achieved and to take additional measures if needed”, ANNUAL GROWTH SURVEY 2011, 

ANNEX 1 - PROGRESS REPORT ON EUROPE 2020, http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/1_en_annexe_part1.pdf

4 Bureau Decision R/CdR 1513/2012 item 8a), 7 September 2012: Implementing Europe 2020 in partnership, Revised strategy for the Europe 

2020 Monitoring Platform and the CoR Communication Plan
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The seven conferences on the Flagship Initiatives were organised under the headline “Regions and cities 

supporting Europe 2020 - Europe’s growth strategy”. Combined with CoR plenary sessions or external Bureau 

meetings, the following events formed part of the series5:

1. Youth on the move, 13 December 2012, Brussels;

2. An agenda for new skills and jobs: 28 February/1 March 2013, Dublin;

3. Industrial policy for the globalisation era: 10 April 2013, Brussels;

4. European platform against poverty and social exclusion: 29 May 2013, Brussels;

5. Digital agenda for Europe: 2 July 2013, Brussels;

6. Resource effi  cient Europe: 2/3 September 2013, Vilnius;

7. Innovation Union: 27 November 2013, Brussels.

A total of 134 high-level and expert speakers spoke at the seven Europe 2020 conferences6, including President 

Valcárcel and fi rst Vice-President Bresso, who made the concluding remarks at all seven events. The conferences 

targeted representatives of regional and local authorities, EU institutions, private and fi nancial institutions, 

social partners and civil society representatives and academics. A total of 1 441 participants7 were counted, 

while the turn out per event ranged between 115 (on resource-effi  cient Europe in Vilnius) and 243 (on the 

Innovation Union). 

After each conference, participants and speakers were invited to contribute to an online evaluation in order 

to provide feedback and suggest improvements. Based on an average response rate of about 10%, responses 

confi rm that the conferences led to increased understanding and knowledge among regional stakeholders, 

facilitated networking, and provided a platform for comparing notes on local and regional projects. 

Each of the events was accompanied by an exhibition, which together presented a total of more than 100 

cases of best practice from regions and cities in all 28 Member States, identifi ed through desk research, input 

from CoR members, EU institutions, and European associations. 

The conference series successfully collected evidence of the importance of regions and cities in delivering 

Europe 2020, the fl agship initiatives and necessary policy changes and investment, highlighting that multi-

level governance is a necessary element in EU policy design and implementation.

As stated by several speakers and confi rmed during bilateral contacts at working level, the conferences 

successfully infl uenced the debate about the revision of the Europe 2020 strategy and served to inform other 

EU institutions about the role of regions and cities in fi nancing infrastructure and services needed for the 

fl agships’ implementation. 

5 All the conference materials (programmes, background information, proceedings, exhibition catalogues, speeches and presentations) can 

be found on the CoR website, on the pages dedicated to each Flagship Initiative: http://cor.europa.eu/en/policies/growth-and-jobs/Pages/

europe-2020.aspx

6 Among them, there were: CoR members; Members of the European Parliament; national ministers; Commissioners and regional ministers. 

The profi le of the remaining speakers was: offi  cials from local, regional and national administrations and the European Commission; 

offi  cials from EU agencies such as Eurofound and the JRC; experts from EU programmes such as Interreg IVC and Urbact; representatives of 

European associations such as Eurocities, the CEMR etc.; representatives from European social partner organisations such as UEAPME and 

ETUC; representatives from international organisations such as the OECD and the ILO; academic experts presenting recent and on-going 

research, also within the framework of the ESPON programme.

7 More than 50% of the participants came from the Brussels representations of national, regional and local authorities, followed by 

CoR members (about 15%, due to the fact that the conferences in Dublin and Vilnius were linked to external Bureau meetings and an 

external meeting of the CoR’s ENVE Commission). The rest of the participants were more or less equally split between EU offi  cials and 

representatives of associations and academic institutions.
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The conferences were preceded by a survey on each of the seven Flagship Initiatives, according to the 

following timeline8:

1. Youth on the move, run from 7 September to 5 November 2012;

2. An agenda for new skills and jobs: run from 26 November 2012 to 21 January 2013;

3. Industrial policy for the globalisation era: run from 9 January to 1 March 2013;

4. European platform against poverty and social exclusion: run from 15 February to 22 April 2013;

5. Digital agenda for Europe: run from 25 March to 27 May 2013;

6. Resource effi  cient Europe: run from 30 April to 11 July 2013;

7. Innovation Union: 18 July to 27 September 2013.

For all the seven surveys 280 replies were received in total, of which 39% from or on behalf of regional 

authorities, 34% by cities, towns or municipalities, 16% from counties or provinces, 5% from associations of 

LRAs, 2% from organisations and networks, 5% from other types of respondents. Except the last two surveys 

(Resource effi  cient Europe, Innovation Union) which comprehended both closed and open questions, the 

questionnaires were generally based on open questions aimed at drawing a qualitative picture of the Flagship 

Initiatives in terms of: i) policy challenges and responses at regional and local level; ii) relevance of the Flagship 

Initiative to cities and regions; iii) relevance of country’s policies to cities and regions, and iv) policy and funding 

issues.

A broad consultation on “The mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities 

and regions”9 was run from 2 September to 11 November 2013. The questionnaire was based on desk 

research and experiences and results obtained from the previous CoR surveys. It included 11 closed questions 

with pre-defi ned answers, as well as one open question, aimed to test the main CoR’s assumptions on the 

review of Europe 2020 elaborated so far; in particular it covered how the Europe 2020 strategy’s approach 

to indicator selection and target setting, implementation, governance and funding is being perceived at the 

regional and local level and what could be done to improve it in the course of the mid-term review. The 

consultation received 1,059 valid replies from all EU countries10, of which the highest number came from 

Italy (167), followed by Spain (94), Portugal (57), Romania (52) and Greece (51). EU-28 countries with fewest 

responses were Bulgaria (4), Croatia (4) and Malta (4). The responses came from diff erent institutions and 

organizations based in 194 NUTS2 regions; additional replies were received from other territorial stakeholders: 

97 from stakeholders higher than NUTS 2 regional level, 101 from universities and 54 from other individuals or 

companies. 

Four dedicated workshops and seminars were organised and held in the CoR’s premises during the 

course of 2013, aiming at analysing the architecture of the Europe 2020 strategy in terms of implementation, 

governance, funding, as well as rethinking its future. The timeline was the following:

• workshop on “Reviewing the Implementation of Europe 2020”, 3 July 2013;

• workshop on “Reviewing the Governance of Europe 2020”, 18 September 2013;

• Open Days workshop on “Europe 2020 implemented in your region/city: debate with think-tanks”, 

8 October 201311;

• Seminar on the “Future of Europe 2020”, 3 December 201312.

8 Detailed information on each survey can be found on the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform portal, http://portal.cor.europa.eu/

europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx

9 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/Questionnaire---Towards-a-mid-term-assessment-of-Europe-2020-from-the-

standpoint-of-EU-cities-and-regions.aspx

10 All EU-28 countries but Luxembourg were represented

11 The programme, background information and the summary of the discussion are available online at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/

europe2020/news/Pages/Europe-2020OD2013.aspx

12 The programme, background information and the summary of the discussion are available online at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/

europe2020/news/Pages/3-December-2013.aspx
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The fi rst two workshops were conceived as mainly internal, involving the Political Coordinator and the Steering 

Committee of the CoR Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform, as well as offi  cials from the CoR, the European 

Commission and the European Parliament and some external experts, while the Open Days workshop and 

the last seminar were open to public. A total of 31 high-level and expert speakers13 spoke at the workshops 

and seminars, including representatives of the European Commission, the Parliament, the Council and the 

forthcoming presidency, representatives of regional authorities and their European associations, as well as 

think tanks and academia. 

The monitoring activities were complemented by a comprehensive desk review and interviews with 

relevant stakeholders carried out by external consultants between October and December 201314. The 

purpose of the interviews was to draw a comprehensive picture on various aspects related to Europe 2020 

and to discuss inputs collected through the surveys. During the interviews, 11 stakeholders from think tanks, 

academia, associations of LRAs and the European Commission provided their feedback. 

13 More information on these workshops and the speakers can be found at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Pages/welcome.aspx  

14 For detailed outcomes, see the draft fi nal report of the study ‘A mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities and 

regions’, by Ecologic Institute, Berlin, Germany, Institute for Managing Sustainability, Vienna University of Economics and Business, Austria, 

ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability, European Secretariat, Freiburg, Germany  January 2014.
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4. Four years later/Europe 2020 and the 

local and regional authorities
Based on the monitoring and assessment work carried out by the Committee of the Regions, through its Europe 

2020 Monitoring Platform, this chapter gives an overview of achievements and weaknesses of Europe 2020 so 

far from a local and regional perspective. It highlights the role of the Flagship Initiatives as source of inspiration 

for the implementation of the strategy (Section 4.1), the many achievements on the ground (Section 4.2). 

But it shows that, in spite of that, little progress was made so far toward the targets set (Section 4.3), while the 

economic crisis led to widening gaps between regions in the main economic indicators (Section 4.4). 

4.1. Europe 2020 and its Flagship Initiatives: the key role of 

local and regional authorities 

KEY MESSAGE 1 - Under diff erent constitutional layouts, and with varying degrees of competences 

and resources, LRAs in the EU play a key role in most policy areas encompassing the Europe 2020 

strategy, be it research and development, innovation, education and sustainable environment policies 

or others. After almost four years, a CoR consultation found that Europe 2020 helped them to improve 

their priority setting and to make measurable progress. The Flagship Initiatives encouraged many 

respondents to adopt policy programs in line with their goals.

Across the EU, local and regional authorities are in the frontline, if not in the driving seat, in most policy fi elds 

relevant to the Europe 2020 goals and targets, thanks to their constitutional powers15 and/or the (exclusive or 

shared) competences they were attributed by the law. 

In 2012, two-thirds of public investment in OECD countries was carried out by sub-national governments16. 

The latter are involved, directly and/or indirectly, in managing or spending more than 75% of the EU budget.  

Figure 1, based on Eurostat data from 2011, shows that sub-national governments generally spend the biggest 

portion of their resources on education (21%), followed by social protection (20%), general public services, 

including R&D, (16%), health (13%) and economic aff airs (12%)17. Looking at public direct investments, most 

relevant to the achievement of the Europe 2020 objectives, in 2011 the EU budget contributed 15 per cent 

(€53.9 billion), local and regional governments contributed 51 per cent (€178.9 billion), state governments18 8 

per cent (€26 billion) and central governments 26 per cent (€91.1 billion)19. These and other expenditures (e.g. 

recreation, culture, housing and environment protection) amounted in 2012 to approximately €2.1 trillion (€ 

2,100 billions), which was one third of total public expenditure20 of EU 27.

15 CoR, “Division of Powers between the European Union, the Member States and Regional and Local Authorities”, 2012 http://cor.europa.eu/

en/documentation/studies/Documents/division_of_powers/division_of_powers.pdfpdf

16 OECD, “Investing Together – working eff ectively across levels of government”, 2013

17 The Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) & Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), Financing Europe 2020: a consolidated 

view, Report for the Committee of the Regions, January 2014, based on Eurostat (2013) General government expenditure by function.  

Extracted on 19 November 2013

18 This reports follows the nomenclature as used by Eurostat where “state government” is defi ned as the separate institutional units 

that exercise some government functions below those units at central government level and above those units at local government 

level, excluding the administration of social security funds (Source: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/

Glossary:State_government), 

19 The Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) & Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), Financing Europe 2020: a consolidated 

view, Report for the Committee of the Regions, January 2014. The share of the LRA’s spending in total public expenditure signifi cantly 

varies across the diff erent Member States. For example, in Denmark around 64% of total expenditure is carried out on the subnational level 

and by contrast, in Malta it was only around 2%.

20 OECD, Subnational Governments in OECD Countries: Key Data, 2013 Edition
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Figure 1: Breakdown of subnational expenditure in EU-27 by government function in 2011

(Source: CoR, elaborated by the Centre for European Policy Studies, Financing Europe 2020: a consolidated view; based on Eurostat: General 

government expenditure by function, extracted on 19 November 2013.)

Since the launch of the Europe 2020 strategy in 2010, the CoR monitoring surveys carried out in 2013 have 

shown that EU local and regional authorities have largely found it relevant to their objectives21. A CoR Opinion 

issued in 2011 refl ects this interest of the local and regional authorities for the new strategy by stressing that 

“…In this context, local and regional authorities have the potential and political commitment to address 

economic, social and environmental issues from a territorial perspective”22.

After almost four years, a majority of the LRAs participating in the latest CoR consultation acknowledged that 

“The Europe 2020 strategy’s objectives have led local/regional authorities to improve their priority setting 

with regard to sustainable and inclusive growth-oriented policies, and thus helped them to make measurable 

progress”23. 

Moreover, most respondents to a series of surveys24 stated that the objectives of the seven Flagship Initiatives 

are relevant to them, and that this has encouraged them to set more ambitious goals. This assessment was 

confi rmed and illustrated by the outcome of seven conferences organized by the CoR between December 

2012 and November 2013. In fact, several regional and local policies and actions have been adopted with 

explicit reference to the Flagship Initiatives, as evidence from both surveys and conferences shows. For instance, 

policies related to “Resource effi  cient Europe - especially in the fi eld of low-carbon, resource-effi  cient energy 

systems – have been adopted at local level by 53% of the participants to the survey, 44% have implemented 

both sustainable consumption and production and low-carbon, resource-effi  cient transport related actions, 

another 35% have implemented effi  cient use of raw materials (minerals, forests and biomass) policies on a 

regional basis, while 29% have adopted policies in the fi eld of zero waste economy and biodiversity, ecosystem 

services and land use. In the survey on the “Digital Agenda for Europe”, 58% of the respondents answered 

that they incorporated a digital agenda in their local or regional policies and initiatives, while 75% of the 

participants in the “Innovation Union” survey stated that their region had implemented a smart specialisation 

strategy. Almost two-thirds of the contributions to “An industrial policy for the globalisation era” reported that 

21 CoR online consultation of EU cities and regions on “Towards a mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities and 

regions”

http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/CoR%20Europe%202020_Consultation%20Results_December%20

2013.pdfpdf

22 CdR 72/2011, CoR Opinion The role of local and regional authorities in achieving the objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy”

23 Slightly more than half (57%) of all respondents fully or substantially agreed with the statement, while 41% of respondents agreed only to 

a limited extent or not at all

24 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx
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the main challenges are addressed by taking action through regional or local policies which provide direct 

support to fi rms, networks and clusters and try to fi nd ways of encouraging stronger relationships between 

them and universities, as well as public and private research institutions.

“Regions play a key role in the delivery of the Europe 2020 strategy: that is where initiative is taken, where 

the European funds are managed and where the citizens’ support is enhanced. Respecting the principles of 

subsidiarity, the European Commission’s role should be limited to support and coordination.”

Antonio Tajani, EU Commissioner for Industry and Entrepreneurship25

4.2. En route to Europe 2020: a dynamic and diff erentiated 

picture at regional level

KEY MESSAGE 2 - A number of LRA are actively designing and implementing own Europe 2020 

local/regional holistic development strategies. For them, the strategy has created a framework for 

stimulation, inspiration, participation and exchange. In some cases, they have adopted governance 

systems based on participation of stakeholders, also in target-setting, as well as forms of vertical 

coordination between levels of government. Other regions and cities are less involved, more distant 

from Europe 2020, which they perceive as abstract, setting unrealistic targets. This might be due to 

diff erent reasons, such as a lack of vertical coordination between levels of government, policy cycles 

and budgets; a lack of resources and/or administrative capabilities, the diffi  culty to cope with related 

administrative burden.

The participation of regions in the Europe 2020 strategy varies across Europe, showing examples of advanced 

local and regional authorities actively designing and implementing their own strategies in line with Europe 

2020. Due to institutional set-ups and division of powers, some of them have a consolidated tradition of 

working in partnership with other tiers of government, as well as administrative capacities. 

Specifi c examples better illustrate the development of comprehensive strategies at regional and local level 

with multilevel governance systems in policy design and target setting.

Flanders in Action (ViA)26 is a regional strategy with many similarities with Europe 2020 in terms of timing, 

contents and process. The ownership of Flanders with regard to Europe 2020 is expressed annually in the 

drawing up of a Flemish Reform Programme, through bilateral meetings jointly with the European Commission 

and the Belgian Federal government, and its contribution to the Country Specifi c Recommendations. That 

makes “Flanders in Action” an example of a multilevel governance approach, both horizontal and vertical.

The strategy includes twenty ambitious objectives with a clear delineation of the target fi gures within fi ve 

principal domains: 1) greater prosperity and welfare; 2) a competitive and sustainable economy; 3) more 

workers gainfully employed, in more suitable jobs, and for longer average career terms; 4) a high quality 

standard of living; 5) an effi  cient and eff ective administration.

The key objectives have been identifi ed in the Pact 2020 signed by the Government of Flanders and all the 

major social partners. Approximately one hundred organisations from the Flanders’ Social and Economic 

Council (SERV) (trade unions and employers), the United Associations (social organisations, environmental 

movements, immigrant organisations, and others) and the local administrations have co-signed the Pact.

In brief, the key factors of success of the Flanders’ own regional strategy are: 1) ownership; 2) a regional reform 

programme; 3) realistic regional targets; 4) reporting and monitoring; 5) communication of process and results.

25 Speech at the CoR Conference “An industrial policy for the globalisation era: The role of regions and cities”, 10 April 2013, Brussels

26 http://www.vlaandereninactie.be/sites/default/fi les/brochure_fl anders_in_action.pdf
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ECAT 202027, Catalonia’s 2020 Strategy, aims to ensure that full advantage is taken of synergies between 

diff erent ministries of the Catalan Government, ensuring a transversal approach to target setting, in line with 

Europe 2020, and monitoring implementation. ECAT 2020 is fl exible and adaptable, balancing a long-term 

strategic vision with a commitment to realistic, achievable short-term targets and establishing mechanisms for 

ongoing review, according to the results of annual evaluation and changing circumstances. This both implies 

and requires constant dialogue between the whole Administration and all economic and social stakeholders.

In particular participation and dialogue take place through commissions formed by diff erent stakeholders: 

i) an institutional commission, formed by representatives from the organisations that endorse the strategy; 

ii) monitoring commissions, formed by representatives from the ministries involved and by economic and 

social stakeholders; iii) a parliamentary monitoring commission, formed by the members of the ordinary 

monitoring commission and the deputies appointed to it by the Parliament of Catalonia. The Ministry of 

Economy and Knowledge, which acts as the technical secretariat for ECAT 2020, is also supported by other 

units with transversal functions. The measures established under ECAT 2020 are assessed and monitored by 

inter-ministerial working groups formed by those responsible for measures with the ministries themselves, 

personnel from the technical secretariat and, if appropriate, outside experts.

In the North Sea Region 202028, governance mechanisms are meant to satisfy the concerns for cross-sectoral 

coordination and multilevel governance, also allowing for bottom-up involvement. Transnational cooperation 

is currently addressed in the region by cooperation bodies such as the North Sea Commission addressing a 

broad range of issues. Other relevant bodies include Local Authorities International Environmental Organisation 

(Kommunernes Internasjonale Miljøorganisasjon, KIMO), the North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NSRAC) and 

the OSPAR Commission. The North Sea Motorways of the Sea Task Force - including all EU member states, 

Norway and stakeholders related to ports and shipping - addresses specifi c issues. In addition the “North Sea 

Maritime Stakeholder Forum” has been established to promote discourse, consultations with and engagement 

of relevant stakeholders at all levels in the North Sea. To monitor implementation of the action plan, a number 

of overall targets – coming from Europe 2020 Strategy, EU Directive on renewable energy, energy and climate 

targets, national climate plans, and national renewable energy action plans, CFP, MFSD, Natura 2000, ICZM, 

Habitat and birds directive, transport, tourism policies - are going to be developed in consultation with 

stakeholders and in connection with the development of a detailed action plan.

EGTC ZASNET29 has been the fi rst EGTC to develop a strategy for 2014-2020, called ZASNET 2020, aligning it 

with the Europe 2020 Strategy. Such strategic plan features targeted projects involving cooperation between 

actors from Portugal and Spain and having a predominantly intangible nature. The plan also provides for the 

completion or implementation of infrastructure projects, considered relevant for cross-border cooperation

In the realization of the various projects, ZASNET assumes diff erent roles such as promoter, facilitator, executor, 

and contributor.

In line with the three pillars of Europe 2020 (smart growth, sustainable growth, inclusive growth), ZASNET 2020 

has three strategic orientation lines (promote a competitive and innovative cross-border economic base; value 

trans-boundary resources to support sustainable development; encourage social cohesion through cross-

border mobility and active inclusion) plus an additional one focused on cross-border territorial cohesion (value 

the territory as a tool for development and cross-border cohesion).

Aberdeen City Council has developed its own strategy for growth, Smart Aberdeen 202030, based on 

27 http://www20.gencat.cat/docs/economia/70_Economia_Catalana/arxius/ecat2020/ECAT2020_en.pdf

28 http://www.northseacommission.info/index.php/strategy-and-development/north-sea-region-2020

29 ZASNET was constituted as a European Group of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC), in January 2010, in Bragança, Portugal. It includes Assoc. de 

Municípios da Terra Quente, Assoc. Municípios da Terra Fria, Assoc. de Municípios do Douro Superior, Diputación de Zamora, Ayuntamiento 

de Zamora, Diputación de Salamanca. http://www.zasnet-aect.eu/

30 The Programme is composed of six headings which fi t within Europe 2020 objectives: Smarter Governance (Participation); Smarter 

Living (Quality of Life); Smarter People; Social and Human Capital); Smarter Environment (Natural Resources); Smarter Economy 

(Competitiveness); Smarter Mobility (Transport and ICT).

 http://www.aberdeeninvestlivevisit.co.uk/Invest/Aberdeens-Economy/Policy-and-Funding/Policy/policy.aspx
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collaborative approaches that bring together the expertise of the public and private sectors at city region and 

national levels to develop new ways of accessing fi nance to deliver large scale investment programmes. 

The key factor in Smart Aberdeen 2020 is the implementation of the partnership principle both vertically 

(national, regional, local) and horizontally (public, private), with all players working together to achieved the 

objectives of growth. At a regional level Aberdeen City Council takes its strategic economic direction from 

Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Forum (ACSEF), a regional public-private partnership wholly committed to 

securing economic stability in the short-term and delivering growth in the medium to long term. It does this 

by infl uencing, facilitating and delivering projects and initiatives that ensure the right infrastructure is in place 

to anchor existing businesses and attract new investment and investors.

“Perhaps the essential value added of the Europe 2020 strategy for the local and regional authorities is in its 

“soft power”, providing them with a European framework to undertake their own development strategies” 

Michel Delebarre, Mayor of Dunkirk, France, Senator, Political Coordinator of the CoR Europe 2020 Monitoring 

Platform31

Nevertheless, not all the regions have the capacity to develop their own strategy refl ecting all Europe 2020 

goals comprehensively. Some regions may have already reached the objectives in certain fi elds and need 

to concentrate only on others. Other regions may have chosen to focus only on selected thematic issues 

to exploit their local vocation and maximise the potential of their starting points, taking advantages of the 

Flagship Initiative thematic orientations as shown in section 5.5 of this report. Examples of such thematic focus 

can also be found in Annex 6.1.

Yet other regions and cities are less involved, more distant from Europe 2020, which they perceive as abstract, 

setting for them more unrelated and sometimes unrealistic targets. During the CoR monitoring exercise on 

the Flagship Initiatives32, the strategy was criticized for being too theoretical and broad in scope, failing to take 

into account the diversity of subnational situations. This is particularly true for the outermost regions and some 

rural areas (Youth on the Move, Agenda for New Skills and Jobs) that are hit hard by the economic crisis or that 

face local circumstances that make it impossible to meet the national targets (e.g. an ageing population, lack 

of higher education institutions, a large infl ux of immigrants, or shifts in the types and availability of jobs and 

of labour). In the survey on the Flagship Initiative Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion, for instance, 

15% of the respondents were either only partially satisfi ed with their national targets or feel that these targets 

are not realistic in view of their local/regional situations. Failure in involvement of those regions could be due 

to: lack of resources and/or administrative capabilities; administrative burden; lack of vertical coordination 

between levels of government. On the latter evidence has been collected, especially in terms of participation 

to the National Reform Programmes. An example is the survey on the Digital Agenda for Europe, where the 

23% of the respondents state that their National Reform Programme is not adequately addressing local/

regional needs and only half of them report having had the opportunity to contribute to the drafting of their 

NRPs, mostly in the limited form of submitting consultative opinions or participating in working groups. Due 

to the methodology adopted, aimed at examining the main trends on the ground across EU countries but not 

at statistically represent all European regions, further research will be needed on this issue.

“There should be better coordination of EU and Member State actions to allow for regional diff erences within 

the Member States to be better refl ected, whilst also off ering a broader spectrum of solutions.”

Linda Gillham, Member of Runnymede Borough Council, United Kingdom, Member of the Europe 2020 

Steering Committee 33

31 Interview to the CoR Newsletter, 24 January 2014, http://cor.europa.eu/fr/news/regional/Pages/delebarre-strategie-europe-2020.aspx

32 See the results of the  surveys on Youth on the Move and Agenda for New Skills and Jobs on the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform portal, 

http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx

33 Speech at the CoR conference “ European platform against poverty and social exclusion”, 29 May 2013, Brussels
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4.3. Little progress towards targets, increasing regional 

divergence, weak available data

KEY MESSAGE 3 - Almost four years after the launch of the Europe 2020 strategy, there is little progress 

towards the targets set at the country and EU levels, while gaps between regions seem to have widened. 

Monitoring the Europe 2020 headline indicators at the regional level is made particularly diffi  cult by a 

lack of complete and timely availability of data at the regional level.

The lack of availability of EU-wide, regional level data to measure progress towards Europe 2020 targets is a 

concern. Recent data availability at regional-NUTS2 level is rather limited, covering up to 2012 only fi gures on 

employment and education targets. For R&D the most recent regional data is from 2010, while for the poverty 

and social exclusion target, 2012 data is available for only 34% of European regions. Concerning the 20-20-20 

targets on energy and climate change, no regional data is available. The following section therefore uses a mix 

of national and where available regional data to take stock of the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy 

four years after its launch.

At EU level, the economic crisis has reversed the positive trend on the employment rate target indicator, 

which decreased from 70.3% in 2008 to 68.5% in 2010, at which level it stabilised until 201234. The crisis hit 

particularly hard the most vulnerable groups which still have particularly low employment rates: young 

people, non-EU nationals, low-skilled workers, as well as women aged 55 to 64 years and older workers. 

At national level, employment targets were in 2010 set in the range from 62.9% (Malta) to 80% (Denmark, 

the Netherlands, Sweden). In 2012, actual rates among EU Member States ranged from 55% to almost 80%. 

Northern and Central Europe had the highest rates, in particular Sweden, the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark 

and Austria. All of these countries exceeded the 75% EU target. Changes in employment rates across diff erent 

Member States are also refl ected in the maps of cross-country regional distribution of employment (Figure 

2). Countries with the highest employment rates, namely Sweden, the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark and 

Austria, show uniformly high employment rates across regions. On the other hand, Southern and Eastern 

European countries with generally low employment rates tend to have more regions with average, low and 

very low employment intensity. This is particularly the case for the southern parts of Spain, Italy, Greece and 

Croatia, with employment rates below 60%.

Regarding the target of gross domestic expenditure on R&D, there has been a stable trend of spending 

slightly over 1.8% of the EU’s gross domestic product between 2000 and 2007. At the onset of the economic 

crisis, R&D intensity increased to slightly more than 2% in 2009 and has remained at that level since then. 

Overall, in the most recent available years, R&D expenditure varied from 0.5% to 3.8% across the EU.

At national level the picture is rather heterogeneous; Northern European countries such as Finland and Sweden 

generally shared a pattern of high expenditure; however, except for Denmark, none have yet achieved their 

national targets. Countries with lower R&D expenditure levels were mostly in Eastern and Southern Europe, for 

instance Romania, Cyprus and Bulgaria. Although many countries have targets below the Europe 2020 R&D 

one, most regions are far from achieving the national target. In several countries with R&D expenditures close 

to the national target, regional disparities are considerable (e.g. Denmark, Finland and Germany).

At regional level 30 regions had R&D intensity above 3% in 2010 (Figure 3); among these 30 regions, 10 were 

in Germany, 5 in the United Kingdom, 4 in Sweden, 3 in Denmark and 2 each in Belgium, France, Austria 

and Finland. Together these 30 regions accounted for 38.4% of all R&D expenditure in the EU-27 in 2010. In 

addition, nine of the 30 regions exceeding 3% were located in the Nordic Member States. The three Danish and 

four Swedish regions with R&D intensity above 3% collectively contributed 6.5% to total R&D expenditure in 

the EU-27 in 2009 while the two Finnish regions contributed a combined 1.2% in 2010. Most regions lagging 

behind are located in Eastern Europe and in Southern parts of Italy, Portugal and Spain. But there are regions in 

34 Eurostat, “Smarter, greener, more inclusive? Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy”, 2013 edition
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other parts of Europe with low levels of R&D expenditure such as Galicia and the Scottish Highlands. Regions 

with R&D expenditure lower than 0.2% of GDP are located in Bulgaria, Poland and Romania, and neighbouring 

EU countries such as Turkey.

Those EU Member States with relatively low levels of national R&D intensity tended to display a narrow range 

of values for R&D intensity across their regions. This was particularly true for Romania, Bulgaria, Greece, Slovakia 

and Ireland. In half of the 20 EU Member States for which data are available (Bulgaria, Denmark, Spain, Hungary, 

Austria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia), the capital city region recorded the highest level of 

R&D intensity.

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 07/2013

Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO(% of population aged 20–64)
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Figure 2: Employment rate, by NUTS 2 regions, 2012 (% of population aged 20 to 64) (Source: Eurostat, “Smarter, greener, more 

inclusive? - Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy”, 2013 edition)
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Urban areas appear are strong in R&D, although the largest metropolitan areas and capital cities are not 

necessarily the strongest. Example of regions with high R&D expenditure shares, beyond fi rst tier metropolitan 

cities are e.g. Midi-Pyrénées (France), Oulu (Finland) and Styria (Austria). 

“We need to take account of the diverse territorial realities and fully involve the local and regional authorities, as 

education and employment indicators vary signifi cantly between regions and cities across the EU.”

Ramón Luis Valcárcel Siso, President of the CoR35

35 Speech at the CoR conference “An agenda for new skills and jobs: Regions and cities contributing to training and active labour market 

policies”, 28 February - 1 March 2013, Dublin
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Figure 3: Gross domestic expenditure on R&D, by NUTS 2 regions, 2010 (% of GDP) (Source: Eurostat, “Smarter, greener, more 

inclusive? - Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy”, 2013 edition)
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In the fi eld of climate change and energy, the only available data are at national level. The implementation of 

the 20-20-20 targets shows that by 2011 the emissions of greenhouses gases were cut by 17% compared to 

1990 levels, with the largest reductions achieved in the manufacturing and energy industries sectors. On the 

other hand emissions from domestic transport as well as aviation and maritime transport increased; in 2011 

transport emissions were 19% above 1990 levels. The strongest drop occurred between 2007 and 2011, when 

emissions fell by almost 10% due to the economic crisis and the slow economic recovery which dramatically 

reduced industrial activity, transport volumes and energy demand. In addition, the mild winter of 2010/11 

further pushed down energy demand and emissions.

At national level data for 2011 on Member States’ emissions in sectors not covered by the EU ETS show 15 

countries emitted less than their individual target for 2020. Five of these countries have increased emissions 

between 2005 and 2011, but the increase was below their national targets for 2020. This was also the case for 

Croatia. The remaining 12 Member States have not yet reached their individual targets, but all of them have 

reduced emissions between 2005 and 2011. Luxemburg and Denmark are furthest away from reaching their 

target, followed by Finland and the Netherlands.

At EU level the share of renewable energy in gross fi nal energy consumption has increased from 8.5% in 2005 

to 13% in 2011, with biomass contributing more than two-thirds of all gross inland energy consumption of 

renewable energy and the share of wind and solar energy increasing the fastest, thanks to support schemes 

and dramatic cost reductions.

The share of renewable energy in gross fi nal energy consumption in 2011 ranged from 46.8% in Sweden to 

0.4% in Malta. The diff erences stem from variations in natural resources, mostly in the potential for building 

hydropower plants and the availability of biomass. All Member States have increased their renewable energy 

share between 2005 and 2011. Eight countries have doubled their share, albeit all of them from a small base. 

Estonia has already met its 2020 target. In 2011 Bulgaria, Sweden and Romania were closest to reaching their 

national targets, followed by Lithuania, Austria and the Czech Republic. The United Kingdom and France were 

farthest away.

Benchmarked against the Europe 2020 headline target of improving energy effi  ciency by 20% by 2020, the 

EU has already achieved 70% of the envisaged savings of 368 Mtoe nine years before the target year, but this 

achievement is only partly due to effi  ciency improvements, as the observed reduction is mostly due to the low 

economic performance in the EU.

At country level, 20 Member States have reduced primary energy consumption between 2005 and 2011 by 

values ranging from 1% to 27%, whereas in the remaining seven, primary energy consumption has gone up 

by 1% to 18% since 2005.

Despite recent reductions in energy consumption, substantial cost-effi  cient potentials for improvements in 

energy effi  ciency remain to be tapped, especially in the refurbishment of buildings which are responsible 

for about 40% of fi nal energy consumption. Other areas include transport, green procurement in the public 

sector, and savings along the energy supply chain from extraction to distribution.

For education, the share of early leavers from education and training has fallen continuously at EU level, 

for both men and women, from 15.8% in 2005 to 12.8% in 2012. Nevertheless, young men are more likely (30% 

higher rates) to leave education and training with at most lower secondary education than women. While in 

2012 women were already close to the overall EU target, at 11%, the rate was much higher for men, at 14.5%. 

Young migrants have a higher tendency to abandon formal education prematurely. In the EU, the share of early 

leavers from education and training among those foreign-born is more than twice as high as for natives (25.6% 

compared to 11.6%). National targets for early school leavers range from 4.5% for Poland to 29% for Malta. 

In 2012, ten countries had already achieved their targets: Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Lithuania, 

Luxembourg, Latvia, Malta, Sweden, Slovenia and Slovakia. Portugal and Spain were the furthest away by some 

10 percentage points. In 2012 early leaving from education and training rates varied by a factor of fi ve across 

EU Member States. The lowest proportion of early leavers could be observed in Slovenia, Slovakia, the Czech 
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Republic and Poland as well as in Croatia with less than 6%. The share was highest in Spain, Malta, Portugal, Italy 

and Romania, with more than 17%.

Divergence in the incidence of early leaving from education and training across Member States is also mirrored 

in the regional dispersion of the indicator (Figure 4). The predominance of regions with a very low share of early 

school leavers in some Eastern European countries such as Slovenia, Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Poland 

corresponds to their overall low proportion of students discontinuing education early. In stark contrast, regions 

in Spain and Italy stand out with their above average rates of early leavers from education and training. In 2012, 

in Belgium, Bulgaria and Spain the worst performing regions had early school leaving rates that were about 

two times the rates of the best performing regions. In contrast, Sweden and the Netherlands were the most 

‘equal’ countries, showing almost no diff erence for this indicator. 

At EU level between 2005 and 2012, the share of 30 to 34 year olds having completed tertiary educational 

attainment grew continuously from 28% to 35.8%. Women in 2012 had already met the Europe 2020 target, 

while only 31.6% of men had completed tertiary education. National targets for tertiary education range from 

26% for Italy to 60% for Ireland. Austria and Germany’s targets are slightly diff erent from the overall EU target 

because they include post-secondary attainment (ISCED level 4 for Germany, and ISCED level 4a for Austria), 

which is considered equivalent to university education in these two countries. In 2012, ten countries had 

already achieved their national targets: Cyprus, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Sweden, Finland, Germany, Denmark, 

the Netherlands, Austria and Latvia. Hungary, Slovenia and Estonia were close at less than one percentage 

point from their national targets. Slovakia, Portugal and Malta were the most distant, at some 10 percentage 

points below their targets. In 2012, levels of tertiary education attainment varied by about 2.5 across Europe. 

Northern and Central Europe had the most graduates, with 12 countries exceeding the overall EU target of 

40%. The lowest levels could be observed in Italy, Romania, Malta, Slovakia and Croatia, which were all below 

25%. The regional diff erences in tertiary educational attainment across Europe shown are to a large extent in 

line with the general country diff erences. In 2012 many regions in France, the United Kingdom, Finland and 

Sweden had above average tertiary educational attainment rates. On the other hand, most regions in Italy, 

Hungary and Romania showed a very small proportion of tertiary graduates. Germany, Spain, Hungary and 

the United Kingdom showed the biggest within-country dispersion rates in tertiary educational attainment 

in 2012. In these countries, the best performing regions showed tertiary educational attainment levels of 

almost twice the rates of the worst performing regions (or even more than double in the case of Germany). 

In contrast, Belgium, Bulgaria and the Netherlands were the most ‘equal’ countries, with only slight within-

country variations.

After a decrease in the number of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion in the EU from 2005 to 2009, 

reaching about 114 million, the economic crisis reversed the fi nancial and labour markets in that year and the 

number started growing again, climbing to almost 120 million in 2011. The headline target ‘People at risk of 

poverty or social exclusion’ is based on a multidimensional concept, incorporating three sub-indicators on 

monetary poverty (‘People at risk of poverty after social transfers’), material deprivation (‘Severely materially 

deprived people’) and low work intensity (‘People living in households with very low work intensity’). The 

year 2009 marked a turning point in the development of two of the three dimensions covered by the 

headline indicator, namely severely materially deprived people and people living in households with very 

low work intensity. Monetary poverty is the most widespread form of poverty. The number of people at risk 

of poverty after social transfers in 2011 was 83.5 million or 16.9% of the total EU-27 population. Next was 

material deprivation, covering 43.4 million people or 8.8% of all EU citizens. The third dimension is low work 

intensity, with 38.5 million people experiencing it in 2011. This equals 10.2% of the total population aged 0 to 

59. The most vulnerable groups include young people, single parents, families with many children, people with 

low educational attainment, and migrants. Almost 30% of young people aged 18 to 24 and 27% of children 

aged less than 18 were at risk of poverty or social exclusion in 2011. Moreover, one out of fi ve children and 

young people aged 18 to 24 years were subject to material poverty. At national level, most countries have 

experienced an increase in the number of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion since 2008, widening 

the gap to their national targets. Poverty levels have improved in only a few countries. Germany and Romania 
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had already reached their national targets by 2011. The other Member States remain some distance from their 

targets. These range from more than four million people in Italy to about 14 500 people in Malta. One reason 

for the disparity in poverty rates across the EU is the uneven impact of the economic crisis on Member States. 

Diff erences in the structure of labour markets, welfare systems, the fi scal position and fi scal consolidation 

measures have also played a role. In this respect, a link between the average risk of poverty and social exclusion 

at EU level and the disparities across the EU can be observed: the higher the average percentage of people at 

risk in the EU as a whole, the higher the distance between the lowest and the highest percentage observed 

across the Member States.

Figure 4: Early leavers from education and training, by NUTS 1 regions, 2012 (% of population aged 18 to 24) (Source: Eurostat, 

“Smarter, greener, more inclusive? - Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy”, 2013 edition)

Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO
Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 09/2013
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4.4. The impact of the economic crisis on Europe 2020

KEY MESSAGE 4 - The economic crisis has taken a heavy toll on EU regions in terms of growth and 

employment. Gaps between regions have widened dramatically, reversing the convergence trend of 

the previous years, while sub-national budgets have undergone drastic cuts, mainly at the expense of 

public investments. Progress towards Europe 2020 targets becomes even more challenging.

Less growth and employment, increasing divergence between regions

Signs of slow economic recovery can be seen in the recent upturn of GDP, but they are not visible so far in the 

recent trends of the employment rate (the ratio of those employed having 20-64 years to active population)36.

The following chart (Figure 5) two indicators showing regional convergence in GDP per capita and in 

employment rate, from 1999 to the most recent available year37. A higher value of this indicator suggests a 

higher convergence while a decrease means widening gaps between the regions, i.e. increasing divergence. 

In case of regional employment rates, a few initial years of divergence (1999-2001) were followed by a longer 

period of constantly increasing convergence (2002-2007), which lasted until the beginning of the crisis. Three 

years of substantial stability (2007- 2009) were followed by three years (2009-2012) of dramatic drop of the 

index to its lowest levels (minus 15,63%). The chart illustrates increasing, continuous regional divergence in 

GDP per capita from 1999 to 2007. This demonstrates widening gaps between regions in this period. Although 

during the next two years, the indicator grew, in 2010 the divergence trend reappeared and the index dropped 

by 5,3%, reaching 2006 values.

Figure 5: Regional convergence index for GDP per capita and employment rate of people age 20-64, at NUTS 2 level in EU27 

(2005 = 100) (Source: CoR elaborations on Eurostat data)

36 CoR 4th Monitoring Report, October 2013, http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/4th%20MR.pdf

 COM(2013)463, EC, Eighth progress report on economic, social and territorial cohesion, 26 June 2013

37 For each year of the time series, the index of regional convergence takes in consideration all the NUTS 2 values available for the indicator 

employment rate, people aged 20-64 and Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices in Euro per inhabitant. The standard 

deviation of the series was computed to show the spread between regional values for every year (the regional divergence). The results 

have then been inverted in order to achieve the measure of how regions are converging. Finally, these latter results have been normalized 

assuming the value for 2005 to be 100, in the aim for better comparison.
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Another way to look at the asymmetric impact of the crisis on EU regions is suggested in the following chart, 

tracing how the actual width of the gap has evolved both between Member States and within each of them. 

In a comparison between 2009 and 2012, the chart (Figure 6) shows for each Member State with more than 

two regions the minimum and maximum values of the employment rate at the regional level and the national 

average value. In twelve of the Member States (Czech Republic, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Austria, Poland, 

Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Finland and Sweden) the gaps between the highest and the lowest levels of the 

employment rates increased while in the remaining seven countries (Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Germany, 

Hungary, the Netherlands and United Kingdom) the diff erences between the regions with the lowest and the 

highest values decreased. In 2012 the largest gaps were recorded in Italy with 33,2 percentage points between 

Bolzano/Bozen (76,9%) and Campania (43,7%), in France with 22,6 percentage points between Île de France 

and Pays de la Loire (both at 72,2%) and la Réunion (49,6%) and in Spain with 21,1 percentage points between 

Navarra (67,0%) and Ceuta (45,9%). The smallest gaps were recorded by Denmark with 2,5 percentage points 

between Hovedstaden (76,6%) and Syddanmark (74,1%) and Sweden with 5,6 percentage points between 

Stockholm (82,4%) and Sydsverige (76,8%).

_ : minimum and maximum values, 2009
  

_ : minimum and maximum values, 2012

X : national value, 2009
   

X : national value, 2012

Figure 6: Employment rate (those aged 20-64, at NUTS 2 level, in EU27 (2005 = 100; max, min and national levels) (Source: 

Eurostat data)

Lower revenues and increased social expenditure, in a context of fi scal consolidation, displace regional long-

term investments

The crisis has heavily aff ected local and regional budgets. On one hand, tax revenues decreased because of 

lower tax revenues from enterprises and individuals. This decrease was magnifi ed by tax cuts carried out to 

undertake fi scal consolidation and/or to attempt to stimulate growth. On the other hand, expenditures on 

social protection and public services increased, due to growing needs. These negative factors led to increased 

budgetary imbalances at all levels of government, which can be illustrated by the increase of the debt-to-GDP 
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ratio. According to Eurostat38, comparing the fi rst quarter of 2008 and the third quarter of 2013, in the EU27 

this ratio increased from 59.1% to 86.9%. National increases were the highest in Ireland (97.3%), Greece (63.9%) 

as well as in Portugal (61.1%) and Spain (57.9%).39  Data available for the regional and local level illustrate the 

situation until 2010 only. Nevertheless, it also shows that the budget imbalances also increased at the sub-

national level (see Figure 7). The study conducted by Belfi us Bank Belgium, covering the time span 2000-2010, 

also shows that as of 2010 the local level and states within federal states in the EU accounted for 15.1% of the 

total amount of public debt. Their share in the total public debt was equal to 12.1% of the EU27 GDP. 

Figure 7: Subnational public budget balance in the EU27 from 2000 to 2010 (% of GDP) (Source: Belfi us Bank Belgium)

Under the joint impact of the crisis and fi scal consolidation policies, public investment at regional level has 

become the adjustment variable, dropped by more than 20% between 2010 and 2012.

38 Eurostat, quarterly government debt as a percentage of GDP. Last updated on 27.1.14.  (Eurostat code: gov_q_ggdebt)

39 European Commission, Eighth progress report on economic, social and territorial cohesion, COM(2013)463, 26 June 2013
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5. Towards a better architecture and 

governance of Europe 2020
KEY MESSAGE 5 – In spite of the eff orts made by local and regional authorities across the EU, progress 

towards the Europe 2020 targets remain unsatisfactory. While the economic crisis has certainly had a 

negative impact on the Europe 2020 target indicators - it is diffi  cult to raise the employment rates and 

other growth indicators during the worst crisis for decades - a good amount of evidence shows that 

Europe 2020’s unsatisfactory progress so far underlies other causes. For Europe 2020 to deliver up to 

its promise of a smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, and to restore ownership by its citizens and 

full political legitimacy, some key weaknesses should be addressed in the architecture and governance 

of the strategy.

To make the most of Europe 2020, there is a need to rethink some key aspects of its architecture and governance 

in the light of the partnership principle and the multilevel governance approach. This chapter aims to provide 

recommendations for a better architecture and governance of Europe 2020.

The top-down approach of imposing country targets to all regions, notwithstanding the huge existing 

diff erences of starting points (in natural, cultural, institutional and economic terms), failed to mobilize cities 

and regions’ full potential. How could targets be diff erentiated at the sub-national level to give Europe 2020 a 

genuine territorial dimension? This question is addressed in Section 5.1.

Regions and cities have frontline competences in most policy fi elds, as well as deep knowledge of their 

territories’ specifi c needs, strengths and weaknesses, which national governments cannot have. How can the 

National Reform Programmes set credible policy objectives if the local and regional authorities are not 

adequately involved in their design and implementation? This issue is addressed in section 5.2.

Lack of coordination and integration of policy agendas and tools, governance arrangements and timelines 

leaves the diff erent levels of government working on their own, missing the synergies and systemic eff ects 

needed to pursue the Europe 2020 goals. The need to make multi-level governance the standard approach 

to implementing Europe 2020 is addressed in section 5.3.

How could the European Semester better contribute to create conditions for long-terms growth-conducive 

investments needed to achieve Europe 2020 goals and targets? How to improve coordination between 

diff erent strands of EU policy? How to involve key stakeholders such as the EP, the National Parliaments and 

the consultative committees in peer reviewing the National Reform Programmes and the Country Specifi c 

Recommendations?. These issues are dealt with in section 5.4.

The Flagship Initiatives have been inspirational for local and regional authorities, but they have not been used 

as genuine levers for policy coordination. Their planning focused on the initial years of the strategy. The need 

that they become an eff ective coordination lever and are provided with longer-term planning is addressed in 

section 5.5. 

The cost of the long-term investments needed to progress towards the Europe 2020 goals and targets go 

defi nitely much beyond the public money available at all government levels, also because of the impact of the 

economic crisis on public budgets. What is the role of the EU budget, beyond its quantitative limitation? How 

can the scant resources available be better spent? how could private funding be addressed?  And how could 

administrative simplifi cation help? These issues are dealt with in section 5.6.

Money is not enough in the absence of the administrative capabilities needed to design, implement, monitoring 

and evaluate policies aiming at the Europe 2020 goals. The issue of building the necessary administrative 

capabilities at the sub-national level is addressed in section 5.7.
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5.1. Giving Europe 2020 a territorial dimension

KEY MESSAGE 6 – Europe 2020 takes a balanced approach to growth, which should be smart, 

sustainable and inclusive. To play eff ectively their stimulating, monitoring and evaluation role, 

Europe 2020 targets must set relevant and credible challenges. To this end, they should be territorially 

diff erentiated and should be set in partnership by all levels of government, mixing a top-down and a 

bottom-up approach. 

The Europe 2020 strategy is seen as an improvement compared to the Lisbon strategy as it provides a balanced 

approach to growth – which has to be smart, sustainable and inclusive – and a much stronger focus on a 

limited number of EU-level headline targets and allows Member States to decide on their contribution to each 

of those targets. Country targets are included in the National Reform Programmes. 

Targets are seen as an important goalpost which mobilises resources and stakeholders towards meeting policy 

objectives. To this aim, targets must set credible challenges, that is, they must be both ambitious and feasible. 

However, under the current top-down approach, uniform country targets set by national governments apply 

implicitly to all European cities and regions disregarding their diff erent strengths, weaknesses, needs and 

specifi c development opportunities of regions. It is not by chance that, as shown by the CoR surveys on the 

Flagship Initiatives40, country targets were often seen by cities and regions as abstract and not appropriate to 

their specifi c needs. In some cases they were too ambitious, in others not ambitious enough. In some other 

cases, they proved unchallenging by defi nition, since they refl ected the existing situation. Such targets will not 

be “owned” by the relevant stakeholders, will not motivate them to act and will not provide solid ground for 

peer review. 

“It is desirable to take account of the territorial dimension of Europe 2020 and take a multi-level governance 

approach that complies with the subsidiarity principle.”

Ramón Luis Valcárcel Siso, President of the CoR, 41

Overall, the outcome of such a “regionally/territorially blind” approach of policy design could pose a number 

of challenges – such as, for example, increase in regional disparities, aggravation of territorial vulnerabilities, 

suboptimal investment in resources and reduced sense of ‘ownership’ of the strategy – undermining the 

achievement of Europe 2020’s priorities and the balanced and harmonious development of the EU. 

The current state of play in regard to the strategy, which is the lack of the territorial dimension, stand in 

opposition to the initial call for an inclusion of all relevant partners to assure a broad ownership of the strategy. 

The European Council Conclusions from 25/26 March 2010 contained such a declaration: “Close cooperation 

will be maintained with the European Parliament and other EU institutions. National parliaments, social partners, 

regions and other stakeholders will be involved, so as to increase ownership of the strategy.” 42 A similar call 

was also repeated in the “Territorial Agenda”, agreed by EU 27 Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning and 

Territorial Development from 19 May 2011: “We believe that the objectives of the EU defi ned in the Europe 

2020 Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth can only be achieved if the territorial dimension of 

the strategy is taken into account, as the development opportunities of the diff erent regions vary.”43 

40 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx

41 Speech at the CoR conference “An agenda for new skills and jobs: Regions and cities contributing to training and active labour market 

policies”, 28 February - 1 March 2013, Dublin

42 European Council 25/26 March 2010 Conclusions,  available at:

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113591.pdf

43 Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020, agreed at the Informal Ministerial Meeting of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning and 

Territorial Development on 19th May 2011 Gödöllő, Hungary
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“We do not want a top-down approach, obsessed with pre-determined fi nal fi gures or percentages. On the 

contrary, we want a bottom-up approach, a comprehensive and open debate about which policies with the 

greatest European added value should be funded.”

Martin Schultz, President of the European Parliament44

The combination of a top-down and a bottom-up approach, in which all levels government set (diff erentiated) 

targets in partnership, is an eff ective way to overcome the present situation. This was confi rmed in the recent 

CoR consultation on the future of Europe 202045. 85% of respondents to the consultation either fully or 

substantially agree that “The Europe 2020 strategy could benefi t from a combination of bottom-up and top-

down planning and target setting. This approach would make it possible to consider specifi c local and regional 

characteristics rather than just targets set at national or EU”. Moreover, 77% of them fully or substantially agreed 

(and also another 12%, though to a limited extent) that “Further territorial diff erentiation of the Europe 2020 

targets at regional level would make implementation easier and, consequently, the strategy more useful”. 

Building on the competences of the diff erent tiers of government, as suggested in the following chart (Figure 

8), allows setting credible targets, increasing the interest, ownership and responsibility of the local and regional 

authorities, hence strengthening the regional dimension of the strategy. 

Figure 8: Combination of top-down and bottom-up approach (Source: CoR)

Under this new approach, top-down and bottom-up diff erentiated target setting takes place within the 

framework of (a) the ongoing EU policies, including cohesion policy, and economic governance rules, and (b) 

each member country’s actual division of powers and competences between the national and sub-national 

levels. 

In principle all fi ve headline targets (on employment, R&D, climate change, education and poverty) are seen as 

having important regional aspects; however, since policy responsibilities are spread very diff erently, across the 

EU Member States, between the national and sub-national levels, the actual space for LRAs to act and drive 

change varies considerably from country to country.

When deciding on regional contributions to the Europe 2020 goals under this new approach to target-setting, 

there cannot be a one-size-fi ts-all approach. Target-setting will need to take into account each region’s specifi c 

44 Speech at the Opening Session of the 2012 Open Days, The 10th European Week of Regions and Cities, 8 October 2012, Brussels

45 85% of the respondents fully or substantially agree that Europe 2020 could benefi t from a combination of bottom-up and top-down 

planning and target setting (questions 2 and 3). This approach would make it possible to consider specifi c local and regional characteristics 

rather than just targets set at national or EU. 

 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/Questionnaire---Towards-a-mid-term-assessment-of-Europe-2020-from-the-

standpoint-of-EU-cities-and-regions.aspx
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starting point (baseline), strengths, weaknesses and specifi c development opportunities, and to consider what 

follows.

• The areas of R&D and education provide good ground to discuss how a regionally diff erentiated approach 

could be implemented. Additional investments contributing to the R&D target can be most effi  cient 

in regions with already high levels of R&D investments (‘advanced regions’), whereas regions with low 

spending on R&D are likely to benefi t much less from further investments due to geographic, demographic 

and systemic economic constraints on translating these investments into economic growth. These 

considerations would lead to strengthening existing R&D clusters, thus implementing what can be called 

a concentration approach. The downside is that, from a territorial point of view, regions with very high R&D 

investment may be located next to regions where R&D is at the lowest level overall, resulting in clustering 

which may put the neighbouring regions at a disadvantage. Besides context-specifi c factors infl uencing 

R&D investment, some main causes of policy failure include insuffi  cient or inadequate public funding 

of the science base and higher education system or ineffi  cient public incentives to stimulate business 

R&D. Furthermore, a poor match between supply (e.g. investment in R&D) and demand-side measures (i.e. 

policies stimulating demand for innovative products and solutions) as well as bottlenecks restricting the 

growth of fi rms in innovative sectors are among the factors impeding successful R&D policy. As it is unlikely 

that all European regions may reach the 3% target, smart specialisation strategies are important tools to 

make better use of existing potentials. As far as education is concerned, investments in this fi eld are likely 

to have the highest impact in regions where the level of human capital is rather low, as investment in 

human capital shows strong decreasing returns. Existing gaps would then narrow, which is the expected 

outcome of what can be called a catching up approach;

• poverty and social exclusion targets are an important policy fi eld for LRAs, while also mobilising national 

competences; they will have to be set and monitored in partnership by the national and sub-national 

government levels;

• it might not be optimal for all regions or Member States to invest into renewables; instead, it would be 

much more feasible to look at the EU as a whole and work towards a coherent approach, identifying the 

locations where, e.g., investments in wind and solar parks would make most sense; targets on renewables 

need hence to be  set at trans-national level;

• cross-border planning needs to be developed within the framework of an updated European Spatial 

Development Perspective. Indeed, the need to consider cross-border interdependencies as regards target-

setting was shared by 87% of respondents to the CoR consultation on the future of Europe 202046.

The concentration and catching-up approaches have in common that the burden of structural change is put 

on regions at one extreme of the spectrum of possible performances (the best performers in the concentration 

approach, those lagging behind in the catching-up approach). A balanced approach could be called one in 

which the burden of contributing to the country target is shared between the two groups in a mix to be 

defi ned. A meaningful outcome of the CoR consultation is that views are quite evenly distributed between the 

three approaches. The balancing and concentration models were supported by 36% and 37% of respondents 

respectively, while the catch-up model, putting the burden of reaching the target mostly on the weakest, was 

the least favourite option, attracting 25% of preferences. 

A problem to be addressed is that Europe 2020 targets/indicators are broadly “statistically blind” as far as 

the availability of timely statistics at regional/local level are concerned. Only a fraction of the NUTS 2 data 

necessary to set targets and monitor their achievement is available so far. Given the considerable time needed 

to generate regional statistics, investing in them should become a priority in the remaining years of Europe 

2020. Timely development of an adequate statistical basis at regional and local level would enable the creation 

of an enhanced monitoring system for Europe 2020, with the possible development of regional progress 

46 87% of respondents to the CoR consultation indicate that cross-border connections should be taken into account and express a strong 

preference for target-setting strategies that connect regions on the basis of proximity and interconnectedness (question 6)
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indicators. Remarkable eff ort in this fi eld is already made by the European Commission, most visibly though 

Eurostat47 and DG REGIO’s Cohesion Reports and Country Factsheets on Member States’ progress towards the 

Europe 2020 targets48. Further improvement could be achieved, also by involving the OECD in reporting on 

this monitoring process, to strengthen international benchmarking of progress towards the targets at regional 

and local level.

Recommendation 1

A ‘territorial dimension’ for Europe 2020 should be introduced, setting territorially diff erentiated targets so 

that regions and cities contribute to country targets building on its starting point and potentialities. To 

this aim, the European Commission and the European Council should promote an approach based on a 

mixed top-down and bottom-up planning process, involving the EU and the national and sub-national 

authorities. As a consequence, country targets should be reviewed and updated where necessary and 

any changes should be taken into account in reviewing the EU-level targets where appropriate. 

Recommendation 2

Member States government, together with regional/local governments, should be able to follow a 

diff erentiated approach for allocating the targets at the diff erent levels (national, regional). ). All regions 

should contribute establishing at least a limited number of quantitative targets. The decisions on the 

level of its contribution should stem from a place-based approach looking at regional specifi cities and 

specialization patterns, effi  ciency (i.e., “highest return on investment”), as well as on its specifi c policy 

goals. Alternatively, regions should set a qualitative approach of a ‘path to change’ contributing to the 

targets.

Recommendation 3

An enhanced monitoring system for Europe 2020 at regional level should be introduced, to improve 

observation of progress towards the targets and understanding of the spatially diff ering eff ect of the 

strategy. To this aim, the timely development of an adequate statistical basis at regional and local level 

and the possible development of regional progress indicators are required. 

Recommendation 4

The eff orts made by the European Commission in this area, notably by Eurostat  and DG REGIO’s Cohesion 

Reports should be further developed and also the OECD should be strongly involved in reporting on 

this monitoring process, to strengthen international benchmarking of progress towards the targets at 

regional and local level.

47 See Eurostat, “Smarter, greener, more inclusive? - Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy”, 2013 edition, and Europe 2020 statistics 

available at http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/europe_2020_indicators/headline_indicators

48 In July 2013, the European Commission has published country factsheets outlining the progress of individual Member States in meeting 

their agreed targets under the Europe 2020 Strategy. The factsheets give the state of play in various themes under the three headline 

targets of the Strategy. The factsheets were used as a support in the negotiations on the new cohesion funds (2014-2020). They placed 

each country in a European perspective by measuring performance and comparing to the EU average, as well as the best and the worst 

performers in the Union, enabling the funds eligibility simulation at regional level. 

 Link: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information/brochures/pages/country2012/index_en.cfm
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5.2. Designing and implementing the National Reform 

Programs in partnership

KEY MESSAGE 7 - To tap into the potential of a place-based approach, NRPs must be designed, 

implemented, monitored and evaluated in partnership by all levels of government (and other relevant 

stakeholders), similarly to what happens for cohesion policy.

In spite of the guidelines issued by the European Commission in January 201349, the prevailing situation is that 

local and regional authorities are at most consulted along the NRPs drafting process. Answers to CoR surveys50, 

as well as a textual analysis of the NRPs51, show that an approach of formalised partnership was adopted only 

in a few cases and in specifi c policy sectors.

Within the framework of the current division of powers, laws and subsidiarity practices at country level, the 

diff erent layers of government involved in the delivery of Europe 2020 objectives act mostly in parallel and 

with scant coordination and integration of their policy timelines. Cohesion policy provides a more eff ective 

example, as EU regulations require joint policy design between the Managing Authorities and the other EU and 

national levels of government, as set in the Partnership Agreements for 2014-2020. However, these regulations 

preside only over expenditure co-fi nanced by the European Structural and Investment Funds, which, though 

crucially important, are only one of the policy resources needed to deliver Europe 2020. 

This state of aff airs has a part in explaining both the current unsatisfactory progress towards the Europe 2020 

country targets and the dissatisfaction of the LRAs with the way in which the NRPs address the objectives 

set by the Flagship Initiatives. Measuring the latter, CoR surveys results52 showed that only one-third of 

respondents were satisfi ed with the way in which “Youth on the Move”, “European Platform against Poverty 

and Social Exclusion” and “Resource Effi  cient Europe” are being tackled. This fi gure is higher for the “Agenda for 

New Skills and Jobs”, “Digital Agenda for Europe” and “Innovation Union” where half of the respondents declare 

their satisfaction. Taking into account the very strong focus on the economic recovery, the highest satisfaction 

level (two-thirds of respondents) was with the NRP sections corresponding to the “Industrial Policy for the 

Globalisation Era”, nevertheless with some sharp criticism. Respondents highlighted that NRP documents did 

not set out a coherent industrial policy for their countries. In particular, NRP documents did not specify those 

regions and technologies with the greatest development and competition potential.

“You cannot imagine a forward looking approach in the EU without involving local and regional actors.” 

Michel Delebarre, Mayor of Dunkirk, France, Senator, Political Coordinator of the CoR Europe 2020 Monitoring 

Platform. 53

Identifying existing territorial vulnerabilities and maximizing competitive advantages of areas is an important 

prerequisite for reaching the Europe 2020 targets and boosting territorial cohesion. This makes it important to 

integrate territorial diversity into the design of the NRPs. This is why the NRPs should be set in partnership by 

the national governments and their local and regional authorities, thus ensuring that:

- policy design be supported by a knowledge base much larger and stronger than that available to the 

national governments, taking into account diff erentiated regional needs and potentialities, and 

49 In their NRPs the “Member States should notably report on ... how regional and local authorities ... were involved in the preparation of the NRP 

and in the implementation of the past guidance and commitments. Good practice examples on the implementation process of the Europe 2020 

strategy and the European Semester at regional and local level may also be included.” EC Secretariat General “Guidance on the content and 

format of the National Reform Programmes”, 14 January 2013

50 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx

51 External study “ On the role of the local and regional authorities in the Europe 2020 National Reform Programmes: Analysis of the 2013 

National Reform Programmes” Draft Final Note January 2014

52 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Pages/welcome.aspx

53 Speech at the Open Days workshop, “Europe2020 implemented in your region/city: debate with think-tanks”, 8 October 2013, Brussels
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- all needed competences and policy tools, many of which are with the LRAs, be mobilised in a coordinated 

and integrated manner, along a single timeline. 

This approach will bring key value added under diff erent respects. On one hand, that EU headline targets will 

become more credible than they are at present, because they would result from more credible country targets. 

On the other hand, involving the LRAs as partners in the preparation and implementation of NRPs will create a 

higher sense of ownership, responsibility and commitment at local/regional level, which is an important factor 

for ensuring eff ectiveness of the strategy’s objectives.

“The European Parliament (…) Considers that the involvement of regional and local authorities in the 

planning and implementation of relevant programmes, in particular the Europe 2020 strategy, should be 

increased, in order to enhance their sense of responsibility for the strategy’s goals at all levels and ensure greater 

awareness on the ground of its objectives and results.”54 

Not all LRA, though, will be able to participate in the process of strategic long-term investment planning 

and reform programmes in the same way as others. Some of them are too distant from the discussions 

and processes on Europe 2020, while some lack suffi  cient capacity for planning long-term investment and 

development strategies and actions and therefore will require political attention and support. This issue is 

addressed in section 5.7.

Recommendation 5

Member States should involve their local and regional authorities as partners in the preparation and 

implementation of the National Reform Programmes, drawing on the experience of ‘Partnership 

Agreements’ 2014-2020; to that end, appropriate negotiated arrangements committing each partner to 

contribute to the implementation and monitoring of jointly agreed objectives, such as the ‘Territorial 

Pacts’ proposed by the Committee of the Regions, should be set. The stronger focus of the European 

Structural and Investment Funds on Europe 2020 provides an additional justifi cation for an enhanced 

coordination with the LRAs on the NRPs. NRPs should also include monitoring and evaluation provisions, 

to ensure eff ective and accountable policymaking. To this aim, a core series of lacking regional statistics 

should be made available.

Recommendation 6

The European Commission should monitor the implementation of its guidelines requesting participation 

of local and regional authorities in the preparation of the National Reform Programmes which should 

entail a specifi c ‘governance’ section. The Commission should respect the existing division of powers and 

subsidiarity arrangements within Member States when addressing Country-Specifi c Recommendations.

Recommendation 7

The ‘governance’ section should highlight the involvement of LRA in the process and refl ect the territorial 

dimension (and as necessary a place-based approach) in the programmes’ actions/measures. This chapter 

should also show how the LRAs will contribute to implementing the NRP.

Recommendation 8

Regions should be invited to submit an input on their own contribution to their National Reform 

Programmes, through either “Regional Reform Programmes” or similar documents, building, as appropriate, 

on Regional Development Strategies, Smart Specialisation Strategies and Operational Programmes; in 

addition “Regional Jobs Plans” should complement, and contribute to, the National Jobs Plan. 

54 European Parliament resolution of 23 October 2013 on the European Semester for economic policy coordination: implementation of 2013 

priorities (2013/2134(INI)
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5.3. Making multi-level governance the standard approach 

for Europe 2020

KEY MESSAGE 8 - The lack of comprehensive multi-level governance is a main factor preventing the 

Europe 2020 strategy from bringing value added. Multi-level governance is a pre-condition for Europe 

2020 to deliver, as it ensures that diff erentiated territorial potentialities are taken into account and 

that policy agenda and timelines of diff erent levels of government are eff ectively coordinated and 

integrated. Through multi-level governance, the territorial dimension becomes embedded into the 

governance of Europe 2020, which is also a necessary precondition to strengthen territorial cohesion 

while achieving Europe 2020 goals. Multi-level governance tools should become customary in all 

phases of the policy cycle, from design (target-setting, choice of policy tools) down to implementation, 

monitoring and evaluation (through negotiated arrangements, such as Territorial Pacts).

Multi-level governance instruments coordinate the actions of diff erent levels of governance involved, allowing 

regions to realize optimal solution for long-term development, and contribute in this way to the achievement of 

the Europe 2020 strategy objectives55. The CoR monitoring exercise has shown that, so far, the use of formalised 

multi-level governance agreements is limited to a few examples, either sectoral or all-encompassing nature 

(see section 4.2).

A large majority of the participants to the CoR consultation on the future of Europe 2020 agreed that such 

policy mechanisms can better enable and enhance the potential contribution of LRAs to the Europe 2020 

strategy’s goals of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth56. To this aim, they strongly supported the need of a 

clearer defi nition of the role of LRAs57 and an increase in multi-level dialogue and assistance in coordinating the 

measures and projects under the umbrella of the Europe 2020 strategy. Respondents’ preference for enhanced 

coordination measures and strengthened regional participation was refl ected in the strong support for multi-

level governance agreements based on full information and consultation, stakeholders’ involvement and 

responsiveness (question 4); 88% of respondents in fact fully or substantially believe that the above principles 

should be respected. 

“There is the need to respect the role of regional and local authorities in the implementation of EU policies.” 

José Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commission 58

Five main particular dimensions of territorial governance that help to achieve the objectives of smart, 

sustainable and inclusive growth can be extracted59: (i) integrating relevant policy sectors; (ii) co-ordinating 

the actions of relevant actors and institutions, particularly considering multi-level interplay; (iii) mobilising 

stakeholder participation; (iv) being adaptive to changing contexts; and (v) addressing the place-based/

territorial specifi cities and characteristics.

Due to the varying degrees of administrative capabilities and cooperation cultures, particular attention should 

be paid to the weakest stakeholders, i.e. those that - lacking experience, motivation, administrative and 

55 For more details on CoR position on multi-level governance, see “The White Paper on multi-level governance” adopted on 16 June 2009 

(http://cor.europa.eu/en/activities/governance/Documents/mlg-white-paper/0387_inside-en-last.pdf ) and CoR Opinion (CdR 273/2011 

fi n) “Building a European culture of multi-level governance: follow-up to the Committee of the Regions’ White Paper” (http://cor.europa.eu/

en/activities/governance/Documents/vdb-opinion-mlg/cdr273-2011_fi n_ac_en.pdf)

56 82% fully or substantially believe that multi-level governance agreements could lead to greater contributions by LRAs to the strategy’s 

three main objectives (question 9)

57 Most respondents see the need for increased funding (550) and a better defi nition of the role of LRA (548) as the best options to increase 

awareness and ownership of the Europe 2020 strategy among local and regional authorities.

58 Speech at the plenary session of the Committee of the Regions, 17 February 2012

59 ESPON, “Territorial Insight: Where to Focus What Types of Investment?” Second ESPON 2013 Synthesis Report.

 http://www.espon.eu/export/sites/default/Documents/Publications/SynthesisReport/SecondJune2013/194651_ESPON_SYNTHESIS_

REPORT_2__v3.pdf
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cooperation capabilities - remain at the margin of the Europe 2020 process. This issue will be addressed in 

section 5.7. 

Recommendation 9

Member States should involve their local and regional authorities in multi-level governance arrangements 

for the planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the achievement of Europe 2020 headline 

targets.

Recommendation 10

The Annual Growth Survey and Country-Specifi c Recommendations should take into account the actual 

division of powers and competences in the diff erent Member States, and include a specifi c multi-level 

governance section highlighting in which policy areas multi-level governance can be further improved. 

Country-Specifi c Recommendations should also be declined at territorial level, acknowledging territorial 

diff erentiations within every Member State, also refl ected in territorially diff erentiated targets, whilst 

identifying the areas for improvement by the local and regional authorities.

Recommendation 11

The Commission should make more consistent and better use of its Representations in the Member 

States, to inform LRA about Europe’s long-term growth strategy and in effi  cient policy coordination 

between the Commission and the Member State. To facilitate this process, the Committee of the Regions, 

also through its National Delegations, is ready to play an active role.
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5.4. Aligning the European Semester with a genuine long-

term investment focus for Europe 2020 

KEY MESSAGE 9 - In the context of the worst economic crisis for decades, European Semesters from 

2011 to 2014 focused on short-term issues. Attempts to support long-term growth and investments 

where overwhelmed by the urgency of short-term fi scal consolidation. Europe 2020 goals of smart, 

sustainable and inclusive growth must now be given the top priority they deserve in the main 

programming documents of the European Semester (AGS, NRPs, CSRs). They should address the key 

inter-related issues of: (a) providing adequate funding for long-term growth-conducive investments; 

(b) strengthening vertical and horizontal coordination between relevant policy instruments and 

related budgets; (c) promoting multi-level governance. 

The Europe 2020 strategy is embedded in the main documents of the European Semester. The running in 

parallel of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) and the National Reform Programmes (NRP), oriented by the 

Annual Growth Survey (AGS) and the Country Specifi c Recommendations (CSR) creates consistency and 

synergies. 

By focussing the European Structural and Investment Funds on Europe 2020 goals, the new MFF 2014-2020 

has provided a perspective for long-term, growth-conducive investments.

However, a better integration of Europe 2020’s long-term perspective in the annual routine of the European 

Semester is urgently needed for a series of specifi c reasons. 

• So far, CSRs have largely focussed on short-term fi scal budgetary austerity measures and macro-

economic stabilisation priorities rather than on long-term investment for growth and jobs, in spite 

of a recent modest increase in the number of recommendations directly addressed to LRA (thus 

acknowledging their frontline competences in certain policy areas). 

• The AGS, which orients the NRPs, seldom address the European 2020 headline targets on poverty and 

social exclusion, R&D and energy and climate action. 

• The alignment of Europe 2020 with the SGP has run against the adoption of a partnership approach, 

strengthening the top-down temptation for fear of increasing fi scal imbalances.

• A further fundamental factor undermining the long-term planning of the investments needed in the 

Europe 2020 perspective is the already mentioned lack of a territorially diff erentiated approach in the 

strategy, as argued in sections 5.1 and 5.2.

• The new MFF 2014-2020 has set macro-economic conditionality provisions which may adversely 

aff ect Europe 2020 goals by denying fi nancial resources to the LRAs most in need.  

• The failure to use the Flagship Initiatives as levers for policy coordination, both at the EU level and in 

the NRPs. Section 5.6 shows how seldom the latter mention the FIs.   

“LRAs appreciate the fact that their involvement has been acknowledged by the EU (…) It would be good to see 

a territorial dimension included in most of the EC documents and that enough pressure is applied on Member 

States in this regard”.

Alin-Adrian Nica, Mayor of Dudeştii Noi, Romania, Member of the Steering Committee of the Europe 2020 

Monitoring Platform60

The short-term top-down trend, combined with the non-binding nature of the Open Method of Coordination 

and the lack of economic incentives, risks bringing Europe 2020 down in the priority list of the Member States’ 

policy agendas. On these premises, Europe 2020 is not resilient to cyclical economic downturns and political 

oscillations following political change in individual Member States.

60 Speech at the CoR Workshop on Reviewing the Implementation of Europe 2020, Brussels, 3 July 2013
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Strengthening the link between the annual perspective of the European Semester and the longer term outlook 

of Europe 2020 in terms of governance will not ensure growth and jobs in the absence of adequate fi nancial 

resources (see section 5.6).

Finally, neither the LRAs nor national and regional parliaments are involved in discussions between the 

Commission and Member States during the European Semester. This circumstance raises questions over the 

democratic legitimacy and accountability of the Semester itself and of Europe 2020. 

Recommendation 12

Europe 2020 long-term goals and related need for long-term investments should be encouraged and 

supported by bringing the European Semester in line with the strategy’s goals and targets, in order to 

make the Europe 2020 strategy more resilient to short-term economic cycles.

Recommendation 13

Fiscal consolidation should not aff ect those sectors that are crucial to the long-term Europe 2020 goals, 

such as education and training, R&D, innovation and infrastructures, and Member States under severe 

budgetary constraints should not be left behind.

Recommendation 14

Macro-economic conditionality hindering progress towards both cohesion and the Europe 2020 targets 

should be avoided as well as the fact that the principle of ex ante conditionality is streamlined and 

preventive rather than repressive.

Recommendation 15

The Annual Growth Survey, the National Reform Programmes and the Country-Specifi c Recommendations 

should make explicit reference to the Europe 2020 targets and be coherent with the Partnership 

Agreements 2014-2020, taking into account the present diff erences between countries in the distribution 

of the powers and competencies relevant to the Europe 2020 goals.

Recommendation 16

The Commission should publish a regular report on achievements in implementing the revised Europe 

2020 targets at national and regional level prior to the Annual Growth Survey, taking account of the 

results of the strategic dialogues between the EU and the Member States with the involvement of the 

regions. The European Semester should give a formalized role in monitoring these developments to the 

European Parliament, the National Parliaments and the CoR, also through its National Delegations.
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5.5. Using the Flagship Initiatives better for an enhanced 

policy coordination

KEY MESSAGE 10 - The thematic multi-dimensional orientation of the Flagship initiatives has provided 

the EU local and regional authorities with a useful framework of objectives and actions, within which 

they have been focusing their implementation eff orts. To make the most of this potential, the Flagship 

Initiatives should now be turned from a mere source of inspiration into an eff ective lever for policy 

coordination at all levels.

The seven Flagship Initiatives embedded in Europe 2020 have helped local and regional authorities to pursue 

the Europe 2020 goals and objectives on the ground, thus contributing to its delivery61. They did so by focusing 

on the thematic fi elds which better refl ected their local contexts, in terms of needs and/or potential. 

“In the current economic environment, regions and cities clearly need to focus their eff orts on their most 

promising, most productive and most benefi cial economic activities”

Mercedes Bresso, 1st Vice-President of the Committee of the Regions62.

The thematic multi-dimensional orientation of the Flagship initiatives has been favourably welcome in terms 

of implementation because it has provided local and regional authorities with a framework to build concrete 

policy actions more easily and to exchange and cooperate with higher level of government and other relevant 

stakeholders. Moreover, the Flagship Initiatives allow easier benchmarking and exchange of best practices 

on specifi c issues. Because of the variety of situations and set of competences at the local and regional level, 

exchanges between regions from diff erent countries on Europe 2020 will be especially useful when there is a 

similarity of objectives and starting points. Similarly, networking, twinning schemes and mentoring methods 

for mutual learning could prove easier and more benefi cial when focused on common characteristics and 

circumscribed problems.

However, the Flagship initiatives seem to suff er from a lack of coordination and homogeneous management at 

EU level. They are very diff erent in their size, degree of detailed breakdown of action and level of implementation. 

Some Flagship Initiatives provide detailed action plans for improvement and monitoring tools (scoreboards, 

own targets/indicators, etc.), while others appear less developed. This fact mirrors the diff erent backgrounds of 

the Flagship Initiatives. Not all of them have comparable starting points63; some evolved from earlier projects 

and programmes and build on an existing foundation (e.g. Innovation Union, Digital Agenda); some (e.g. 

‘Innovation Union’ or ‘Resource-effi  cient Europe’) have already developed a series of support documents and 

detailed roadmaps, while others (e.g. ‘Youth on the move’) remain more abstract. 

Moreover, the distribution of competences between levels of government is not the same for all FIs. Some of 

them, such as the Innovation Union, mobilise core competences and policy levers at the EU level, thus receiving 

strong attention and support from stakeholders across Europe. Others, such as the Platform against Poverty 

and Youth on the Move, are by their very nature more decentralised and left to national policymaking, the EU 

having less competences the respective fi elds. The economic crisis started in 2008 has drawn the attention of 

policymakers on the short-term goals to resume growth under the fi scal consolidation priority: only recently 

the EU has taken initiative to raise the goals of social cohesion in the policy agenda of the EU and the MS64.

61 Chapter 5 “ Monitoring the fl agship initiatives”, The 4th CoR Monitoring Report on Europe 2020, October 2013

 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/4th%20MR.pdf

62 Speech at the CoR conference “Innovation Union: The contribution of Europe’s regions and cities”, 27 November 2013, Brussels

63 European Parliament’s study “How to integrate the EU Flagship Initiatives into Cohesion Policy,” 2012

64 COM(2013) 690 provisoire, STRENGTHENING THE SOCIAL DIMENSION OF THE ECONOMIC AND MONETARY UNION; COM(2013) 83 fi nal, 

Towards Social Investment for Growth and Cohesion – including implementing the European Social Fund 2014-2020
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The current status of the Flagship Initiatives at EU level is also partially refl ected at country level in the National 

Reform Programmes and the Country Specifi c Recommendations. From the analysis of 2013 NRPs65, it was 

observed that all NRPs list actions that fall within the scope of one or more Flagship Initiative, but also that this 

link is seldom made explicit. Austria, for instance, has more ambitious targets in the areas of R&D spending, 

GHG emissions reduction and poverty alleviation and is using numerous approaches to achieve these targets. 

Its NRP, however, does not mention Flagship Initiatives once. The Belgian NRP, in contrast, links its actions 

explicitly to the respective Flagship Initiative.

To make the most of this potential, the FIs should now be turned from a mere source of inspiration into an 

eff ective lever for policy coordination at all levels. To this end, some aspects of the architecture of the FIs risk 

becoming a weakness, namely, that their action plans do not cover the whole decade to 2020 and that their 

timeline is not linked to a longer-term perspective. 

In the fi eld of innovation, the need for a longer-term policy horizon is highlighted in the Recommendations 

by the independent High Level Group on Innovation Policy Management, presented during the Informal 

Competitiveness Council on 2 May, 2013: “In doing so, Europe will be able to improve its competitiveness 

based on a knowledge and digital economy and reap the benefi ts of them for its societies. As the Single Market 

or the Common Currency once were, a European Decade of Innovation should be the new overarching vision 

for the EU, a benchmark for its actions. The European Decade of Innovation is meant to serve the European 

Common Good: the best living and working conditions for the peoples of Europe, the modernisation and 

maintenance of its unique societal model”66.

“Europe needs new narratives for the next decade.”

Markku Markkula, Member of the Europe 2020Steering Committee67

65 External study “On the role of the local and regional authorities in the Europe 2020 National Reform Programmes: Analysis of the 2013 

National Reform Programmes”, Ecologic,  Draft Final Note January 2014

66 http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/EU/XXIV/EU/11/51/EU_115139/imfname_10403764.pdf

67 Speech at the CoR conference on Innovation Union, 27 November 2013, Brussels
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Recommendation 17

The Flagship Initiatives should be made a lever to enhance policy coordination at all levels in view of the 

Europe 2020 targets and be used in the milestone documents of the European Semester (AGS, NRPs, CSR) 

as a reference for policy planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.

At the EU level, the FIs should provide a common framework to coordinate diff erent EU policies, as well as 

to orient drafting the CSRs. The Annual Growth Survey should include regular reporting on their progress, 

also by means of “monitoring scoreboards”, giving guidelines for the drafting of the NRPs, while the latter 

should take the FIs as a reference to coordinate their policy plans. The CoR should be involved in the 

assessment of the Flagship Initiatives. The LRAs should also keep using the FIs as a reference framework, 

not only for their policy planning, but also to interact with the higher levels of government and other 

stakeholders.

Recommendation 18

The Flagship Initiatives should be given renewed action plans for the next fi ve years, which should 

be conceived as part of a longer ten-year perspective, integrating innovation and human capital, as well 

as culture and creativity, as societal challenges.

5.6. Mobilising funding for long-term investment and 

ensuring better quality spending 

KEY MESSAGE 11 - Funding constraints are a great challenge for the EU local and regional authorities 

implementing Europe 2020. Investments needed to support the strategy require a long-term funding 

perspective and an adequate quality of spending. The EU budget plays a vital structuring role, fi rst of all 

through the cohesion policy instruments. In quantitative terms, though, it is far from being suffi  cient, 

while national and sub-national public budgets are under stress becomes of the joint impact of the 

economic crisis and necessary fi scal consolidation policies. To play their frontline role, the LRAs should 

improve their capability to spend better, doing more with less, also in order to handle new fi nancial 

instruments. Excess administrative burden should be addressed at all levels, fi rst of all in the EU ESIF 

regulations. Besides a strengthened role of the EIB, other sources should be rapidly found. As public 

money will not suffi  ce, innovative solutions should be found to mobilise private funds. 

Long-term funding needs for Europe 2020 in an era of tight public budgets 

Long-term investments and related funding are needed to achieve the objectives of Europe 2020. A partial 

and necessarily approximate estimation of these funding needs, which appears in several key documents 

related to the MFF 2014-202068, adds up to around €1.8 trillion (€ 1,800 billion) 69. This fi gure refers to the fi elds 

of energy, resource effi  ciency, the digital agenda and the digital networks, the TEN-T network and the main 

bottlenecks in the transport core networks70; yet, it illustrates the magnitude of investments needed to reach 

the Europe 2020 targets, which cannot be funded from the EU budget alone. Indeed, the Multiannual Financial 

Framework 2014-2020 enables the EU to spend up to EUR 959.99 billion in commitments and EUR 908.40 

68 EC (2010) The EU Budget Review, COM(2010)700, Brussels, 19.10.2010; EP (2011) European Parliament resolution of 23.102012 in the 

interests of achieving a positive outcome of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020 ;EP (2011) Preparation of 2012 budget 

European Parliament resolution of 24.03. 2011 on general guidelines for the preparation of the 2012 budget (2011/2042(BUD));

69 European Parliament resolution in the interests of achieving a positive outcome of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020 

approval procedure, 23.10.2012; http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P7-TA-2012-0360&language=EN  

70 Details of this estimate can be found in: The Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) & Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), 

Financing Europe 2020: a consolidated view, Report for the Committee of the Regions, January 2014. 
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billion in payments over the next seven years, down 3.5% and 3.7% respectively from the previous MFF, 2007-

2013.

While putting national budgets under pressure, the fi nancial and economic crisis and fi scal consolidation 

policies have taken a heavy toll also on local and regional authorities, as shown in section 4.1. Lower revenues, 

higher social expenditures, combined with the need to avoid or rein in budgetary imbalances, have led to an 

overall reduction of public investment at regional level of more than 20% between 2010 and 201271. This puts 

at risk many initiatives, from day-to-day functions to large projects, including investments in hard infrastructure, 

critical to regional development and directly related to Europe 2020. 72 

The tighter the constraints on the amount of public fi nancial resources available to pursue long-term Europe 

2020 goals, the more there is a need of both using them in the best possible way (‘doing more with less’) and 

of intensifying eff orts to mobilize private resources.

The role of the EU budget: a quantitative assessment

In spite of their relatively small size, with respect of the total amounts needed, the added-value and importance 

of the EU funds for the implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy at the local and regional level cannot 

be underestimated. In fact, available data show that public investment in many Member States is heavily 

dependent on the structural funds: 30% of public investment in 13 countries and more than 60% in in 6 

Member States.73 This dependency was the highest for convergence regions under the categories of the EU’s 

Cohesion Policy 2007-2013. Results of CoR surveys on 7 fl agship initiatives prove that for most LRA taking part 

in these surveys EU funds were the only or a substantial part of fi nancing the implementation of projects and 

initiatives on specifi c fl agship initiatives.74

“The EU budget is the most concrete lever we have at hand to boost investments. In some of our regions, the 

European Union budget is the only way to get public investment because they don’t have the sources at national 

level.”

José Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commission75

The role of the EU budget: a qualitative assessment

The role of the EU seems to be however bigger than just expressed in direct fi nancial transfers from the EU 
budget because of its “structuring” impact.

First, the Structural Funds have a leverage eff ect in fi nancial terms. The previous round of programmes (2007-
2013) showed that, EU funds had a multiplier eff ect, measured by GDP gains for 2007-2013, which European 
Commission estimated at the level of 1% in Spain, 3% in Poland, Slovakia and Romania, and over 5% in the Baltic 
States. The EU funds, through the public-private co-fi nancing at regional, local and national level had also the 
leverage eff ect. European Commission estimates that for 2000-2006 programming period EU Structural Funds 
had an average leverage-eff ect of €2.1 for every €1 of contributed from EU funds. The European Commission’s 
target for 2014-2020 is to achieve through the Cohesion Policy the leverage –eff ect of €4.2 per €1 invested.

Moreover, the structural funds have induced better strategic planning and government policy making, 
institutional and administrative capacity-building and a more cohesive, partnership-based approach to 
policymaking on the ground76. 

71 CoR Bureau Declaration 03/09/2013: “Towards the Annual Growth Survey 2014 of the European Commission”, based on  Belfi us Bank 

Belgium  (formerly Dexia), Subnational public fi nance in the European Union, Summer 2012 and OECD, Regional fi nancing in times of 

austerity: creating synergies for growth, presentation at CoR, Open Days, 9.10.2013

72 This view was also expressed in a report published by the European Parliament, where it is stated that the European Parliament is 

“concerned that the prolonged austerity measures and the strict economic governance carried out in 2011 and 2012, implying increased 

pressure and cuts on public budgets, risks reducing the scope for local policies targeted at fulfi lling Europe 2020”;  Report on eff ects of 

budgetary constraints for regional and local authorities regarding the EU’s Structural Funds expenditure in the Member States , adopted  

8.10.2013, Rapporteur  Erminia Mazzoni

73 CDR 275/2013, Opinion of the Committee of the Regions on ‘The Draft EU Budget for 2014’

74 CoR 4th Monitoring Report on Europe 2020, http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/4th%20MR.pdf 

75 Speech on the State of the Union 2013, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-13-684_en.htm 

76 CoR, The future of EU cohesion policy as seen by regions and cities, 2012, available online: http://www.esparama.lt/es_parama_pletra/

failai/fm/failai/ES_paramos_ateitis/Future_Cohesion_Policy.pdf
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The overall importance of the structural funds was highlighted in a recent report published by the 
European Parliament. It highlights that”(…) continued investment of EU funding at local and regional level 
is vitally important to ensure that support continues to reach areas that are in need of economic, social and 
environmental regeneration77. As expressed in the CoR Opinion on EU Budget for 2014, the local and regional 
authorities “are very much dependent on these funds for achieving their policy objectives.”78 On 8 October 
2013, the European Parliament adopted a resolution asking that the existing options for “”public expenditure 
related to the implementation of programmes co-fi nanced by the European Structural and Investment Funds 
to be completely excluded from the defi nition of the Stability and Growth Pact structural defi cits”.79 

Towards more eff ective spending

Administrative simplifi cation needs to remain on top of the agenda at all levels of government. As far as 
the EU is concerned, the simplifi cation underway of cohesion policy procedures is long awaited by the LRAs. 

Countering the present trends to re-centralisation of public budgets, pushed by fi scal consolidation urgencies, 
there is instead a need for more synergies through vertical coordination between the EU, national and 

local and regional budgets, to be conducted in a balanced and twofold way. On one hand, the EU has to 
increase the coherence of its strategic, budgetary and economic frameworks.. On the other hand, partnership 
with local and regional authorities has to be improved. There is a need to develop tools for better monitoring, 
easier implementation of rules and more country-specifi c guidance. Policy and budgetary coordination 
depends overall on the capacity to adapt to changes; yet, without a clear identifi cation of roles, this capacity 
remains limited. 80 The text of the “Joint Declaration on improving eff ectiveness of public spending in matters 
subject to EU’s action” provides partly an answer to this call at the EU level in reference to the MFF 2014-
2020.81 The Committee of the Regions called a better coordination and thus a better quality of spending in 
one of its recent options from October 2013, where it stated that “(…) multilevel governance and cooperation 
between various levels of government are essential for improved implementation of the funds with a view to 
achieving the objectives of the 2020 strategy.”82 In the same Opinion, the CoR has also called for a very accurate 
application on ex-ante conditionalities within the ESIF 2014-2020, which should concern only areas directly 
related to the implementation of cohesion policy. They should not cause any unnecessary increase in the level 
of bureaucracy.83 The combination of the requirements for the target-orientation, thematic concentration, 
more effi  cient and faster spending together with other ex-ante conditionalities for the new programmes could 
in practice pose a question on interdependencies and possible tensions to fulfi l all of these obligations84.

Administrative capacity at local and regional level is another important factor of success in this context. In 
some cases, it is not suffi  cient and should be strengthened to deal with the complexity of the EU funds and 
the challenge of multi-level governance (see also section 5.7 of this Report).

Additional funding sources and fi nancial innovation: the EIB and the private sector

The volume of public private partnerships (PPPs) has declined over the past few years, not only because of 
the lack of capacities at the LRA level, but also because of the restrictions in bank funding for PPPs. 

77 EP, Report on EU Member States preparedness to an eff ective and timely start of the new Cohesion Policy Programming period, 07.01.2014, 

available online: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-2014-0007+0+DOC+XML+V0//

EN&language=en 

78 (2013/C 356/04), Opinion of the Committee of the Regions on ‘The Draft EU Budget for 2014’

79 European Parliament, Report on eff ects of budgetary constraints for regional and local authorities regarding the EU’s Structural Funds 

expenditure in the Member States, adopted  8.10.2013, Rapporteur  Erminia Mazzoni. According to Barbiero F. and Darvas Zsolt, “In sickness 

and in health: protecting and supporting public investment in Europe”, Bruegel Policy Contribution, Issue 2014/02, this decision would be 

sensible; however, it would require a further harmonisation and more transparency in the reporting practices on public investments in all 

Member States. 

80 CDR 1778/2012, CoR Opinion on Greater Synergies between EU, National and Subnational Budgets. 

81 “The European Parliament, the Council and the Commission agree to work together with the objective of cost savings and better synergies 

at national and European levels in order to improve the eff ectiveness of public spending in matters subject to EU’s action. To this end, 

the institutions will, as they consider most appropriate, draw on, inter alia, knowledge of best practices, information sharing as well as 

available independent assessment. The results should be available and serve as one basis for the proposal of the Commission for the next 

multiannual fi nancial framework.“ 25.10.2013

82 CdR 3609/2013, Recommendation of local and regional Authorities for better spending in the new fi nancial perspective 2014-2020

83 CdR 3609/2013, Recommendation of local and regional Authorities for better spending in the new fi nancial perspective 2014-2020

84 European Parliament, European economic governance and cohesion policy; Study 2014
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The use of innovative fi nancial instruments at local and regional level in implementing Europe 2020 
objectives to this date has been limited. Analysing this issue, the recent CoR wide-reaching consultation 
addressed this issue by asking whether the Europe 2020 strategy has prompted local and regional authorities 
to make more use of innovative fi nancing tools such as revolving funds, public-private partnerships, pension 
fund investments, etc. The results show that only 11% of respondents fully agreed with this statement, whereas 
51% of respondents expressed limited (39%) or no agreement (12%) with the statement.  Recognising the role 
of the EU funds but also the need to provide the required co-fi nancing for projects and to look for alternative 
sources of funding, the CoR has called in April 2013 for an effi  cient, well-coordinated and also more innovative 
use of available fi nancial sources. In its Opinion85 the CoR highlighted, among others, the importance of the 
public-private partnerships and so-called innovative fi nancial instruments86, which could be used to unlock 
the key investments. 

“Funds for implementing Europe 2020 coming from public sources are not enough and the solution is the use 
of innovative tools”

Adam Banaszak, Member of the Kujawsko-Pomorskie Regional Assembly, Poland Member of the Steering 

Committee of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform87

At the institutional level, there is a room for a more pro-active role of the European Investment Bank. The EIB 
is an asset at the EUs disposal, which allows responding in a fl exible way to changing circumstances and to 
develop new programmes and continue supporting the existing ones. In the current economic climate, it 
is important to have an EU Institution, the EIB, that undertakes policy-based investments, aimed at meeting 
core EU objectives, and that is a non-profi t organization although it needs to cover its costs (i.e., a “not-for-
loss” rather than “maximise profi t” approach). A good example of this approach was the pilot phase of the EIB 
Europe 2020 Bonds.88 A more detailed view on the role of the EIB is outlined in the CoR Opinion on “Synergies 
between private investment and public funding at local and regional levels” (CDR 272/2013). 

The private sector can also become more involved in achieving the objectives of Europe 2020, among 
others, though EU initiated research and development opportunities, such as the Knowledge and Innovation 
Communities (KICs), co-fi nanced through the European Institute for Innovation and Technology (EIT) or several 
other initiatives based on the public-private partnership principle.  In regard to KICs, this form of cooperation 
in the knowledge triangle in has brought together 282 partners in 2012, including 113 companies. The budget 
allocation for the EIT within Horizon 2020 for 2014-2020 is EUR 2.7 billion. It shows a signifi cant increase 
compared to the EIT’s fi rst phase budget, which was EUR 309 million for 2008-2013.  Overall, as expressed 
in a Communication from the European Commission on public-private partnerships in Horizon 2020: “A key 
element of Horizon 2020 is the proposal to join forces with the private sector and with Member States, to 
achieve results that one country or company is less likely to achieve alone.”89

Overall, the simplifi cation of rules governing the European Structural and Investment Funds 2014-2020 makes 
it easier to leverage extra funds in the form of loans, guarantees and private equity.  These new fi nancial 
tools, involving the participation of the private sector, should be matched with improved public investment 
effi  ciency at all levels of government. They should not however seen be treated as replacement of EU grants 
within the spectrum of EU programmes. As expressed in the CoR Opinion, they should be seen rather as 
“means of enhancing the scope of the EU budget.”90

85 CDR 272/2013, CoR Opinion on Synergies between private investment and public funding at local and regional levels –Partnerships for 

economic growth and prosperity, 12.04.2013

86 Examples of innovative fi nancial instruments are described in the  European Commission’s Communication “A framework for the next 

generation of innovative fi nancial instruments - the EU equity and debt platforms”, EC, COM (2011) 662

87 Speech at the CoR Seminar on  the Future of Europe 2020, 3 December 2013, Brussels

88 EIB Europe 2020 Bonds, more information available online:  http://eib.europa.eu/products/project-bonds/index.htm?lang=en 

89 COM(2013) 494, available online: http://ec.europa.eu/research/press/2013/pdf/jti/iip_communication.pdf 

90 CDR 272/2013, CoR Opinion on Synergies between private investment and public funding at local and regional levels –Partnerships for 

economic growth and prosperity, 12.04.2013
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Recommendation 19

The EU budget 2014-2020 in general, and cohesion policy funding in particular, should be more and 

more aligned with the Europe 2020 targets and channelled through the FIs, as most of the European 

Structural and Investment Funds will be implemented at regional level on the basis of integrated territorial 

strategies.

Recommendation 20

The European Investment Bank (EIB) should strengthen its technical support to local and regional 

authorities in order to increase the amount of quality projects eligible for European Investment Bank 

loans. To this aim the European Investment Bank could launch new (pilot) fi nancing instruments, such 

as ‘micro-loans’, for cities and townships that wish to engage in Europe 2020 geared investments others 

than the ones eligible under the structural and investment funds. 

Recommendation 21

Public expenditure should be made more eff ective by horizontal and vertical coordination of the public 

budgets, which should go hand in hand with a synchronisation of policy and funding programming; 

the European Commission should publish a Commission Green Paper on budget synergies between all 

levels of government. The quality of public spending should be further increased at all levels and Member 

States should adhere to the OECD Principles on Eff ective Public Investment Across Levels of Government.

Recommendation 22

Further reduction of administrative burden and improvement of framework conditions for investment 

should remain a top priority on the agenda of the European Semester; procedures and rules under 

Cohesion Policy should be simplifi ed, removing excessive bureaucratic hurdles in the process of fund 

allocation. The simplifi cation process should be actively pursued by all levels of government.

Recommendation 23

Private sources should be used to bridge the existing gap between the public funds available at the 

diff erent levels of government and those necessary to implement the long-term investments needed 

to achieve the Europe 2020 goals; to this aim, the use of innovative funding techniques and fi nancial 

instruments should be explored.
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5.7. Strengthening LRAs administrative capacity

KEY MESSAGE 12 - The quality of public administration is crucial to the perspective of a territorially 

diff erentiated approach to the Europe 2020 strategy. Multi-level governance relies on the skills, 

competence, experiences and knowledge of diff erent levels of government. Insuffi  cient institutional 

capability proves to be a crucial obstacle in many cases, hitting harder lagging regions. Therefore, LRAs 

must take their responsibilities, but should also be supported in their eff orts. The approach of rethinking 

Europe 2020 on the basis of a mix of top-down and bottom-up planning confi rms strengthening of the 

LRA’s administrative capacities on top of the EU’s policy agenda. 

Administrative capacity is a key factor at all levels of governments for the delivery of Europe 2020. New 

institutional arrangements, technical capabilities, fi nancial resources and policy practices are needed to 

achieve a smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. In particular, administrative capacities of local and regional 

authorities need to be strengthened, in order to develop a territorially diff erentiated approach to Europe 2020 

in regional terms.

The Annual Growth Survey 2013 recognises that although several Member States are trying to make effi  ciency 

gains in the organisation of their administrations thus improving cooperation between diff erent layers of 

government, some others have scope to strengthen their administrative capacity professionalism and quality 

of policy-making.

The institutional/organisational capacities and the challenges the LRAs face are likely to vary across countries 

with diff erent distributions of competences, legal frameworks and the degree and maturity of decentralisation. 

They can also vary by type of region and level of development or across sectors. While large regions, 

particularly established ones with substantial autonomy and signifi cant numbers of staff , can tap into a range 

of professional skills, capacity challenges can hit small regions and municipalities where decentralization has 

outpaced corresponding development of administrative capacity. These diff erences are visible in the 2013 

European Quality of Government Index (EQI), which proves that several countries have signifi cant quality of 

government variation among their regions.91 

Besides organisational aspects related to administrative capacity, governance skills play a crucial role in the 

policy process. In a recent study the OECD defi nes ‘governance capacity’ as “the ability needed not only to 

engage in the interactions that coordination necessitates, but also to adhere to good practices in the design 

and implementation of public investment”92. According to the same study93 the most important governance-

related capacity challenges for regions and cities concern strategic planning. LRA often lack the capacity to 

develop a strategy based on an assessment of regional (or local) characteristics and specifi c competitiveness 

factors, to which the investment mix should be tailored and linked. Such a mix would also need to be result-

oriented, with the elaboration of clear goals and targets in order to take benefi ts of policy complementarities 

and confl icts among sectoral investments. Strengthening strategic planning skills at regional level would also 

enable regions to eff ectively involve other stakeholders and play their role as an actor of multi-level governance. 

Indeed, successful territorial development can no longer be achieved through top-down public sector action, 

but must be done in a more inclusive way, less hierarchical and with cooperative networks and partnerships.

Enhanced administrative capacity requires several kinds of abilities, such as prioritisation, cross-sectoral 

coordination to address policy complementarities, cross-jurisdictional coordination to enhance synergies 

with neighbouring policies, multi-year budgeting, competitive public procurement, well design monitoring 

systems, just to name a few. Those capacity challenges often fall on the public sector workforce which is tasked 

with increasingly complex demands in terms of managerial and technical expertise (e.g. supporting innovation, 

91 For more information on the European Quality Index 2013 and to access the full database of the project visit: http://nicholascharron.

wordpress.com/european-quality-of-government-index-eqi/ 

92 OECD (2013), Investing Together: Working Eff ectively across Levels of Government, OECD Publishing. doi: 10.1787/9789264197022-en

93 idem.
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addressing social challenges like climate change, engaging in more complex fi nancial instruments).

That is even more apparent when it comes to public investments with co-ordination challenges across levels 

of government (gaps in terms of policy coordination, fi scal relations, information asymmetries, accountability). 

The organisational and governance capacity challenges vary signifi cantly across countries and regions, creating 

potential bottlenecks for eff ective public investment.

Access to grants requires substantial administrative capacity, especially when it concerns EU funds. ESPON94 

recognises that “institutional capacity is vitally important for the effi  cient and eff ective use of ESIF money” 

and has highlighted three important components of capacity building for local and regional authorities: i) an 

ability to come to terms with EU rules and procedures (especially experience in managing Structural Funds); 

ii) ability to use EU funds and procedures to bring forward and implement projects and strategies which local 

actors already had in mind or developed; iii) the capacity to use the experience gained through EU funding to 

improve the overall quality of administrative action. 

This is why “enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and an effi  cient 

public administration” is included as a separate thematic objective (thematic objective 11 or “TO11”) in 

the Common Provisions Regulation for the 2014-2020 programming period95. And the AGS 2013 points 

out that “well-targeted fi nancial support, in particular through the European Social Fund and the European 

Regional Development Fund, can make a major contribution to the modernisation of public administrations. 

At the same time, Member States need to bolster the public investment capacity of national, regional and local 

administrations to mobilise the ESIF programmes 2014-2020”.

“Regional and local authorities can set up integrated strategies that tailored to their specifi c conditions. But to 

do so they need to strengthen their administrative capacities.”

Johannes Hahn, EU Commissioner for Regional Policy96  

Inadequate administrative capacity at regional level (as well as diffi  culties or reluctance to other forms of 

borrowing) were identifi ed in an external study for the CoR as main obstacles towards the more wide-spread 

uptake of innovative fi nancial instruments 97 to fund Europe 2020 by involving the private sector. Often local 

and regional authorities would need better administrative capacities to assess, design and manage PPPs. 

Insights from stakeholder interviews carried out during the preparation of the report98 show that LRAs would 

also need trained staff  members with the capacity to understand the market and to contract to third parties. 

This issue is addressed by the EIB though dedicated initiatives and projects99. Besides the existing institutional 

involvement, there is a demand for a better dissemination of knowledge and best practices on the cooperation 

between private and public sector, in particular to showcase projects and activities funded through alternative 

funding streams. An example of such dissemination tools, specifi cally in the ICT sector, is the European 

Commission’s Future Internet Public-Private Partnership Programme (FI-PPP)100. 

Promoting results and learning is another key feature of administrative capacity. Monitoring and evaluation 

processes play a crucial role in improving the effi  ciency and eff ectiveness of public investment for regional 

development through results and learning.

LRAs can make use of the Europe 2020 strategy to benchmark their own progress and exchange good practices 

more eff ectively than the national level. The CoR consultation on the future of Europe 2020 has shown a large 

94 http://www.espon.eu/export/sites/default/Documents/Publications/SynthesisReport/SecondJune2013/194651_ESPON_SYNTHESIS_

REPORT_2__v3.pdf

95 Regulation (EU) 1303/2013

96 Speech at OECD Ministerial Meeting, Marseille, 5 December 2013

97 CEPS study for the CoR on “Financing Europe 2020: a consolidated view “, Draft Final Report, January 2014.

98 Ecologic study for the CoR on “A mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities and region”, Draft Final Report; 

January 2014

99 See for example: EIB’s European PPP Expertise Centre: http://www.eib.org/epec/ and European Commission webpage on PPP in research: 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/industrial_technologies/ppp-in-research_en.html  

100 http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/future-internet-public-private-partnership
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consensus among LRA on the benefi ts of mutual learning, sharing of experiences and swapping examples 

of best practice between regions with similar challenges101. Instruments like the Interreg IV c (now Interreg 

Europe) and URBACT programme are ideal to support such exchange of experience and good practices. 

The model of the Covenant of Mayors, in which administrations and other intermediate bodies support 

lower-level administrations in taking the challenge of the Sustainable Energy Action Plans, provides another 

example102; furthermore the Covenant of Mayors promotes learning and the exchange of good practices 

beyond traditional territorial boundaries and is therefore particularly apt to foster wider discussions stretching 

across various territorial contexts. Such initiatives, as well as peer reviews of Europe 2020-related policy actions 

should be helped by tools like the Public Sector Innovation Scoreboard and the Quality of Government Index103.

The CoR plays an active role in promoting learning through exchanges of experiences and peer reviews, among 

others through the Open Days, the MLG Scoreboard (EU level) and the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform.

Recommendation 24

Enhancing administrative capabilities, when needed, must become a priority and be taken up in 

programming documents at all levels. The Annual Growth Survey priority of strengthening administrative 

capacity, as well as effi  ciency and innovativeness, must be consistently addressed in the National Reform 

Programs and Country-Specifi c Recommendations; Member States should be systematically required to 

devote a chapter of their NRPs to this issue, detailing their approach to tackle the problem. 

Recommendation 25 

Benchmarking, exchange of experiences and peer learning between regions and cities should be strongly 

encouraged and actively supported by the EU and the Member States, also by mobilising EU instruments 

like the European Territorial Co-operation programmes and the European Grouping of Territorial Co-

operation; other instruments like the INTERREG IVC (now INTERREG EUROPE) and URBACT programme 

should specifi cally support these actions. The Covenant of Mayors provides another example. Helping 

benchmarking and peer learning is also one of the aims of the OECD’s Principles on Eff ective Public 

Investment Across Levels of Government”.

101 74% of the respondent to the CoR consultation fully or substantially agree that Europe 2020 is a good instrument to benchmark the 

work of the LRAs and to exchange good practices. In addition the sharing of best practices and experiences between regions with similar 

challenges is seen as a useful strategy to reach the Europe 2020 objectives by 56% of respondents (fully) and 33% (substantially). http://

portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/Questionnaire---Towards-a-mid-term-assessment-of-Europe-2020-from-the-standpoint-of-

EU-cities-and-regions.aspx

102 DG Energy of the European Commission carries out oversight of the Covenant of Mayors. The day-to-day implementation and 

management (promotion and communication, support to signatories, liaison with facilitators) is the responsibility of the Covenant of 

Mayors Offi  ce, managed by a consortium of local and regional authorities’ networks. The Joint Research Centre (JRC) of the European 

Commission provides technical and scientifi c support, including the assessment of submitted SEAPs. Three types of external actors also 

support the implementation of the CoM: 1) Covenant Territorial Coordinators which are public administrations providing guidance and 

support to signatories; 2) Covenant Supporters which help promote the Covenant of Mayors and diff use know-how and experience among 

signatories; 3) Associated Partners which are private sector associations providing expertise and sharing skills and know-how.

103 See http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/fi les/epsis-2013_en.pdf and  http://nicholascharron.wordpress.com/european-

quality-of-government-index-eqi/ respectively. For the European Quality of Government Index, a  regional level analysis is also available.
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6. Annexes

6.1. List of good practices

Youth on the Move

Authority Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA), United Kingdom

Title Youth Employment Actions Plans

Scottish Councils have been working closely with their communities to tackle youth unemployment and to 

increase skills and employability for young people. Scottish local government is in fact engaging in a variety 

of activities including local employability partnerships, activity agreements, and participation as employers in 

national programmes (e.g. ‘Get ready for work’).

Since 2006, Local Employability Partnerships (‘Workforce Plus’) led by Councils with key stakeholders and 

local employers have worked to identify potential opportunities and future skills needs. Several Councils have 

developed a complementary strategies to improve circumstances for young people not in employment, 

education or training (NEETs), as their areas were identifi ed as those with the largest numbers in this group (North 

Ayrshire, Glasgow, West Dunbartonshire, East Ayrshire, Dundee, Clackmannanshire and Inverclyde).

In January 2012, the Scottish Government has launched its Youth Employment Strategy to which COSLA 

contributed. It provides Scottish Councils with an additional £4 million for Activity Agreements targeted at those 

young people furthest from the labour market. An Activity Agreement is an agreement between a young person 

and an advisor that the young person will take part in a programme of learning and activity to become ready for 

formal learning or to achieve sustainable employment.

At the same time, Scottish local authorities are deemed to be in the process of developing Youth Employment 

Actions Plans jointly with stakeholders in order to identify priority groups, geographical dispersion, support 

available to young people and set up referral arrangements between partners.

Councils also participate in 16+ Learning Choices which as part of the Curriculum for Excellence framework 

supports young people in advance of their school leaving date to ensure that each has an appropriate, relevant 

and attractive perspective on learning and skills development after their formal school education. In a broader 

context, the Curriculum for Excellence focuses on equipping young people with skills and education for further 

learning as well as work, creating links to increasing youth employability and reducing early school leaving.

Multilevel Governance: Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs) between the Scottish local government and the 

Scottish Government are put in place to address common problems and establish mutual accountability and 

shared competences among the Scottish Councils and the Scottish Government.

Scottish Councils work closely with their communities to improve youth employability through Community 

Planning Partnerships (CCPs). Local Employability Partnerships with key stakeholders and local employers are 

established to understand and respond to specifi c challenges. Partnerships work hard to ensure that their 

provision is aligned to the needs of local labour markets and to reduce duplication between the support they 

off er young people and that off ered by national agencies such as Jobcentre Plus.

Funding Funding comes from Scottish public sector. Scottish Councils are responsible for CCPs and their 

youth employability partnerships and receive funding from the Scottish Government to implement 

Activity Agreements and 16+ Learning Choices. (CCPs)  have played a crucial role in developing and 

implementing projects assisted by the European Social Fund.

Website http://www.scotland.gov.uk/; http://www.cosla.gov.uk/
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Authority Rucar, Romania – Setubal, Portugal

Title Comenius Project

This project is a Comenius regional partnership promoting cooperation between local and regional institutions 

in Romania (Local Council of Rucar, Rucar Forestry High School, and Rucar Entrepreneurs Association) and in 

Portugal (Camara Municipal de Setubal, FEPSET Setubal Vocational School and the EDINSTVO Association). 

Comenius Regio Partnerships are bilateral partnerships between local and regional school authorities, including 

schools and other stakeholders in school education and youth work. Comenius Regio will foster cooperation 

among local/regional school authorities to enrich the educational off er to young people at school age in the 

participating regions.

The project aims to help young people acquire the basic life-skills and competences necessary for their personal 

development and future employment. Students are encouraged to start a business thus contributing to local 

community development.

The project underlines the importance and contribution of social cohesion and active citizenship by involving 

entrepreneurs, teachers, parents and local authorities in vocational training. Furthermore, it fosters cooperation 

between the actors involved in local and regional education and gives them an opportunity to learn from another 

European country. Ways of matching vocational training with the needs of local and regional labour markets are 

also identifi ed.

Multilevel Governance: Regional partnership promoting cooperation between local and regional institutions, 

including schools and other stakeholders in school education and youth work.  

Funding Lifelong Learning Programme 2007–2013  

Website www.primariarucar.ro; www.ec.europa.eu/education/comenius
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An agenda for new skills and jobs

Authority Auvergne Region, France

Title The “Graines d’Emplois” initiative

In 2011 the Auvergne Region launched the “Graines d’emplois” initiative to analyse the current situation and 

probable developments in all economic sectors represented or emerging in the region: agriculture, industry, 

transport, construction, tourism, trade, services to businesses and consumers, associations, etc.

The aim of the initiative was to identify economic activities which off er the most employment potential in order to 

adjust regional economic and vocational training policies. This has enabled to adapt current jobs and encourage 

the emergence of new professions which the region will have to respond to.

There have been therefore three objectives:

• predicting employment developments in conventional economic sectors, thus enabling existing jobs to be 

preserved by adapting them to future needs;

• identifying the new professions which the sectors will need in the future, in order to create local expertise 

needed by these new professions;

• identifying new high-potential innovative activities which will emerge and develop in the future, together with 

new professions that they will give rise to, in order to develop the requisite skills.

The Auvergne Region now has a complete overview of the challenges faced by the diff erent sectors, as well as 

of the most promising sectors and the skills that need to be developed, ad is now entering the implementation 

phase of economic and education policies based on the forecasted needs for skills. 

In terms of economic measures and training, the policy aims to implement projects to support job creation and 

to design training programme which match labour demand.

Alongside the Region’s own programmes, this initiative is intended to have a knock-on eff ect on all partners 

(central government, other local and regional authorities, chambers of commerce, employer organisations, trade 

unions, etc), thus enabling a multiplier eff ect and ensuring a coherent approach.

Following consultation with the regional economic and educational partners, the Region has decided to focus on 

new measures to be developed as part of its policy to accelerate change.

This will translate into a proactive policy on innovative local sectors, the same time as continuing support for 

conventional sectors to ensure follow-up.

Multilevel Governance: The programme is based on the partnership principle, driven by the region as the 

leading partner. This vision has been developed through 13 workshops and 14 sectoral territorial workshops. In 

total, over 300 partners (200 from the business sectors and experts) have been mobilized for 6 months and written 

submissions were provided by commissions, the CESER and the Centre for Study and Research Skills (CEREQ). The 

process was open to public participation through a dedicated page of the Regional Council’s website.

The Region is now developing an assessment roadmap of the whole programme; the partners involved in the 

design phase will meet regularly to monitor the progress made by the diff erent projects and at the end a new 

forum will assess the results achieved.

Funding Regional funds through Fonds d’investissement Auvergne durable (FIAD), European 

Social Fund

Website http://www.auvergne.fr/content/le-guide-graines-d-emplois; 

http://www.auvergne.fr/sites/default/fi les/guide_graine_d_emploi_0.pdf
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Authority Panevežys Regional Development Council, Lithuania

Title “Your fi rst EURES Job” programme

Various projects and programmes are being carried out in the Panevėžys region to implement the Agenda 

for New Skills and Jobs. With support from the EU a number of public and private companies have improved 

their employees’ skills, and are continuing to do so (e.g. AB Rokiškio sūris, UAB Rokiškio pienas, UAB Panevėžio 

miestoprojektas and UAB Asirinta, and as part of the city of Panevėžys’s project on further training for its 

administrative employees). 

In the Panevėžys region, several programmes (“Promoting labour market integration”, “More jobs for young people” 

and “Support for the disabled”) are in place to promote employment, including local employment initiatives, 

job creation subsidies and support for self-employment. The implementation of labour policy measures also 

promotes the creation of jobs for specifi c groups needing additional support on the labour market (young people 

under 29, people with disabilities, the long-term unemployed, people over 50 who are able to work, etc.). 

The Employment Offi  ce supports employers who create new jobs or start up social enterprises: at the moment, 

eight social enterprises are being supported in Panevėžys district. 

As part of the European Commission’s “Your fi rst EURES Job” programme, there is a EURES offi  ce in the Panevėžys 

district Employment Offi  ce, providing job-seekers with information, supporting their job searches and initiating 

job placement.  

Your fi rst EURES job is a targeted job mobility initiative to help young people, aged between 18-30 years, to fi nd 

work and to help employers fi nd workers in any of the 27 EU member states. It provides a full range of services 

to include job-matching and possible training, as well as fi nancial support to attend a job interview and to cover 

some of the costs of settling abroad, once an employer has confi rmed its willingness to hire a job applicant. In 

addition, small and medium enterprises (SMEs), may apply for fi nancial support to partially cover the costs of 

training new recruits and helping them to settle in. Furthermore, companies have the opportunity to fi ll the 

demand for skilled workers, which cannot be fi lled by domestic workers

Multilevel Governance: Public projects are being carried out jointly by the local authorities in the Panevėžys 

region (Panevėžys city, Panevėžys district, Kupiškis, Pasvalys, Rokiškis, Biržai).

Funding European Social Fund; European Commission; national and regional funds

Website http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=993; https://ec.europa.eu/eures
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An industrial policy for the globalisation era

Authority Government of Catalonia, Spain

Title ACC1Ó

The Catalonia region accounts for 26% of all Spanish exports and 28% of Spanish imports.

Internationalisation is a strong lever both for growth and competitiveness and is essential for economic recovery, 

thus the Government of Catalonia is committed to boost it. One of its key initiatives is to increase the number of 

SMEs who export regularly through a programme run by ACC1Ó, the government agency that carries out the 

policy of innovation and internationalisation, in collaboration with all the internationalisation agents operating in 

Catalonia (chambers of commerce, trade associations, employers’ associations). 

The ACC1Ó programme is coordinated by another entity dependent on the government of Spain named CDTI 

(Centro para el Desarrollo Tecnológico Industrial ) whose mission is to favor the innovation and the competitiveness 

of the companies. 

The programme is specifi cally designed for SMEs to overcome diffi  culties encountered: lack of time for market 

research and follow up; need to prioritise markets due to limited fi nancial resources; lack of trained staff . The 

programme provides one year of support to help SMEs succeed in export markets:

• workshops to help fi rst-time exporting companies become export ready;

• 50 hours assessment from a senior export adviser to develop an export plan;

• 25 hours assessment from a digital marketing advisor to develop an online marketing strategy for export markets;

• support 2 days/week from a junior export sales manager to implement the export plan and execute export sales 

tasks.

In 2012, 469 companies started the programme which has been running since 2001 achieving great results: 65.8% 

of the companies which participated in the programme in 2010-2011 achieved export sales during the fi rst year 

of the programme.

The main export markets were: France, Belgium and the US.

Multilevel Governance: The main tool is the sectoral conference, the main platform for cooperation between 

the state and the various autonomous communities, as well as the consultation fora with economic and social 

players at regional level. In addition the government of Catalonia promotes cooperation between businesses, 

universities and various public and private research institutions with the aim of bringing together diff erent 

university technology centres and encouraging the transfer function in research centres that currently have clear 

industrial potential. 

Funding Regional funds through a Catalan government agency; the region states that “they are seeking 

for alternative funding sources, such as alternative stock markets and industrial restructuring 

funds, but the current circumstances are slowing down these processes signifi cantly”

Website http://accio.gencat.cat/cat/
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Authority City of Achim, Germany

Title Ingenieur-Kompetenznetzwerk Oberfl ächentechnik (Surface Engineering Skills 

Network, I-KON) and Bamboo Technology Network Europe

Achim is a founder member of two innovative networks of medium-sized businesses, Ingenieur-

Kompetenznetzwerk Oberfl ächentechnik (Surface Engineering Skills Network, I-KON) and Bamboo Technology 

Network Europe. 

The networks provide local businesses with intensive consultancy services on funding for investments and skills, 

working in close cooperation with Verden district, professional chambers and other partners in a consultancy 

network. 

With the support of the State of Lower Saxony, the engineering center of excellence Surface Technology Northern 

Germany was built (I-CON) as an integration platform for business, science and management, The I-KON supports 

manufacturing companies in securing and improving the competitiveness as well as in the implementation of the 

legal framework. It provides technical and practical assistance, as well as awareness with professional marketing 

communications, and helps to secure production sites and jobs in surface technology.

BTN Europe eV is a specialised association focusing on the industrial development of the bamboo technology, 

with members from industry, trade, commerce and services. The main goal is to help SMEs’ improvements 

(industry and trade) in Germany – with an emphasis on Lower Saxony – by demonstrating new applications for 

bamboo materials with the help of R&D institutes and manufacturing companies and to further develop the 

regional network at national and international level. 

As a municipal provider of business support services, the city of Achim also belong to a trans-regional network, 

and advise school leavers and SMEs, for example on how to apply for funding. Thanks to convergence funding 

(ERDF) from Verden district budget, the city works with strategic external partners to provide consultancy services 

on innovation funding for businesses.

Multilevel Governance: the city of Achim works in cooperation with Verden district, professional chambers and 

other partners in a consultancy network; it is supported by the Lower Saxony regional government and Nbank, 

the Lower Saxony investment bank. Support also comes from a consultancy company engaged by Verden district 

to provide assistance with EU funding issues. Parliamentary representatives from the region are also in touch with 

the regional parliament, German Federal Parliament, European Parliament and the relevant ministries.

Funding European Regional Development Fund (ERDF); European Social Fund (ESF), Lower Saxony 

regional government, Nbank

More broadly the city of Achim is using PPP approaches and to manage the development and 

sale of business and industrial sites, it has got together with a regional fi nancial institution to set 

up a marketing agency to develop sites and to manage land sales.

Website www.i-kon.org; www.btn-europe.de
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European platform against poverty and social exclusion

Authority Riga City Council, Latvia

Title Paid temporary public works

The Municipality of Riga and the State Employment Agency implemented in 2009 a project to create public work 

for the long-term unemployed. In the next two years, more than 10 000 unemployed persons were involved in the 

project and more than 6 200 working opportunities were created. 

The activities were set up within the municipality to carry out publicly useful and poorly qualifi  ed jobs which, in terms 

of quantity, can represent 12 hours’ work per week. These activities range from public infrastructure maintenance 

to environmental clean-up and social, state and municipal services (landscaping, social care work, repairs of public 

buildings, clean-up, road clean-up).

Unemployed people not receiving state unemployment benefi t developed work and social skills: for six months, they 

worked and received a grant of EUR 142 plus transport expenses. They could benefi  t from a health check-up and were 

covered by an occupational insurance.

Within the “Paid and temporary public works” programme, people with low or no income received a minimum of 

support and the scheme helped them to gain or maintain self-confi dence, motivation and to create social networks. 

The fi rst phase also resulted in the creation of 313 permanent jobs. Thus the project also brought some relief to the 

municipal social system.

A second phase (2012-2014) of the project “Paid and temporary public works” involves no less than 3000 unemployed 

who receive EUR 142 per month to carry out temporary public jobs for 4 months and a compulsory pension.

Multilevel Governance: State Employment Agency, Municipalities, NGOs, State Labour Inspectorate, Ministry of 

Welfare worked closely in designing and implementing the “Paid and temporary public works” programme, as well 

as other initiatives meant to support unemployed people in fi nding a place to work.

Funding European Social Fund (ESF)

Website http://www.nva.gov.lv/; https://www.riga.lv/
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Authority Pardubice City Council, Czech Republic

Title Social policies in Pardubice

The Municipality of Pardubice has been implementing several policies to fi ght poverty and social exclusion, which 

include, through diff erent projects and social providers:

• Eradication of child poverty and addressing fi nancial exclusions and indebtedness carried out by: i) 

Pardubice citizens’ advice bureau (Občanská poradna) in the form of counselling and the Dluhové poradenství 

project funded by ČSOB bank and its ERA Poštovní spořitelna (Postal Savings Bank). ii) Laxus o.s. (NGO) as part 

of the “Zpátky, jinak” project – Operational Programme for Employment and Human Resources: EU structural 

funds.

• Active integration of the most vulnerable groups into society and the labour market + eradication 
of discrimination + support for the integration of ethnic minorities and foreigners carried out by i) 
Laxus o.s. in the “Zpátky, jinak” project – Operational Programme for Employment and Human Resources: EU 
structural funds. ii) SKP-CENTRUM o.p.s. providing men’s shelter, municipal shelter for women and mothers 
with children, night shelters for men and for women, half-way house, “low-threshold” day centre, frontline 
programme. iii) counselling services (Občanská poradna o.s.; Most pro lidská práva: for foreigners; Romodrom 
o.s.: for prisoners (and those recently released) and their families; Bílý kruh bezpečí o.s.: counselling under 
the “Kruh bezpečí” project). iv) Czech Republic probation and mediation service (as part of their remit); v) 

Pardubice city authority (as part of its remit).

• Decent housing - homelessness: the consequences of being made homeless are tackled through the 
SKP-CENTRUM o.p.s. (providing men’s shelter, municipal shelter for women and mothers with children, night 
shelters for men and for women, half-way house, “low-threshold” day centre, frontline programme); Romodrom 
o.s. (providing social counselling for prisoners - and those recently released - and their families); Laxus o.s. 
as part of the “Zpátky, jinak” project – Operational Programme for Employment and Human Resources: EU 
structural funds. Social counselling; Pardubice city authority: as part of its remit (social housing programme); 
Pomocník v akci o.s.: as part of care services (helping people manage their money).

Multilevel Governance: Social service providers are supported from the following budgets: i) Ministry of Labour 

and Social Aff airs; ii) Pardubice region; iii) Pardubice city and other local authorities in the region, in addition to EU 

structural funds, other ministries and the Government Council for Drug Policy Coordination. There is collaboration 

on this support and through local planning.

Funding European Social Fund (ESF), national public funds (various other ministries and the Government 

Council for Drug Policy Coordination), funds from Pardubice region, Pardubice city and other 

local authorities in the region, ČSOB bank, ERA Poštovní spořitelna (Postal Savings Bank).

Website http://www.pardubice.eu/en/
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Digital Agenda for Europe

Authority Regional Council of North Karelia, Finland

Title Broadband for All in Eastern and Northern Finland 2015

The Broadband for All in Eastern and Northern Finland 2015 project is a so-called administrative and expert 

project that aims at cost-effi  cient implementation of the regions’ broadband construction programmes and 

initiates investments projects for a high-speed broadband network. 

The goal of the strategy is that by the end of 2015 all permanent residences (more than 99% of population) 

and permanent places of business as well as offi  ces of public administration organisations will be within two 

kilometres of an optical fi bre or cable network enabling a functional connection with a speed of 100Mbit/s. 

Each regional council is responsible for the regional implementation of the national broadband strategy. In 

cooperation with municipalities, the regional councils have prepared a programme for broadband construction 

for the years 2010 to 2015 that contains a year-to-year plan for construction of the publically-funded the network. 

The programmes contain 800 individual projects to be implemented between 2010 and 2015. The Regional 

Council of North Karelia administers a joint project between eastern and northern Finland that coordinates and 

prepares 21 broadband projects for six regions: Lapland, Kainuu, North Karelia, Central Ostrobothnia, Oulu Region 

and North Savo. The plan is to construct a total of 19 000 kilometres of backbone in the areas of the municipalities 

participating in the Broadband for All in Eastern and Northern Finland project. In North Karelia, 4200 kilometres of 

backbone will be constructed in the area of 14 municipalities with the end result of putting 11 000 homes within 

two kilometres of the network. The estimated cost of the network is €53 million and is divided between the state, 

the European Union and municipalities.

As a result of the project, the availability of highly developed telecommunications in rural and sparsely populated 

areas in the participating municipalities has improved signifi cantly in areas where a cooperation partner to 

implement the construction has been found through the tendering process. 

The Regional Council of North Karelia has been active in defi ning the model of implementation in cooperation 

between the diff erent regional councils and the Ministry of Transport and Communications, and parts of it have 

been adopted on the national level. A well-functioning operating model has been for a specialist from the 

regional council to operate as a contact person and an expert in drafting the network plans for municipalities 

within his or her area and in preparing the tendering process for the network. Uniform tendering documents and 

methods, prepared in cooperation between the regions and the Ministry, are employed in all parts of Finland. 

As a follow-up to the project, the Regional Council of North Karelia has launched a promotional and marketing 

project to provide information and encourage people living in rural areas to become users of the new high-speed 

broadband. The aim is to create demand and distribute knowledge on the use of high-speed broad--band.

Multilevel Governance: The Regional Council of North Karelia works in cooperation between the diff erent 

regional councils, the municipalities and the Ministry of Transport and Communications and coordinates 

broadband projects for other six regions (Lapland, Kainuu, North Karelia, Central Ostrobothnia, Oulu Region and 

North Savo).

Funding European Regional Development Fund, the Rural Development Programme for Mainland 

Finland, state and municipal support

Website http://www.pohjois-karjala.fi /Resource.phx/maakuntaliitto/laajakaista/index.htx
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Authority Łódź City, Poland

Title “Łódź online” digital policies

The city of Łódź has been carried out policy actions to combat digital exclusion and promote the use of the 

internet for public service provision. The main measures include:

• Providing access to electronic services that enable people to deal with administrative matters over the 

internet, without leaving their home, whatever the time of day.

A wider range of electronic services is now available thanks to the completion of the Łódzkie Centrum Kontaktu 

z Mieszkańcami (Łódzkie Residents’ Contact Centre) project, which was funded by the ERDF as part of the Łódzkie 

Regional Operational Programme for 2007-2013. This project builds on and incorporates the standards and 

functional features of the ePUAP platform to provide access to public services. New communication channels 

have also been made available for contacts between residents and municipal offi  ces based on IT technology: a 

single e-mail address, telephone number and fax number as well as a chat function. Thanks to these tools, people 

are able to quickly get in touch with a specialist member of staff  at the municipal offi  ces, who can then launch a 

procedure to ensure the matter at hand is dealt with swiftly. 

• Providing information for entrepreneurs (published on the website of our “One Stop Information Point”) 

about the procedures and rules governing our services, in compliance with the principles of the Services 

Directive on providing entrepreneurs with information about administrative procedures.

In addition to these activities, electronic services have been made available on the ePUAP platform. Providing 

access to municipal services through ePUAP has led to a recent surge of interest in electronic services: from 

1 January to 15 May 2013 696 applications have been received, an increase of 105% compared to 2012 (339 

applications).

• Providing a management system, connecting public sector institutions to the internet and the creation of 

an education platform.

Some 70 public sector institutions (primarily schools) have been connected to the internet as part of the activities 

carried out under the project Metropolitalna Sieć Szerokopasmowego dostępu do Internetu (Metropolitan 

Network for Broadband Internet Access). In addition, a system has also been put in place to improve education 

management at provider level. A multimedia platform has also been introduced as a new form of education and 

to complement traditional teaching methods. 

As part of its work, the City of Łódź is currently applying for funding for a project entitled Łódź online – 

przeciwdziałanie wykluczeniu cyfrowemu na terenie miasta Łodzi” (Łódź online - combating digital exclusion in 

the City of Łódź) Innovative Economy Operational Programme, Priority Axis 8: Information society – increasing 

innovation of the economy,Action 8.3 Counteracting digital exclusion – eInclusion. 

This project involves providing internet access and computer equipment to groups at risk of digital exclusion, 

including: i) adults and children with a moderate level of disability or equivalent; ii)  children in foster care

Multilevel Governance: representatives of Łódź City Hall attend regular meetings as part of the Linia Współpracy 

(Line of Cooperation) initiative organised by the Ministry of Administration and Digitalisation, divided into a 

number of working groups: i) working group on broadband networks fi nanced via EU funding, ii) working group 

on the introduction of e-government services, iii) working group on e-skills and digital participation.

Funding European Regional Development Fund, local funds

Website http://en.uml.lodz.pl/
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Resource Effi  cient Europe

Authority Lisbon City Council, Portugal

Title Lisbon strategic plan (2010-2024)

Lisbon City Council has adopted resource effi  ciency policies through the Lisbon strategic plan (2010-2024) 

including the Energy-Environment Strategy, in compliance with the Covenant of Mayors; they were both revised 

by the Urban Master Plan, which entered into force in 2012 for a period of 10 years. They include several measures 

such as the Solar Action Plan, the Integrated Municipal Ecological Structure, Lisbon 2020 biodiversity project and 

the EVUE (Electric Vehicles in Urban Europe) project under URBACT.

The Solar Action Plan aims to promote thermal solar potential, particularly for heating water and exploring 

innovative methods of supplying micro-energy production systems in existing and future buildings, by means 

of renewable energy technologies and reducing CO2 emissions by over 20% by 2020, meeting 40% of Lisbon’s 

electricity needs with solar technologies.

The Lisbon Urban Master Plan (2012-2022) regulates green areas for recreation and production, which are part 

of the Integrated Municipal Ecological Structure, providing in particular for urban gardens. Taking advantage of 

this regulation, large investments in urban gardens were planned and are being implemented, not just for leisure 

activities but above all for production activities of high social importance, addressing the socio-geographical 

asymmetries in the city of Lisbon.

The Lisbon Urban Master Plan promotes low-carbon transport. It includes new urban parking regulation, favouring 

use of public transport and selectively penalising use of individual transport. At the same time, in the context of the 

transposition of the European Air Quality Directive, low-emission zones (ZER) were regulated and implemented, 

along with 30 km/h zones in residential areas, with measures to reduce traffi  c. Lisbon has around 400 recharging 

points for electric vehicles in operation, and is the fi rst European capital to have a refuelling network. Lisbon 

leads the EVUE (Electric Vehicles in Urban Europe) project, and in June 2011 hosted the summit of European 

local authorities on electric mobility. Also, the City Council has reduced its fl eet of cars, while exchanging diesel 

vehicles for new electric and natural gas vehicles.

In the fi eld of biodiversity, a Cooperation Protocol was established between Lisboa E-Nova, Lisbon Municipality 

and the Institute for Nature Conservation and Biodiversity with the pioneering and ambitious goal of increasing 

the biodiversity potential of Lisbon city by 20% until 2020.

Multilevel Governance: The Lisbon City operates through Lisboa E-Nova (Lisbon’s Municipal Energy and 

Environmental Agency), a non-profi t association whose members are large enterprises, SMEs or even public 

agencies in the sector. This agency, of which Lisbon Municipal Council is a key member, has a very active 

communication policy, with regular (weekly) dissemination and awareness-raising campaigns, mobilising its 

members and also the citizens.

In addition the Municipal Council works with national public agencies (e.g. ERSE – the Portuguese Energy Services 

Regulator – or ADENE – the Portuguese National Energy Agency). 

Funding LIFE+, Intelligent Energy-Europe, NESUS, 7th Framework Programme, national funds (PPEC - 

Portuguese energy effi  ciency regulatory programme 2011/2012; Plan for promoting effi  cient 

electricity consumption; ERSE Portuguese energy services regulator); Lisbon municipality

Website http://www.cm-lisboa.pt/en/city-council; http://lisboaenova.org/
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Authority Municipality of Breda, the Netherlands

Title Milieuvisie 2015 – Breda’s environmental policy 

In its long-term environmental policy report ‘Milieuvisie 2015’ Breda has identifi ed the following priority fi elds: i) 

sustainable local government; ii)  sustainable energy production; iii) sustainable mobility; iv) low-energy buildings; 

sustainable (agricultural) business; adaptation to climate change. 

Targets have also been set for 2015, 2020 and 2044, aiming to reach the city-wide CO2-neutrality status. To achieve 

these goals Breda uses the preferential order ‘Trias Energetica’: 1. energy saving, 2. renewable energy, 3. energy 

effi  ciency. As a fourth, last option to reduce CO2 emission, Breda identifi es compensation such as aff orestation 

and CO2 credits.

Policy actions include: sustainable district heating; vegetation roofs to capture CO2 and increase the isolating 

power of buildings; improve water storage and add vegetation to the city; broadening environmental law 

enforcement so that companies will take measures for greenhouse gases like methane and chlorofl uorocarbons; 

underground land use plan (as a result of problems with confl icting claims for underground heat storage, Breda 

is working on a plan for the distribution of claims on the underground.

Breda builds on cooperation structures like the ‘Bredase Energieraad’ (energy council) and structures within the 

scope of other themes than climate change, such as air quality, housing, health etc. The energy council has played 

an important role in the baseline assessment and target setting. For the inventory of possible measures, Breda has 

interviewed many organisations and organised two workshops with local actors. By announcements and articles 

in newspapers and magazines and inviting people to participate in making intensifi ed climate policy, Breda has 

worked on optimal cooperation with local stakeholders.

Multilevel Governance: Policies are carried out in partnership with In cooperation with the province of Noord 

Brabant; the regional council Region West- Brabant; the ministry of Economics (Min. of E, L&I );  the agency 

AgentschapNL; the ministry of Environmental aff airs (Min. of I &M).

The city has also organised the participation of SME’s by inviting them from an early stage (in the fase of building 

up the local climat-program) to bring in ideas and project-proposals and even to give the pro-active SME’s (if 

requested) a leading role in working out the projects. 

Funding Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme, municipal funds

Website http://www.breda.nl/
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Innovation Union

Authority Regione Autonoma Friuli Venezia Giulia, Italy

Title Regional Energy Governance (RENGOV)

RENGOV’s goal is to develop innovative energy management and governance capabilities at local level, integrating 

distributed renewable energy sources (solar, biomass, hydroelectric, etc.) in accordance with the Virtual Power 

Plant (VPP) approach, creating a regional smart grid regional and using energy storage capacity (storage).

Project RENGOV provides for the direct and active involvement of local authorities, private individuals and 

investors, building models of public-private partnership aimed at creating value. Local authorities, producers of 

energy from renewable sources, operators of energy transmission and distribution systems, producers of energy 

storage systems, fi nancial institutions and enterprises based in the region are therefore an integral part of this 

“smart approach”: this also makes for the triggering of virtuous communication and participation arrangements 

(awareness-raising).

RENGOV is based on the construction of “energy clusters” made up of groups of power stations for the production 

of energy from renewable sources, where it is possible to simulate and/or assess under operational conditions 

the potential impact of technologies on current business models (production, distribution, transmission), thus 

providing information of use in forecasting the market development of innovative energy systems. The set of 

clusters represents an Experimental Operations Context (CSO) that is unique in Europe. Even buildings in urban 

areas are regarded as energy “prosumers” (producers and consumers), part of the system’s VPP. Within the CSO it will 

therefore be possible to bring out the real benefi ts of adopting coordination arrangements aimed at optimising 

the overall production and networking of energy, overcoming congestion and other technical limitations.

The aim is to maximise economic returns for each of the production units, set up arrangements for stabilising 

networks and create jobs (in particular new, smart entrepreneurs). Using the real data generated under the CSO, 

it will be possible to make appropriate economic and fi nancial calculations and simulations, in order to build 

innovative business models. The goal is to return the added value of energy production to the territory.

Multilevel Governance: RENGOV has been promoted through BIC Incubatori FVG s.p.a. (Friulia group) with 

the scientifi c and technical support of the Higher Institute on Territorial Systems for Innovation. RENGOV is an 

inclusive initiative open to all interested stakeholders to defi ne jointly innovative business models and fi nancial 

mechanisms. The actors involved in the project are the region, municipalities, energy producers from renewable 

sources, energy distribution and transmission operators, energy storage manufacturers, banks, fi nancial 

institutions, local industries, etc

Funding Regione Autonoma Friuli Venezia Giulia, regional fi nancial agencies (Friulia Spa, BIC incubatori 

FVG spa - Gruppo Friulia), Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme; European Regional 

Development Fund

Website http://www.rengov.eu/
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Authority Bratislava Self-Governing Region

Title Bratislava region innovation strategy 2014–2020

Bratislava region’s regional innovation strategy (RIS3) for 2014 - 2020 was conceived in line with the Smart 

Specialisation Strategy (S3) methodology, this being a prior condition for receiving structural funds for science, 

research and innovation in the next planning period. 

The main aim of Bratislava region’s regional innovation strategy is to create a region specialised in R&D and 

innovation and to achieve a critical mass of companies (including high-tech companies) in specifi c areas of 

technology.

Actions are taken in 3 complementary directions:

 • infrastructure development by creating competence centres, science parks and “Science City”, incubators, 

technology and innovation centres (in cooperation with private companies, universities, Slovak Academy 

of Science);

 • supporting the knowledge production process by defi ning a Research cluster development, National 

Knowledge and Technology Transfer Centre, Knowledge and TT support (patent fees, IPR protection, 

Infrastructure for spin-off  creation, Support of PhD students);

 • activating fi nancial support – stimulation of risk funds development, Investment stimuli for the allocation 

of foreign high tech companies, IPR fi nancial support, Development of specifi c loan and grant programs, 

Establishment of the Regional Innovation Fund (RIF), Funds rising for co-fi nancing of PhD students, young 

scientists and foreign scientists.

Horizontal measures are also stipulated, including an innovation-friendly business environment for SMEs, eco-

innovation, social innovation, digitalisation of society and development of clusters. 

The implementation of RIS3 in the Bratislava region is an important factor as it will contribute to the region’s 

competitiveness, the creation of new skilled jobs, and the development of technology SMEs. It will also stimulate 

investment creating high added value, boost productivity and narrow the gap between Slovakia and the EU’s 

developed regions. Bratislava already built a solid reputation in R&D fi elds. It gathers 53% of national R&D 

personnel and 62% of FP7 fi nancial means.

Multilevel Governance: The Bratislava region innovation strategy 2014–2020 was conceived in collaboration 

with the national, regional and local tiers in the region, universities, the Slovak Academy of Sciences and the 

private sector.  

One of the fi rst steps is to have a political agreement on collaboration between national and regional bodies and 

the city of Bratislava and to create a management group comprising representatives of public administration, 

academia and industry.

Funding 7th Framework Programme, European Regional Development Fund, Lifelong Learning, national 

and regional funds

Website www.bratislavaregion.eu;

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/regional-innovation/monitor/

index.cfm?q=p.showFeed&t=news&n=16968
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6.2. List of CoR Opinions relevant to Europe 2020

The following selection of CoR Opinions relevant to Europe 2020 includes (a) items explicitly related to the 

strategy and its Flagship Initiatives as well as (b) item related to the main developments within the framework 

of each Flagship Initiative. This compilation is based on updates collected during the preparation of the CoR 

Conferences on the Flagship Initiatives (see section 3.2 of this report) and, more recently, while the report was 

being fi nalized104. 

On Europe 2020 in general

• The role of local and regional authorities in achieving the objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy (CdR 

72/2011);

• The outermost regions of the EU in the light of the Europe 2020 strategy (CdR 1685/2012).

On Europe 2020 governance and fi nancing

• Recommendation for better spending (CdR 3609/2013);

• Urban-rural partnership and governance (CdR 2994/2013);

• Proposal for a General Regulation on the Funds Covered by the Common Strategic Framework (CdR 

4/2012);

• The Draft EU Budget for 2014 (CdR 275/2013);

• Opinion on the EU guidelines on State aid for rescuing and restructuring fi rms in diffi  culty (CdR 

240/2013);

• Reinforcing economic policy coordination (CdR 224/2010);

• Proposal for a Regulation on the European Regional Development Fund (CdR 5/2012);

• Proposal for a Regulation on the Cohesion Fund (CdR 7/2012).

On the Europe 2020 Flagship Initiatives

Digital Agenda for Europe 

The CoR adopted an opinion on “Digital Agenda for Europe” (CdR 104/2010) on 6 October 2010. Since then, the 
CoR adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are: 

• European single market for electronic communications (CdR 5960/2013);

• Trans-European Telecommunication Networks (CdR 399/2011);  

• Data Protection Package (CdR 625/2012);

• Cloud Computing (CdR 1673/2012);

• Cyber Security Strategy (CdR 1646/2013);

• The European eGovernment Action Plan 2011-2015 (CdR 65/2011).

Innovation Union 

The CoR adopted an opinion on “Innovation Union” (CdR 373/2010) on 30 June 2011. Since then, the CoR 
adopted several opinions related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are: 

• European Research Area (CdR 1672/2012); 

• Closing the innovation divide – how can local and regional authorities best use EU programmes to 

better link research, innovation and regional development (CdR 2414/2012); 

104 All CoR Opinions can be accessed at http://toad.cor.europa.eu/ 
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• Horizon 2020 (CdR 402/2011);

• Creative Europe (CdR 401/2011).

Youth on the Move

The CoR adopted an opinion on Youth on the Move (CdR 292/2010) on 27 January 2011. Since then, the CoR 

adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are:

• European higher education in the world (CdR 5961/2013); 

• Youth Employment Package (CdR 789/2013);

• The role of local and regional authorities in promoting growth and boosting job creation (CdR 

1186/2012);

• Erasmus for All (CdR 400/2011).

Resource effi  cient Europe 

The CoR adopted an opinion on “A resource effi  cient Europe” (CdR 140/2011) on 11 October 2011. Since then, 

the CoR adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are: 

• EU strategy on adaptation to climate change (CdR 3752/2013);

• Energy Effi  ciency in cities and rural districts (CdR 85/2012);

• Renewable energy: a major player in the European energy market (CdR 2182/2012);

• Green Paper on a European strategy on plastic waste in the environment (CdR 3751/2013);

• Energy Roadmap 2050 (CdR 88/2012);  

• A mechanism for monitoring and reporting greenhouse gas emissions (CdR 87/2012 );

• The review of key EU waste targets (CdR 1617/2013 );

• Shale gas (CdR 1616/2013);

• The Clean Power for Transport package (CdR 28/2013);

• Energy effi  ciency (CdR 188/2011);

• Energy infrastructure priorities for 2020 and beyond (CdR 7/2011);

• The role of regional and local authorities in promoting sustainable water policy (CdR 5/2011);

• Climate change mainstreaming and the future EU budget (CdR 104/2011);

• Local food System (CdR 341/2010).

An industrial policy for the globalisation era

The CoR adopted an opinion on “An Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Era” (CdR 374/2010) on 

11 October 2011 and on the update of the fl agship initiative, “A stronger European industry for growth and 

economic recovery - Industrial policy communication update” (CdR 2255/2012) on 11 April 2013.  Since then, 

the CoR adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are: 

• Action plan for a competitive and sustainable steel industry in Europe (CdR 5279/2013);

• Programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and small and medium-sized enterprises (2014-

2020)  (CdR 98/2012);

• Review of the “Small Business Act (SBA) for Europe” (CdR 151/2011).
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An Agenda for new skills and jobs

The CoR adopted an opinion on Agenda for New Skills and Jobs (CdR 401/2010) on 1 July 2011. Since then, the 

CoR adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. The most relevant are: 

• Opening up Education (CdR 6183/2013);

• Youth Employment Package (CdR 789/2013);

• Promoting cultural and creative sectors for growth and jobs in the EU (CdR 2391/2012);

• Rethinking Education: Investing in skills for better socio-economic outcomes (CdR 2392/2012);

• Modernisation of Higher Education ( CdR 290/2011).

European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion

The CoR adopted an opinion on The European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion (CdR 402/2010) 

on 31 March 2011.  Since then, the CoR adopted several opinions on or directly related to the fl agship initiative. 

The most relevant are: 

• The EU Social Investment Package (CdR 1999/2013);

• The employment package (CdR 1186/2012);

• Child poverty (CdR 333/2011);

• Towards a European agenda for social housing (CdR 71/2011);

• European Agenda on Integration (CdR 199/2011);

• EU Programme for Social Change and Innovation (CdR 335/2011); 

• European Social Fund (CdR 6/2012); 

• Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (CdR 26/2011); 

• Steps forward in implementing national Roma integration strategies  (CdR 5280/2013);

• Health for growth programme (2014-2020) (CdR 67/2012);

• Strengthening the Social Dimension of the EMU (CdR 6863/2013).



6.3. Infographics on Europe 2020 Flagship Initiatives
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6.4. List of abbreviations and country codes

AGS Annual Growth Survey

ALDE Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe

CAP Common Agricultural Policy

CdR Comité des Régions 

COM Communication

CoM Covenant of Mayors

CoR Committee of the Regions 

EA European Alliance Group

EC European Commission

EER European Entrepreneurial Region 

EGTC European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation

EMU European Monetary Union

EP European Parliament

EPP European People’s Party

EU European Union

GDP Gross Domestic Product

MP Monitoring Platform

NRP National Reform Programme

LRA Local and Regional Authorities

PES Party of European Socialists

R&D Research and Development 

SME Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

TFEU Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

YotM Youth on the Move

BE Belgium

BG Bulgaria

CZ Czech Republic

DK Denmark

DE Germany

EE Estonia

IE Ireland

EL Greece

ES Spain

FR France

IT Italy

CY Cyprus

LV Latvia

LT Lithuania

LU Luxembourg

HU Hungary

MT Malta

AT Austria

NL Netherlands

PL Poland

PT Portugal

RO Romania

SL Slovenia

SK Slovakia

FI Finland

SE Sweden

UK United Kingdom
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6.5. List of members of the Europe 2020  

Monitoring Platform – April 2014

Belgium 

La Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / Het 

Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest (Brussels 

Capital Region)

Vlaanderen (Flanders)

Région wallonne (Walloon Region)

Deutschsprachigen Gemeinschaft 

Belgiens (German-speaking Community in 

Belgium)

Bulgaria 

Стара Загора (Municipality of Stara Zagora)

Czech Republic 

Liberecký kraj (Liberec Region)

Olomoucký kraj (Olomouc Region)

Moravskoslezský kraj (Moravian-Silesian 

Region)

Zlín (City of Zlin)

Denmark 

Ballerup (Ballerup Municipality)

Midtjylland (Central Denmark)

Næstved (Næstved Municipality)

Sjælland (Zealand)

Syddanmark (South Denmark)

Germany 

Arnsberg

München (City of Munich)

Staatskanzlei des Landes Brandenburg 

(State of Brandenburg)

Estonia 

Pärnu linn (Town of Pärnu)

Tallinn

Tartu Maavalitsus (Tartu Municipality)

Ireland 

Border Midland and Western Region

Dublin Region

Greece 

Αναπτυξιακή Ηρακλείου Α.Ε. (Development 

Agency of Heraklion) 

Γραφείο Περιφερειάρχη Αττικής (Region 

of Attica)

Δήμος Αλεξανδρούπολης (Municipality of 

Alexandroupoli)

Δήμος Ασπρόπυργος (Municipality of 

Aspropyrgos)

Δήμος Αφάντου (Municipality of Afandou)

Δήμος Καβάλας (Municipality of Kavala)

Δήμος Λαμιέων (Municipality of Lamia)

Δήμος Μυκόνου (Municipality of Mykonos)

Δήμου Τήλου (Municipality of Tilos)

Νομαρχιακή Αυτοδιοίκηση Επιμελητήριο 

Δράμας (Drama Chamber of Commerce and 

Industry)

Η Κρήτη (Region of Crete)

Περιφέρεια Νοτίου Αιγαίου (South Aegean 

Region)

Spain 

Andalucía (Autonomous Community of 
Andalusia)

Principado de Asturias (Principality of 
Asturias)

Barcelona (Province of Barcelona)

Castilla y Léon (Community of Castille and 
Léon)

Catalunya (Autonomous Community of 
Catalonia)

Comunidad autónoma de la Región de 
Murcia (Autonomous Community of the 
Region of Murcia)

Guipúzcoa (Guipuzcoa Province)

Madrid (City)

Madrid (Region)

Navarra (Navarre Region)

Puerto Lumbreras (City)

Segovia (City)

Valencia (Region)

France 

Aquitaine (Region)

Basse-Normandie (Lower Normandy Region)

Bretagne (Brittany Region)

Département de la Savoie (Savoie 

Department)

Dunkerque (Dunkirk)

Île-de-France (Region)

Lorraine (Region)

Limousin (Region)

Nord-Pas de Calais (Region)

Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur (PACA Region)

Rhône-Alpes (Region)

Croatia 

Istarksa županija (Region of Istria)

Općina Maruševec (Maruševec Municipality)

Italy 

Comune di Bolzano (Municipality of Bolzano)

Comune di Borgata Campo Tures (Campo 

Tures / Sand in Taufers Borough)

Comune di Capodrise (Municipality of 

Capodrise)

Comune di Cremona (Municipality of 

Cremona)

Comune di Firenze (Municipality of Florence)

Comune di Milano (Municipality of Milan)

Comune di Morro d’Alba (Municipality of 

Morro d’Alba)

Comune di Lecce (Municipality of Lecce)

Comune di Pordenone (Municipality of 

Pordenone)

Comune di Roma Capitale (Rome Capital 

City)

Comune di Recale (Municipality of Recale)

Comune di Rossano (Municipality of Rossano)

Comune di Sora (Municipality of Sora)

Comune di Taleggio (Municipality of 

Taleggio)

Comune di Urbino (Municipality of Urbino)
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Langhe Monferrato Roero

Provincia di Arezzo (Arezzo Province)

Provincia di Pisa (Province of Pisa)

Provincia di Roma (Province of Rome)

Provincia di Torino (Province of Turin)

Regione Abruzzo (Abruzzo Region)

Regione Basilicata (Basilicata Region)

Regione Emilia-Romagna (Emilia-Romagna 

Region)

Regione Lazio (Latium Region)

Regione Liguria (Liguria Region)

Regione Lombardia (Lombardy Region)

Regione Piemonte (Piedmont Region)

Regione Puglia (Apulia Region)

Regione Marche (Le Marche Region)

Regione Sicilia (Sicily Region)

Regione Toscana (Tuscany Region)

Regione Umbria (Umbria Region)

Cyprus 

Ένωση Δήμων Κύπρου 

(Union of Cyprus Municipalities)

Latvia 

Rīgas reģions (Riga City & Region)

Lithuania  

Vilniaus miesto savivaldibė 

(Vilnius City Municipality)

Luxembourg 

Esch-Uelzecht (Esch-sur-Alzette)

Hungary 

Észak-alföldi régió (Northern Great Plain 

Region)

Nyugat-dunántúli Régió (West-Pannon 

Region)

Malta 

Nadur (City)

Netherlands 

Association of Dutch Municipalities – VNG 

(Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeenten - 

VNG)

Delft (Delft City)

Den Haag (The Hague City)

Enschede (City of Enschede)

Eindhoven (Eindhoven City)

Gemeente ‘t Hof van Twente (Municipality of 

‘t Hof van Twente)

Lingewaard (Municipality of Lingewaard)

Noord Nederland (Northern Netherlands 

Provinces)

Provincie Gelderland (Province of 

Gelderland)

Provincie Overijssel (Province of Overijssel)

Austria 

Oberösterreich (Upper Austria)

Mörbisch am See

Steiermark (Styria)

Wien (City of Vienna)

Poland 

Łódź (City of Lodz)

Ostrołęka (City of Ostroleka)

Województwo Dolnośląskie (Lower Silesian 

Voivodeship)

Województwo Kujawsko-Pomorskie 

(Kuyavian-Pomeranian Voivodship)

Województwo Łódzkie (Lodz Voivodship)

Województwo Małopolskie (Małopolska 

Voivodeship)

Województwo Mazowieckie (Masovian 

Voivodeship)

Województwo Opolskie (Opole Voivodship)

Województwo Pomorskie (Pomeranian 

Voivodship)

Województwo Śląskie (Silesian Voivodship)

Województwo Świętokrzyskie 

(Świętokrzyskie Voivodeship)

Województwo Warmińsko-Mazurskie 

(Warmian-Masurian Voivodship)

Województwo Wielkopolskie (Greater 

Poland Voivodship)

Województwo Zachodniopomorskie (West-

Pomeranian Voivodship)

Portugal 

Associação de Desenvolvimento da Alta 

Estremadura (ADAE)

Câmara Municipal da Covilhã (Covilhã 

Municipality)

Câmara Municipal da Ferreira do Alentejo

(Ferreira do Alentejo Municipality)

Câmara Municipal de Lisboa (Lisbon 

Municipality)

Câmara Municipal de Tavira (Tavira 

Municipality)

Comunidade Intermunicipal do Oeste 

(OesteCIM) (West Intermunicipal Community)

Comunidade Intermunicipal do Pinhal 

Litoral (CIMPL)

Região Autónoma da Madeira (Madeira 

Autonomous Region)

Romania 

Braşov (Municipality of Brasov)

Cluj-Napoca (Municipality of Cluj-Napoca)

Oraşul Cugir (Town of Cugir)

Timişoara (Municipality of Timisoara)

Slovenia 

Skupnost občin Slovenije (Association of 

Municipalities and Towns of Slovenia)

Slovakia 

Bratislavský samosprávny kraj (Bratislava 

Self-Governing Region)

Košický kraj (Košice Region)

Prešovský kraj (Prešov Region)

Trenčiansky kraj (Trenčín Region)

Trnavský samosprávny kraj (Trnava Self-

Governing Region)

Žilinský kraj (Zilina Region)

Finland 

Helsinki Region

Itä-Suomi (East-Finland)

Oulun Kaupunki (City of Oulu)

Pohjois-Suomi (North Finland)
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Sweden 

Göteborg stad (City of Gothenburg)

Jämtland 

Malmö stad (City of Malmö)

Mellersta Norrland (Mid-Sweden)

Östsam (East Sweden)

Solna stad (City of Solna)

Sörmland

Sveriges Kommuner och Landsting (SKL) 

(Swedish Association of Local Authorities and 

Regions (SALAR)) 

Upplands-Bro kommun (Upplands-Bro 

Municipality)

Västra Götalandsregionen (Region Västra 

Götaland)

United Kingdom 

Belfast City 

Cornwall 

East of England

Lancashire 

Leicestershire 

Nottingham 

Preston City Council 

Scarborough Borough Council 

South East England 

Warwickshire

West Midlands

Yorkshire & Humber

 

Eixo Atlântico do noreste peninsular

EGTC Duero-Douro

EGTC Pyrenees-Mediterranean



EUROPEAN UNION

Committee of the Regions

“
I highly welcome your own mid-term review of the Europe 2020 

strategy. I also count on your active participation in the public 

consultation that the Commission will launch to gather the views 

of all stakeholders in order to develop the strategy further for 

2015 and 2020. Of course a stronger territorial dimension is 

necessary.”

José Manuel Barroso 

President of the European Commission

8.03.2014, Athens

“
Public authorities have to do more with less money. One 

can only do this by increasing the effi  ciency of the public 

sector. Regions, cities and provinces have an important 

role to play in this respect. Inclusive labour markets, a spirit of 

entrepreneurship, the two thirds of public investment they are 

responsible for are key factors here.”

Yves Leterme 

Deputy Secretary-General of the OECD

8.03.2014, Athens

To know more about the mid-term assessment of the 

Europe 2020 Strategy carried out by the Committee of 

the Regions and its Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform, 

please visit:

http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/europe2020 

European Commission [COM(2014) 130]

Communication on taking stock of the Europe 2020 

strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/

europe2020stocktaking_en.pdf


