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PREFACE by Markku Markkula, President of the Committee of the Regions

We are publishing our 6th Monitoring Report on Europe 2020 and

the European Semester at a time when economic recovery is still

weak and unemployment is far too high. The investment gap in

the EU is estimated at 430 billion euros – compared with 2008 ––

and progress made towards employment and R&D targets set out

under the Europe 2020 strategy is still slow and uneven. The

economic crisis has exacerbated economic and social disparities

between more and less developed regions; these regional disparities are often more pronounced than

those between member countries. Inequalities are also apparent between the biggest and most densely

populated cities, on one side, and towns, suburbs and rural areas on the other, especially in less

developed Member States.

By mapping regional social indicators, this report underlines that unemployment, poverty and social

exclusion are concentrated in less developed regions. These regions are also making less progress

towards achieving the Europe 2020 targets. It is therefore necessary to face regional disparities in

order to tackle social inequalities, boost growth and jobs and to strengthen competitiveness and

cohesion within the Economic and Monetary Union. The key employment and social indicators

currently used to keep track of the social dimension of the European Semester, in the Joint

Employment Report, the Alert Mechanism Report and related in-depth economic reviews, therefore

need to be accompanied by regional indicators. This issue should be brought up during the debate on

completing the EMU.

This report also stresses that territory-relevant issues are raised in all the European Commission's

Country Reports, and that several Member States have received 'territory-relevant' country-specific

recommendations in 2014 and 2015. Some of these comments and recommendations were addressed

to local and regional authorities, and rightly so, as they are the actors closest to the European people,

they know their territories best, they have key competences in most of the relevant policy fields and

they can help strengthen ownership of National Reform Programmes. The report also shows that local

and regional authorities are increasingly involved in implementing – although they are still less

involved in preparing – National Reform Programmes.

With a few weeks to go until the 2016 Annual Growth Survey, promoting this territorial dimension as

an integral part of the European Semester is key on the agenda at the European Committee of the

Regions. The good practices presented in this report remind us that every EU region has specific

potential for growth, depending on its own situation, opportunities and administrative capacity.

Regions and cities should make distinct contributions to the implementation of National Reform

Programmes, the Investment Plan for Europe and the Europe 2020 strategy.

In conjunction with the ongoing debate on the future of the Economic and Monetary Union, the CoR

has proposed the idea of adopting a code of conduct for involving local and regional authorities in the

European Semester. This notion was inspired by the code of conduct already used to regulate EU

Cohesion Policy. Our efforts have been encouraged by the converging views that are emerging from
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the European Parliament, and by the European Commission’s strong call to increase effectiveness and

ownership of the European Semester.

PREFACE by Michel Delebarre, Political Coordinator of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform

This 6th Monitoring Report on Europe 2020 and the European Semester by the

European Committee of the Regions shows that progress towards Europe

2020 targets has been slow and uneven, especially with regard to employment

and investment in R&D. Low activity rates, unemployment and poverty tend

to be concentrated in less developed EU regions, thus these problems are

mainly located – although not exclusively – in less developed Member States.

In short, territorial disparities are a major cause of social inequalities.

The report also shows that issues relating to territorial differences emerge in

many country-specific recommendations and Country Reports for 2014 and 2015, and that local and

regional authorities are involved to some extent in implementing – although still less in designing –

National Reform Programmes.

From the perspective of both the EU and EMU, the ongoing review of the European economic

governance needs to go a step further. It should move towards involving local and regional authorities

systematically and permanently in the design and implementation of policies for growth and jobs, –

both in the short-term (the European Semester) and in the long-term (the forthcoming revision of the

Europe 2020 strategy).

Multilevel governance should be given a more central role in the EU and EMU economic governance

policy mix. The examples included in this report show how flexible multilevel governance, tailored to

the specific needs and institutional layout of each member country, makes public policies more

effective and strengthens ownership on the part of Europeans and businesses. In future, this approach

should become a standard feature of National Reform Programmes and the reviewed Europe 2020

Strategy.

As part of the mid-term review of Europe 2020, the CoR has insisted that regionally-differentiated

targets be set, on a voluntary basis, through a mixed top-down and bottom-up approach that actively

involves local and regional authorities. In line with this approach, local and regional authorities

should be supported in their efforts to improve administrative capacity.

It is good news that the European Semester is being streamlined to allow a greater involvement of

relevant stakeholders, and that the CoR proposals, presented in the Athens Declaration in March 2014,

are finding increasing consensus in the European Parliament.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This 6th Report covers the period from October 2014 through to early September 2015 and presents

updates and insights on the territorial dimension of the European Semester and the Europe 2020

strategy. Specifically, it examines:

 the extent to which policy goals and programmes set out in the Semester process duly reflect

actual regional socioeconomic disparities and institutional capacity, which could result in the

potential for growth and employment varying greatly from one region to another;

 the extent to which local and regional authorities are involved in designing and implementing

their countries' National Reform Programmes – in which Member States lay down their policy

programmes on both short-term (following the EU's Annual Growth Survey and Country-

specific Recommendations) and long-term priorities (their contribution to the Europe 2020

strategy goals and targets);

 the added value that local and regional authorities bring to the policy-making process in terms

of effectiveness as well as increased ownership, illustrated by good practices inspired by the

principles of partnership and multilevel governance.

1.1 Uneven regional progress towards the Europe 2020 targets

As outlined in Chapter 3 progress towards the Europe 2020 targets has been uneven. Substantial

progress has been made on energy, climate change and education, and limited progress has been made

on R&D expenditure. However, the distance to be covered in order to reach the employment and

poverty targets has increased
1
. This picture reflects a multifaceted geographical divide:

 between Member States (those performing well and those lagging behind), and to a greater

extent within Member States. Less developed regions are the hardest hit by the crisis and are

furthest from reaching the Europe 2020 targets;

 between capital cities and the rest of their countries: most often, capital regions are among the

top performers within their countries in terms of the Europe 2020 targets, with the notable

exceptions of Brussels and Berlin;

 between cities and areas outside them in cohesion countries
2
. On average, cities in

cohesion countries score twice as highly on the Europe 2020 targets when compared with

their towns, suburbs and rural areas
3
. On the contrary, cities in non-cohesion countries do

not perform better than their towns, suburbs and rural areas on the Europe 2020 index. This is

because within cities, those who are educated and affluent have left and were replaced by

poor and unemployed people. Overall, the performance of cities in non-cohesion countries is

almost on par with the performance of cities in cohesion countries.

1
This section and subsequent Chapter 3 draw on: The Europe 2020 Index: the progress of EU countries, regions and cities to the Europe

2020 targets, by Lewis Dijkstra and Stergios Athanasoglu, DG REGIO, Regional Focus 01/2015, May 2015

2
Countries with a GNP per head of less than 90% of the EU average and thus eligible for support from the Cohesion fund in 2014-2020.

3
Reference is made here to the 'three degrees of urbanisation' adopted by Eurostat. The first degree refers to cities (for densely populated

areas), the second to towns and suburbs (or intermediate density areas) and the third to rural areas (or thinly populated areas).
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/degree-of-urbanisation/overview
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Available regional data on employment, unemployment, poverty, education and other factors show

that national averages hide relevant regional differences – particularly in some Member States such as

Italy, Spain and France. The more thoroughly statistics examine regional differences, the more these

differences also emerge within developed areas.

It is unsurprising that less developed regions – which were also the areas hit hardest by the economic

crisis – have the most problematic social indicators. This assessment has also drawn a less obvious

conclusion, namely, that it may be hard to improve the social outlook without tackling regional

disparities. Moreover, narrowing regional disparities – by promoting growth in all EU regions based

on their different assets and competitive potential – is necessary to achieve the Europe 2020 goals as

well as to build a more competitive and cohesive Economic and Monetary Union.

This evidence supports the CoR recommendation that EU and country policies should adopt

territorially-differentiated targets
4
– set voluntarily as part of a mixed top-down and bottom-up process

– that factor in specific situations and potential in each region. The extent of the current divide

between cities and the rest of the territory also suggests that this approach should aim to foster

'polycentric' development.

1.2 The slow emergence of a territorial dimension in the European Semester

In contrast to previous years, the 2015 European Semester (assessed in Chapter 4) has adopted a

streamlined procedure to increase its effectiveness by focusing on a limited number of priorities. It

has also allowed a broader range of relevant stakeholders to participate more extensively by

publishing the Country Reports almost three months ahead of the country-specific recommendations.

An assessment of the Country Reports and country-specific recommendations shows that a territorial

dimension to the European Semester is emerging.

In 2014, a total of 33 'territory-relevant' country-specific recommendations (CSRs) were

explicitly addressed to local and regional authorities in 18 Member States. These dealt mainly with

public spending, social and employment issues, administrative capacity, cooperation between levels

of government and structural reforms.

In 2015, 53 territory-relevant CSRs were issued across all Member States. 19 of these were

directly addressed to local and regional authorities in 12 Member States, while the remainder related

to a territorial issue raised in the 2015 Country Reports and/or in the recommendations. All Country

Reports highlighted at least some territorial issues.

The most significant policy issues covered by the 2015 territory-relevant CSRs were, in descending

order of importance, (a) labour market/ education/ social policies, (b) modernisation of the public

administration and improvement of administrative capacity, (c) competitiveness, investments, growth

and jobs, and (d) structural reforms.

4 See the CoR's Athens Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 2020 A territorial vision for growth and jobs (March 2014).
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The worst-performing countries in terms of GDP per capita, employment rate or internal regional

disparities are also those facing the biggest challenges in terms of implementing the 2014 CSRs.

These countries have the highest number of 'no progress' or 'limited progress' scores, and the

highest number of territorial issues raised in the Country Reports for 2015. In 2015 the ten countries

with the highest 'internal' (regional) disparities in relation to employment rates received 22 territory-

relevant CSRs, while the ten countries with the lowest values in this area received 15 territory-

relevant CSRs.

Administrative capacity matters. The biggest territory-relevant policy area covered by the 2015

Country Reports was 'public administration, administrative capacity and management of EU funds.'

Within this field, the biggest issues mentioned were: 'administrative burden and administrative

capacity' and 'corruption and transparency'.

The analysis of the National Reform Programmes for 2015 examined: (a) the involvement of the

local and regional authorities in designing and implementing policies related to the European

Semester and the Europe 2020 strategy, (b) the territorial dimension of such policies and (c) the

implementation of the principle of multilevel governance. It showed that half of the EU Member

States made territorial issues highly visible in their NRPs. When 'average' scores are also factored

in, two thirds of NRPs made territorial issues visible to a large extent. This is in line with similar

findings for 2013 and 2014, while references to multilevel governance – although mostly not

formalised – are on the increase. For the first time, this monitoring report includes an overall

territorial dimension performance index (see the chart below
5
), which maps Member States' overall

scores. Countries with a high score are AT, CZ, DE, ES, EL, IE, RO, SE (very high score) and BE,

DK, FI, HR, LV, NL (fairly high score).

In 2015 – as during the two previous years – the involvement of local and regional authorities in

preparing NRPs was around 50%. This is considerably lower than involvement during the

implementation phase (around 80% in 2015 and 2014 and slightly more in 2013).

1.3 Partnership agreements and operational programmes 2014-2020: an overall positive

outcome to the negotiations

A survey by the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform on negotiations leading to the Partnership

Agreements and Operational Programmes 2014-2020 showed that, overall, a majority reported

that they were 'satisfied' or 'fairly satisfied' with the outcome of the negotiations for both sets of

strategic documents (Chapter 5).

The survey examined the actual role that local and regional authorities played in this process and the

consideration given to local and regional needs. It showed that communication between national

governments and their local and regional authorities was often a one-way process, with little scope

for local and regional authorities to provide feedback. This falls short of the full partnership outlined

in the European Code of Conduct on Partnership.

5 See detail in section 4.3.4.
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Moreover, smaller cities, municipalities and local level government organisations have fewer or

no opportunity to participate in the negotiating/drafting process, and their interests are reflected less

or not at all in their country's final Partnership Agreement.

1.4 Improving the business environment and fighting corruption: good practices from

regions and cities

Twelve good practices highlight how local and regional authorities can play a leading role in

implementing National Reform Programmes and the Europe 2020 headline targets. They demonstrate

the ongoing diffusion of multilevel governance (see Chapter 6).

Examples focus on the two interlinked policy objectives of improving the business environment (both

by improving administrative constraints, infrastructure, the labour market and other external conditions

and by adopting more pro-active support measures) and fighting corruption in the public sector, mainly

concentrating on public procurement procedures.
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Overall scoring of 2015 NRPs according to: the visibility and importance they give to the territorial

dimension of problems and policies, the actual involvement of the LRAs in the NRPs in

implementing Europe 2020 and multilevel cooperation (the higher the score, the darker the colour and the

more visibility and importance was given to these factors)
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2. INTRODUCTION AND RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

2.1 Aim and content of this report6

The European Committee of the Regions (CoR) Annual Monitoring Report – provided for in the

Cooperation Agreement between the CoR and the European Commission
7

– focuses on recent

developments relating to the European Semester (see Box 2.1 below) and the Europe 2020 strategy,

from the perspective of European cities and regions.

Box 2.1: THE EUROPEAN SEMESTER

Since 2011, the European Semester has been the main EU governance mechanism for economic policy coordination,

covering both fiscal policy (ruled by the Stability and Growth Pact) and structural policies (Europe 2020, cohesion policy,

structural reforms). The Semester starts in November, when the Annual Growth Survey (AGS) is published by the European

Commission. After endorsement by the Spring European Council, the AGS provides general guidelines for Member States'

National Reform Programmes and Stability or Convergence programs. This forms a basis for the EU to set out country-

specific recommendations, which are then adopted by the ECOFIN Council in July after extensive consultation and

endorsement by the European Council
8
.

In its Athens Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 2020 (March 2014), the CoR recommended that the European

Semester be given a territorial dimension, by:

- acknowledging that real regional differences in economic performance, resources and institutional capacity translate

into variations in challenges and opportunities;

- allowing, therefore, for the territorial differentiation of policy goals and targets (beginning with the Europe 2020 targets

on a voluntary basis), which should be set out as part of a mixed top-down and bottom-up process involving all levels

of government;

- involving local and regional authorities as partners when designing and implementing National Reform Programs, and

therefore when delivering on the country-specific recommendations (CSR).

This 6th Report covers the period from October 2014 to early September 2015 and presents updates and

insights on the territorial dimension of the European Semester and the Europe 2020 strategy.

Specifically, it examines:

 the extent to which policy goals and programmes set out in the Semester process duly reflect

actual regional socioeconomic disparities and institutional capacity, which could result in the

potential for growth and employment varying greatly from one region to another;

 the extent to which local and regional authorities are involved in designing and implementing

their countries' National Reform Programmes – in which Member States lay down their policy

programmes on both short-term (following the EU's Annual Growth Survey and country-

6
This Report was prepared by the team in charge of the Europe 2020 and the European Semester within CoR Unit C2 – Secretariat of the

CoR ECON Commission and the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform. Input came from workshops, conferences and surveys involving
the Platform. The Platform has almost 200 members that include local and regional authorities, or organisations representing them,
from all EU countries.

7
The Protocol on Cooperation between the European Commission and the Committee of the Regions, signed on 16 February 2012, can

be found at http://cor.europa.eu/en/about/interinstitutional/Pages/european-commission.aspx

8
More information, and the main documents relating to the European Semester, can be found at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-

it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm.
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specific recommendations) and long-term priorities (their contribution to the Europe 2020

strategy goals and targets);

 the added value that local and regional authorities bring to the policy-making process in terms

of effectiveness and increased ownership, illustrated by good practices inspired by the

principles of partnership and multilevel governance.

This 2015 issue includes four chapters:

 Chapter 3 provides an update on recent indicators illustrating regional progress towards

the Europe 2020 targets. Being able to monitor the progress of the strategy is a vital part of

result-oriented, evidence-based policy making, as emphasised by the European

Commission's
9

current Better Regulation programme. The data examined highlights the

impact of the crisis, but indicates that other factors also contribute to a seemingly widening

geographical divide. Although the availability of regional data is seriously limited, the

available data reveals the extent of socio-regional disparities (in areas such as employment,

unemployment, poverty and education) within the EU. A recent review of this issue confirms

that the social dimension of the EMU overlaps considerably with its territorial

dimension;

 Chapter 4 examines the main policy documents relating to the 2015 European Semester from

a territorial perspective. For the first time, the Semester adopted a streamlined procedure to

increase its effectiveness and to allow a broader range of relevant stakeholders to participate

more extensively. Firstly, this involved narrowing down the number of policy priorities in the

AGS and country-specific recommendations. The operational content of such priorities is also

more focused in order to increase relevance and feasibility. Secondly, the publication of the

analytical Country Reports earlier than the country-specific recommendations now gives

stakeholders almost three months to discuss and make suggestions before the recommendations

are issued. This chapter analyses National Reform Programmes, Country Reports and

country-specific recommendations (CSRs) from all countries. It aims to determine the extent

to which these programmes and recommendations factor in the territorial dimension and the role

they grant local and regional authorities. Out of all the issues affecting local and regional

authorities, the 2015 European Semester puts special emphasis on the challenge of improving

administrative capacity;

 Chapter 5 follows up on one of the main innovations of the 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy

programming period: Partnership Agreements between each Member State and the European

Commission on the use of the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), and the

related Code of Conduct on involving local and regional authorities and other relevant

stakeholders when implementing operational programmes. A survey carried out by the Europe

2020 Monitoring Platform on the negotiations of Partnership Agreements and Operational

Programmes for the 2014-2020 programming period aimed to find out what role local and

9
Official information on the EC Bbetter Rregulation approach can be found at http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/index_en.htm



COR-2015-04495-14-00-NB-REF (EN) 13/77

regional authorities actually played in this process and what consideration was given to specific

local/regional needs;

 Chapter 6 outlines selected good practices in order to highlight the contribution made by local

and regional authorities towards implementing the National Reform Programmes and the

Europe 2020 Strategy headline targets. Examples focus on two interlinked policy objectives of

improving the business environment (both by improving administrative constraints,

infrastructure, the labour market and other external conditions and by adopting more pro-active

support measures) and fighting corruption in the public sector, mainly concentrating on public

procurement procedures. A common feature of the examples selected is that they adopt a

multilevel governance approach.

2.2 The mid-term review of Europe 2020: an update

As reported last year
10

, the mid-term review of the Europe 2020 Strategy
11

was launched on 5 March

2014 by a communication
12

from the European Commission, followed by an open consultation

between May and October 2014. Contributions then came from the CoR (Athens Declaration, 7

March 2014: see Box 2.2 below) and from the European Economic and Social Committee
13

.

Box 2.2: CoR recommendations for the mid-term review of Europe 2020

In its Athens Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 2020: A Territorial vision for growth and jobs, the CoR

recommended that Europe 2020 should have a real territorial dimension and that regions and cities be allowed to decide on

their contribution to the Europe 2020 targets, either by adopting regional targets or in another way. For reasons of

effectiveness and ownership, local and regional authorities and other relevant stakeholders should be involved in the

governance of Europe 2020, through a mixed top-down and bottom-up approach which contains flexible multilevel

governance arrangements.

These recommendations were translated into specific proposals in the CoR Blueprint for a revised Europe 2020 Strategy

(December 2014) and were recently recalled in the Bureau Declaration on the implementation of the 2015 European

Semester and in view of the Annual Growth Survey for 2016 (2 September 2015).

Since the publication of the 5th Monitoring Report, institutional developments at EU level include:

 On 16 December 2014, the revision of the Europe 2020 strategy was one of the new

initiatives listed under the first of the ten priorities of the new Commission Work

Programme for 2015
14

('A new boost for jobs, growth and investments'). While the most

urgent action delivered under this priority was the Investment Plan for Europe (also known as

the Juncker Plan and which was given final approval by the European Parliament plenary

10
http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/pub/Pages/welcome.aspx

11
For more information on the Europe 2020 strategy, see the Commission's website (http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/index_en.htm) and

the relevant CoR website (http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Pages/welcome.aspx)).

12
The Communication Taking stock of the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, COM (2014)130, can be

found at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/documents/documents-and-reports/institutions/european-commission/index_en.htm).

13
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.europe-2020. In its recent Exploratory Opinion on EUR/007 - Progress on implementation of

the Europe 2020 strategy, adopted on 18-19 February 2015 (EESC-2015-00034-00-01-ac), the EESC states, among others, that 'The
Europe 2020 strategy (and then Europe 2030) should be the central concept underpinning the EU’s economic, social and territorial
strategies in the long term, taking into account the range of differing situations in the Member States.".'

14
See Point 3 of the 2015 EC Work Programme: http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/pdf/cwp_2015_new_initiatives_en.pdf
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session on 24 June), the revised Europe 2020 strategy is now expected to be published around

the end of 2015.

 On 15 December 2014, the Italian Presidency of the Council published a summary
15

of the

debates held between July and early December in all relevant Council configurations. The

main conclusions of the document were that, although 'seriously affected' by the crisis,

Europe 2020 – along with its headline targets – remains relevant and valid. Efforts should

thus focus on effective implementation. Greater progress towards the strategy’s objectives

could be achieved by ensuring clearer and more specific links with the European Semester,

particularly between objectives and instruments. In light of this, there should be an improved

governance framework that ensures different sectors and stakeholders are more closely

involved in the European Semester, and that the Europe 2020 strategy is implemented in a

more coherent manner.

 During Council debates, the General Affairs /Cohesion Council stated that (emphasis here and

in the following paragraphs is ours) 'the suggestion of better highlighting the territorial

dimension of the Europe 2020 strategy was made, reiterating the need for a further

enhancement of the role of local authorities and for increased ownership of the CSRs.

Member States and their regions are facing different challenges and have to make clear

choices about their objectives.' Moreover, 'cohesion policy should be more involved in the

earlier stage of the European Semester 'to ensure not only (i) that cohesion policy fully

contributes to the Europe 2020 objectives, but also that (ii) 'the revision of the Europe 2020

strategy would take into account the programming experience and the strengthened

connection of cohesion policy to economic governance'.

 In March 2015, the Commission published the Results of the public consultation on the

Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth
16

. Its main conclusions

were that: Europe 2020 is seen as a relevant overarching framework to promote jobs and

growth at EU and national level. Its objectives and priorities are also meaningful in light of

current and future challenges. The five headline targets are key catalysts for jobs and growth

and they help to keep the strategy focused. Most of the flagship initiatives have served their

purpose, yet their visibility has remained weak. There is scope and a need to improve the

delivery of the strategy through enhanced ownership and involvement on the ground.

Although the document does not elaborate on the role of local and regional authorities, a

number of contributions sent by local and regional authorities – along with some sent by some

national ministries – mirrored the main points of the CoR's Athens Declaration (see Box 2.3).

15
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/register/en/content/out/?PUB_DOC=%3E0&DOC_SUBJECT_PRIM=OJ%2FCONS&i=AGNDCONS&

ROWSPP=25&ORDERBY=DOC_DATE+DESC&DOC_LANCD=EN&typ=SET&NRROWS=500&RESULTSET=1&TARGET_YE
AR=2014

16
COM(2015)100, Results of the public consultation on the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, at

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/public-consultation/index_en.htm
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Box 2.3: Support for a territorial dimension of Europe 2020 during the EC open consultation

The CoR carried out an analysis on the aforementioned results of the public consultation on the Europe 2020 strategy,

focusing on the contributions sent by public authorities (national, regional and local level), associations and other relevant

organisations (registered/non-registered). Many of them contain messages mirroring the main points of the CoR Athens

Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 2020, calling for a territorial dimension to be included in the strategy.

These contributions can be grouped into six main themes: 1) greater involvement of local/regional authorities in the

implementation of Europe 2020; 2) ensuring LRA involvement in the European Semester; 3) redesigning target setting

(including a regional dimension and a review of the existing targets); 4) a general review of the existing structure of the

strategy and its tools (e.g. flagship initiatives, priorities and monitoring, including statistical data); 5) improving

administrative capacity (e.g. exchange of best practices and mutual learning); 6) a stronger role for the CoR in the Europe

2020 and the European Semester.

Support for the key messages in the CoR Athens Declaration and the Blueprint, can be found in the contributions sent

(among others) by: the Italian Presidency of the Council of Ministers, the Ministry of Economic Affairs of the Netherlands,

the Government of the Czech Republic, the Government of the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg, the Belgian Federal

Government, the Maltese Ministry for Finance (MFIN), the Bulgarian Ministry of Finance, the Government of Catalonia

(Spain), the Government of the Umbria Region (Italy), the Government of the Region of Carinthia (Austria).

Source: CoR elaboration on the answers provided to the EC public consultation on the Europe 2020 strategy, available at

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/public-consultation/index_en.htm

 The European Parliament (EP) expressed strong support for the proposal of including a

territorial dimension in the revised Europe 2020 Strategy, and involving local and regional

authorities in its design and implementation. In its Resolution, European Semester for

economic policy coordination: Employment and Social Aspects in the Annual Growth

Survey 2015
17

, adopted on 11 March 2015, the EP states that 'insufficient involvement in the

EU Semester Process at EU and national level on the part of national parliaments, the EP,

local and regional authorities, civil society organisations and social partners has limited the

ownership of reforms by the Member States, and the development of inclusive, social and

sustainable solutions, and has reduced citizens’ confidence in the EU project'. The Resolution

also 'stresses that growth and jobs policies have differentiated territorial impacts, depending

on the specific situation in each EU region, and that regional disparities have been widening

since the beginning of the crisis;…. stresses that the CSRs should take into account territorial

differentiations within Member States to boost growth and jobs while preserving territorial

cohesion', and 'calls for the involvement of subnational parliaments and local and regional

authorities in the design and implementation of the National Reform Programmes, including

through multilevel governance arrangements'. Similar concepts were put forward in the EP

Resolution on Employment and social aspects of the Europe 2020 strategy, adopted by the

EP Plenary on 25 November 2014
18

.

17
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2014/2222(INI)&l=en

18
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2014-

0060+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN.
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3. EU REGIONS AND THE EUROPE 2020 TARGETS: WHERE ARE WE?

3.1 A mixed picture

At national level, the analysis of progress towards the Europe 2020 targets paints a mixed picture
19

.

Overall – as shown in Graph 3.1, which is based on Eurostat data comparing 2008 and 2012/13 –

substantial progress was made in the areas of energy, climate change and education and limited

progress was made on R&D expenditure, while the distance to cover in order to reach targets on

employment and poverty has increased.

The interplay between different underlying factors explains the trends observed. The first of these

factors is the impact of the economic crisis and of fiscal consolidation policies on products, labour

markets and R&D investments. Weakened economic activity led to less energy consumption and less

R&D investment by businesses –the latter was not compensated for by public budgets, but constrained

by fiscal consolidation policies. Tertiary education was seen by some young persons as an obvious

option in the absence of employment opportunities.

On the other hand, regional disparities – in terms of a series of interlinked variables such as GDP per

capita, employment/unemployment, strength of productive sectors, attractiveness for investors and

institutional capacity, etc. – have resulted in the economic crisis having an asymmetric effect on

regions and cities.

As documented in previous issues of this report
20

and by the sources
21

that this chapter draws upon,

regional disparities (widened since 2008) are now considerable:

- between Member States (those performing well and those lagging behind) and to a greater extent

within Member States. Less developed regions are the hardest hit by the crisis and are furthest from

reaching the Europe 2020 targets;

- between capital cities and the rest of their countries: most often, capital regions are among the top

performers within their countries in terms of the Europe 2020 targets, with the notable exceptions of

Brussels and Berlin;

- between cities and areas outside them in Cohesion countries
22

. On average, cities in cohesion

countries score twice as highly on the Europe 2020 targets when compared with their towns, suburbs

and rural areas. On the contrary, cities in non-cohesion countries do not perform better than their

towns, suburbs and rural areas on the Europe 2020 index. This is because within cities, those who are

19
2015 European Semester: Country-specific recommendations, COM (2015) 250 final, Annex 2: Overview of Europe 2020 targets.

20
The 4th and 5th CoR Monitoring Reports on Europe 2020 can be found at

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

21
The Europe 2020 Index: the progress of EU countries, regions and cities to the Europe 2020 targets, by Lewis Dijkstra and Stergios

Athanasoglu, DG REGIO, Regional Focus 01/2015, May 2015; Feasibility of Mapping the Social Dimension of the EMU, study
prepared for the CoR by the Austrian Institute for Regional Studies and Spatial Planning (ÖIR, Österreichisches Institut für
Raumplanung) (April 2015).

22
Countries with a GNP per head of less than 90% of EU average and thus eligible for support from the Cohesion fund in 2014-2020.
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educated and affluent have left and were replaced by poor and unemployed people. Overall, the

performance of cities in non-cohesion countries is almost on par with the performance of cities in

cohesion countries.

As advocated in the CoR's Mid-term Assessment Report on Europe 2020
23

, the absence of regionally

differentiated Europe 2020 targets implies that less developed regions should aim to reach the same

country-level objectives as more developed ones, thus bearing the whole burden of the changes

needed to hit the Europe 2020 targets. This approach disregards the fact that wide (and increasing)

regional disparities within countries – in terms of economic competitiveness and institutional capacity

– make this alignment problematic, weakening ownership of the whole exercise on the ground.

Ultimately, growth opportunities resulting from a place-based approach remain untapped
24

.

Graph 3.1 - Europe 2020 headline indicators: target values and progress since 2008
25

Source: How is the European Union progressing towards the Europe 2020 targets? Eurostat News Release 38/2015, 2

March 2015

23
http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Pages/MTAR.aspx

24
The CoR's Athens Declaration (http://cor.europa.eu/en/news/Pages/regions-cities-athens-declaration.aspx) argues in favour of

regionally-differentiated contributions to the Europe 2020 targets.

25
The strategy focuses on eight official headline targets. 3 of these targets are in the area of resource efficiency (final energy consumption,

GHG emissions and renewables/consumption), 2 are related to the field of education (tertiary education, early school leavers), while the
remainder cover employment rates, the ratio of R&D expenses to GDP and the number of people at risk of poverty and social exclusion.
Graph 3.1 includes nine variables since it refers to both primary and final energy consumption indicators, instead of final consumption
only. A detailed illustration of the targets can be found in the 2015 Eurostat Regional Yearbook at http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/Regional_policies_and_Europe_2020
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The country by country breakdown of the overall picture illustrated by Graph 3.2 – based on the

Europe 2020 Index
26

developed by DG REGIO – highlights the existence of a substantial, twofold

gap between both Southern and Northern and Eastern and Western countries.

In term of levels, only two of the 13 Member States that joined in 2004 or after are in the top ten

countries (Slovenia and Estonia). The other seven plus Greece, Italy and Spain make up the bottom

ten.

In terms of changes between 2010 and 2012, it is mostly the Southern and Eastern European countries

that have reported an increasing gap between actual and target values of the relevant indicators.

Graph 3.2 – Europe 2020 index – 5 EU headline targets, 2010-2012

Source: European Commission, DG REGIO, The Europe 2020 Index: The progress of EU countries, regions and cities

to the 2020 targets, Regional Focus, 1/2015, May 2015

3.2 What progress has been made towards the Europe 2020 targets? A regional and local

perspective

It is more difficult to assess progress made towards reaching the 2020 targets at regional level than at

national level. No regional data (NUTS 2) on renewable energy or greenhouse gas emissions is

available and progress towards climate change and sustainable energy headline targets therefore

cannot be measured. This also applies to the target on people at risk of poverty or social exclusion.

Moreover, NUTS 2
27

data relating to the other 2020 related regional indicators incurred some time

delays. In many cases, the most recent available data refer to 2012 and only GDP per capita is

26 This composite indicator includes information from seven indicators measuring progress towards the Europe 2020 headline targets. For
details on this indicator, see The Europe 2020 Index: the progress of EU countries, regions and cities to the Europe 2020 targets, by
Lewis Dijkstra and Stergios Athanasoglu, DG REGIO, Regional Focus 01/2015, May 2015. Due to a lack of available data, climate
change and energy sustainability targets had to be omitted at regional level, along with innovation, climate change and energy
sustainability at city level.

27 It would obviously be even more problematic to investigate beyond NUTS 2 level.
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available for 2013
28

. An updated collection of available regional statistics has been recently released

by Eurostat (see Box 3.1).

DG REGIO's regional Europe 2020 Index is based on the four targets for which data were available

and is shown in Table 3.1 for the three main types of region set out under the EU Cohesion policy.

The less developed a region is, the further it is from reaching Europe 2020 targets. Capital regions are

an exception to this rule as they quite regularly perform better than other regions in their countries

irrespective of the country's level of development, as shown in Graph 3.3. Notable exceptions are

Brussels, which has a low score due to low employment and high poverty rates, and Berlin.

Table 3.2 breaks down indicators for some targets in order to examine the divide between cities and

towns/suburbs/rural areas.

Table 3.1: The Europe 2020 Index for more developed, transition and less developed regions,

2012
More

Developed
regions*

Transition
regions*

Less Developed
regions*

EU
target

Employment rate aged 20-64 in %, 2012 72 65 61 75

Early school leavers aged 18-24 in %, 2011-13
12 17 12

below
10

Population aged 30-34 with tertiary education in %,
2011-13

41 32 27
at least

40

R&D expenditure in % of GDP, 2011 2.3 1.3 0.8 3

Europe 2020 index - 4 EU headline targets, 2012
76 55 37 100

* In terms of GDP/per capita and in relation to the EU average. More developed regions: more than 90%; transition
regions: between 75% and 90%; less developed regions: less than 75%.

Source: European Commission, DG REGIO, The Europe 2020 Index: The progress of EU countries, regions and cities
to the 2020 targets, Regional Focus, 1/2015, May 2015.

28 The most up-to-date EU level collection of subnational data is the Eurostat Regional Yearbook 2015, available at
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Eurostat_regional_yearbook
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Graph 3.3 – Europe 2020 index – 4 EU headline targets, 2012

Source: European Commission, DG REGIO, The Europe 2020 Index: The progress of EU countries, regions and cities to the
2020 targets, Regional Focus, 1/2015, May 2015.

Table 3.2 - Europe 2020 index and components in cities, towns, suburbs and rural areas in Cohesion and non-

Cohesion countries*, 2012
29

EU2020
Index,
2012

Employment rate,
aged 20-64 in %,

2012

Early school
leavers aged 18-
24 in %, 2011-

2013

Tertiary
education aged

30-34 in %, 2011-
2013

At-risk-of-poverty-
or-social-exclusion

rate in %, 2012

Cohesion Countries 48 64 10 31 30

Cities 66 66 6 44 26

Towns, suburbs and
rural areas

32 63 12 22 32

Non-Cohesion
Countries

76 70 14 38 23

Cities 74 69 13 44 24

Towns, suburbs and
rural areas

74 71 14 31 22

EU-28 69 68 13 36 25

Cities 73 68 12 44 24

Towns, suburbs and
rural areas

62 69 14 27 25

* Cohesion countries include transition as well as less developed countries (see table 3.1)

Source: European Commission, DG REGIO, The Europe 2020 Index: The progress of EU countries, regions and cities
to the 2020 targets, Regional Focus, 1/2015, May 2015.

The following main conclusions can be drawn from the data presented so far: (i) less developed

regions are furthest from reaching the Europe 2020 targets; (ii) in terms of distance from the 2020

targets, cohesion countries show a particularly large gap between cities and towns/ suburbs/ rural

areas. The performance of cities in cohesion countries is almost on par with cities in non-cohesion

countries.

29
The authors of the paper warn that, in some cases, cities and towns, suburbs and rural areas can score below the national level. This is

because scores beyond the target are not taken into account. As a result, if a country just reaches the employment and education target
and its cities score well above the education target, but below the employment target (and vice versa for areas outside cities), both the
cities and the towns, suburbs and rural areas can have a score below the national average.
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Box 3.1 – The 2015 Eurostat Regional Yearbook
The 2015 Eurostat regional yearbook gives an overview of official regional statistics that are available within Europe. It

helps to understand the deep regional disparities –sometimes within the same country – that are often hidden within national

data.

This publication complements the online version of Europe in figures — Eurostat’s yearbook, which focuses on national

statistics for the European Union and its Member States. Regional statistics are based on the NUTS classification of

territorial units for statistics, which is widely used across policy areas.

The Eurostat regional yearbook focuses on the most recent data available, while also helping to track structural changes over

a period of five or ten years. This edition contains a new article on EU regional policies and the regional dimension of the

Europe 2020 strategy, and three special focus articles: providing regional data on gender differences, statistics by degree of

urbanisation for the quality of life, and information relating to life in European cities.

The online version of the 2015 Eurostat regional yearbook, released on 5 August 2015, can be found at:

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Eurostat_regional_yearbook

3.3 Mapping the social dimension of the EMU

Since 2010, the economic crisis has translated into a sovereign debt crisis in some member countries.

Subsequent instability in the financial markets has put current EMU architecture under strain. The

current debate on the completion of the Economic and Monetary Union takes place within a backdrop

of persistent uncertainty over growth prospects and high unemployment.

A key characteristic of this crisis was the increasing disparities and polarisation between Eurozone

Member States in terms of growth and employment. Unemployment and social exclusion grew

considerably in several Member States.

To tackle this problem, and in response to a call from the European Council, the European

Commission adopted a Communication on the Social Dimension of the EMU
30

on 2 October 2013.

Following a suggestion from the Commission, a scoreboard highlighting key employment and social

developments is now included annually in the Joint Employment Report. Extra employment and

social indicators now also appear in the annual Alert Mechanism Report which monitors economic

imbalances. Both documents are appended to the Annual Growth Survey. Country-specific

recommendations in this field were addressed to the most affected Member States and the goal of

strengthening the social dimension of the EMU is still at the top of the European Commission's
31

current agenda.

However, national averages hid regional gaps which are significant in some Member States – such as

Italy, Spain and France, among others. In such situations, the social dimension of the EMU overlaps

30
This Communication is a contribution from the Commission to the debate on the extension of the EMU, following the Commission’s

Blueprint on a deep and genuine EMU, published in November 2012.

31
President Juncker and First Vice-President Timmermans, in their letter to President Schulz and Prime Minister Bettel (of the

Luxembourgish rotating Presidency of the Council) on 9 September 2015, announced that strengthening the EMU and its social
dimension will be one of the main Commission's focuses in 2016.
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to a significant extent with its territorial dimension, and social issues cannot be properly addressed

without addressing regional disparities.

It is not always easy to monitor both the social dimension of the EMU and the policies adopted to

address social disparities due to the current gaps affecting regional statistics. The challenge of

mapping the social dimension of the EMU at regional level then becomes a policy priority in itself.

This is why the European Committee of the Regions promoted a study on Feasibility of Mapping the

Social Dimension of the EMU, carried out by the Austrian Institute for Regional Studies and Spatial

Planning (ÖIR, Österreichisches Institut für Raumplanung) in April 2015
32

.

The charts on the following pages show how existing data can be used to address the social dimension

of the EMU from a territorial perspective, while Box 3.2 below summarizes some of the

methodological problems that should be addressed in the near future to monitor developments on the

ground and enable evidence-based policymaking.

Box 3.2 - Mapping the social dimension of the EMU at the regional level: main methodological challenges*

Household sample sizes: Household surveys such as EU-SILC have a breadth of indicators, but sample sizes are too small
to be representative for NUTS3 or local area units (LAU). Population censuses do allow small areas calculations but
frequently lack the breadth of indicators necessary to calculate main poverty or other social indicators. The World Bank has
been applying a method to produce poverty maps called small area estimation poverty maps for many years, using a
combination of census and survey data. Given the availability of micro data from censuses, social indicators (such as
poverty measures) can be modelled on a disaggregated spatial level, using similar methodologies.

Data availability at regional and local level ('below NUTS 1'): Employment and Social Indicators are available at
EUROSTAT for NUTS2 levels (while no indicators is available at NUTS3 level) and can be mapped, although with huge
differences in spatial coverage – e.g. poverty indicators displaying very poor data availability. Many countries only provide
data at national (NUTS 0) or subnational (NUTS 1) level, which can be broken down to regional level by using a more
readily available proxy indicator. For example, the 'at risk of poverty and social exclusion' rate can be modelled by using
the regional distribution of the highly correlating long-term unemployment rate combined with available data at higher

spatial levels (NUTS1 or NUTS0). OECD
33

regional well-being indicators are available at TL2-level, which is a
combination of NUTS1 and NUTS2 data.

Options for mapping social cohesion: An index covering nine dimensions of Social Cohesion is available at national level
(see the Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Social Cohesion Radar). Obtaining regional data in this area is mainly a question of carrying
out surveys using regionally representative sampling. An analysis of the social dimension of the EMU at territorial level
could also be done by using different types of charts that show interregional disparities with minimum, median and
maximum values within a country.

* Source: Feasibility of Mapping the Social Dimension of the EMU, prepared for the CoR by the Austrian Institute for

Regional Studies and Spatial Planning (ÖIR, Österreichisches Institut für Raumplanung) (April 2015)
34

Chart 3.1 illustrates differences in unemployment rates in the NUTS 2 regions. The EU average was

10.8% in 2013, with actual values ranging from 2.5 % (full employment) to 36.2 %. Central and

northern European regions reported unemployment rates below 5%, while in some southern regions

they are above 30%. There are also marked differences in internal disparities. They are quite modest

32
This study can be found at http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/Feasibility-Mapping-Social-Dimension-EMU.pdf

33
http://www.oecd.org/regional/regional-policy/website-topics.pdf

34
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/Feasibility-Mapping-Social-Dimension-EMU.pdf
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in some Member States (e.g. the Baltic countries, Sweden and Finland have more or less the same

unemployment rates in all regions), but very pronounced in others (such as Italy and Spain).

Chart 3.2 shows that youth unemployment rates vary from 4.3 % to 73.4 %, with an EU average of

23.6 % in 2013. While central Europe is far below the average, regional youth unemployment rates in

southern Member States such as Italy, Spain and Greece have sometimes risen to over 50 %.

Chart 3.3 shows that in 2013 around 24 % of the total population on average were at risk of poverty

and social exclusion in NUTS 2 regions, with actual figures ranging from 8.9 % to 76.5 %. This risk

is extremely high in some regions of the eastern and southern Member States, and generally lower in

northern ones. Regional disparities within the country are significant in Italy, Romania, Bulgaria and

Poland.

Chart 3.4 illustrates participation rates in education and training in NUTS 2 regions in 2013. The

EU 28 average is 10.5 %, with actual values ranging between 0.8 % and 36.1 %. Northern regions

have high participation rates, while in central and south-eastern European countries participation rates

are below 5 %. Regional differences within Member States do not look very significant.

In summary, these few examples show that:

- given the considerable existing gaps within countries, it is essential to look at least at the regional

(NUTS 2) level in order to map the social dimension of the EMU. For instance, with regard to

unemployment, disparities within big countries such as Italy, Spain, the UK or France are more

significant than in other Member States. However, statistics are not always readily available at this

level, and can be incomplete or delayed.

- as outlined in section 3.2 above, a very relevant aspect of actual territorial disparities would be

missed without a quantitative description of the divide between cities and areas outside the cities.

However, the availability of data for this purpose is even more limited – partly due to the potential

cost of sampling problems described in Box 3.1);

In addition to 'hard' GDP criteria, the 'soft' criterion of well-being has become established as a

fundamental objective of EU policies
35

. Some measurement of the well-being of individuals is

needed to provide a comprehensive picture of the social dimension of the EMU. However, there is no

consensus on how to define and measure either of the overarching concepts of social cohesion and

well-being. Both are multidimensional and include material and non-material dimensions. Social

cohesion is a quality pertaining to a community of people, rather than individuals. Societies or regions

and cities can be more or less cohesive, while individuals can experience higher or lower levels of

well-being
36

. The OECD has presented a common framework for measuring well-being at regional

level, to capture the differences underpinning national averages. The OECD framework covers nine

35
Article 3 of the Treaty on the functioning of the European Union (TFEU) states that the EU aims at promoting the 'well-being of its

peoples', while the Europe 2020 strategy aims at creating 'more jobs and better lives'.

36
See point 2.5 on page 8 of the study Feasibility of Mapping the Social Dimension of the EMU, prepared for the CoR by the Austrian

Institute for Regional Studies and Spatial Planning (ÖIR, Österreichisches Institut für Raumplanung) (April 2015)
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aspects of life – income, job, housing, education, health, access to services environment, safety and

civic engagement – which are measured through a set of internationally comparable indicators. Again,

regional well-being indicators across OECD countries show that differences within countries are

often greater than those between countries.
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Chart 3.1. Unemployment rate
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Chart 3.2. Youth Unemployment rate
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Chart 3.3. At Risk of Poverty and Social Exclusion
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Chart 3.4. Participation Rate in Education and Training
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4. THE 2015 EUROPEAN SEMESTER: A TERRITORIAL PERSPECTIVE

4.1 A simplified, more focused European Semester

The Annual Growth Survey (AGS) for 2015, published on 28 November 2014,
37

kicked off the new

European Semester by setting key priorities such as, boosting investments, making progress on

structural reform and exerting fiscal responsibility. It stressed that action was needed to 'restore

confidence, reduce the uncertainty that is impeding investment and to maximise the strong, mutually

reinforcing effects of all three pillars working together', while acknowledging the need to increase the

legitimacy and effectiveness of the European Semester.

To this end, the AGS brought changes to the European Semester process itself. These changes aimed

to (a) focus on the top priority policy areas identified in the AGS, (b) decrease the number of country-

specific recommendations issued to improve implementation, and (c) increase ownership at national

level by giving relevant stakeholders more scope to put forward their views and proposals.

The AGS also emphasised the importance of reviewing existing legislation – a review was launched

by the Commission's 2015 Work Programme, under the REFIT programme – to make it simpler and

less costly, while further establishing the use of impact assessment and evaluation.

With regard to investment, the AGS underlined the need for coordination between different levels of

government, in particular, by improving the vertical coordination of public budgets '…to bolster the

public investment capacity of national, regional and local administrations to mobilise the ESIF

programmes 2014-2020'.

As part of this process, the AGS announced the long awaited publication
38

of single assessment

documents (Country Reports) for each Member State. These include an assessment of the current

socioeconomic and fiscal context, progress on last year's country-specific recommendations (CSRs)

and the outcome of the in-depth review provided for in the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure – set

out by the '6-pack regulations'.

The Country Reports
39

were published on 27 February 2015, enabling stakeholders to participate

ahead of the publication of National Reform Programmes and the Stability or Convergence

37
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/annual-growth-surveys/index_en.htm

38
During previous Semesters, the Country Reports were published together with the CSRs, only one month before their final endorsement

by the European Council and following formal adoption by the ECOFIN Council.

39
To access and download the CoR analysis of the Country Reports, please visit:

http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/CoR%2c%20Analysis%20of%20Country%20Reports%202015_full%
20report.pdf
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Programmes (which took place in April as usual) and ahead of the country-specific recommendations

(on 13 May 2015).

The following section analyses the 2015 Country Reports and country-specific recommendations,

together with the accompanying Commission communications
40

. The analysis focuses on 'territory-

relevant' CSRs, which can be defined as those CSRs – or parts of them –that are either explicitly

addressed to subnational governments or that may have a direct impact on these authorities and their

areas.

4.2 Country-specific recommendations and Country Reports for 2015: territories matter

4.2.1 Country Reports

The CoR analysed the Country Reports for 2015
41

to check (a) the progress of 2014 territory-relevant

CSRs and (b) whether issues relating to territorial differences had been addressed in the Country

Reports, and, if yes, what issues. The main conclusions of this analysis can be summarised as follows:

 In 2014, the territorial dimension of key policy challenges was addressed by 33 'territory-

relevant' CSRs which were explicitly addressed to local and regional authorities in 18 Member

States. These dealt mainly with public spending, social and employment issues, administrative

capacity, cooperation between levels of government and structural reforms;

 CSRs are more challenging to implement at regional level. Overall in 2014, implementation of

territory-relevant CSRs was worse (63.6% of territory-relevant CSRs were judged as having 'no

progress' or 'limited progress') than the implementation of the CSRs on the whole ('no progress' or

'limited progress': 47%). This is due to technical and political challenges in the areas of public

finance, social and employment issues, public administration and regional structural reforms (the

latter scored worst of all);

 EU and country-level policies need to include a territorial dimension given that, in 2015, all 27

Country Reports raised territorial issues (21 Country Reports out of 27 raised issues relating to

'public administration, administrative capacity and management of EU funds'; 20 Country Reports

raised issues relating to the 'labour market' and 13 Country Reports referred to issues relating to

'structural, fiscal and taxation issues'). This is due to the fact that the impact of public policies

varies across regions because of different territorial conditions. Transparent, performing

subnational administrations are necessary to deliver on most policy goals;

40
No Country Report was published for Greece due to ongoing negotiations on the assistance programme. No recommendations were

addressed to Cyprus and Greece so as not to interfere with ongoing assistance programs and/or negotiations. The note and its
appendixes can be found at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/EUROPEAN-SEMESTER--A-territorial-analysis-of-
the-Country-Reports-for-2015.aspx

41
The note and its appendixes can be found at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/EUROPEAN-SEMESTER--A-

territorial-analysis-of-the-Country-Reports-for-2015.aspx
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Administrative capacity matters. The biggest territory-relevant policy area covered by the 2015

Country Reports was 'public administration, administrative capacity and management of EU funds.'

Within this field, the biggest issues mentioned were those relating to 'administrative burden and

administrative capacity' and 'corruption and transparency'(see section 4.3 below);

 The worst-performing countries in areas such as GDP per capita, employment rate or internal

regional disparities are also those facing the biggest challenges in terms of implementing the

2014 CSRs. These countries have the highest number of 'no progress' or 'limited progress'

scores, and the highest number of territorial issues raised in the Country Reports for 2015.

4.2.2 Country-specific recommendations

In 2015, CSRs were considered to be 'territory-relevant' for one of the two following reasons: either

because subnational governments were explicitly mentioned in the CSR, or because a territorial issue

had already been identified in the 2015 Country Reports and/or the recitals introducing the CSRs
42

.

The main findings of the analysis (summarised in Table 4.1) are as follows:

 In 2015, 53 territory-relevant CSRs were issued across 26 countries (Cyprus and Greece did

not receive any recommendations in order to avoid overlapping with ongoing assistance

programmes and related negotiations). 19 of these 53 territory-relevant recommendations

were addressed directly to local and regional authorities in 12 Member States (Annex 2),

while the remaining 34 recommendations related to a territorial issue raised in the 2015

Country Reports and/or in the recitals introducing the recommendations. All Country

Reports highlighted at least some territorial issues. By comparison, in 2014, 33 CSRs were

addressed directly to local and regional authorities in 18 Member States. The observed

decrease in CSRs addressed directly to local and regional authorities seems to be due mainly

to the fact that the Commission has strongly limited the number of CSRs;

 All 26 Member States receiving CSRs were given at least one territory-relevant

recommendation (direct or indirect), which corresponds to the fact that all Country Reports

for 2015 highlighted some territorial issues. This confirms that all Member countries have

an inherent territorial dimension, consisting of ' key priority issues of macro-economic and

social relevance that require action by Member States in the near term'
43

;

42
Full details of this analysis are available online at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Pages/welcome.aspx

43
COM (2015) 250 final at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm
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Source: CoR elaboration on the European Commission's country-specific recommendations for 2015 (Communication (COM (2015) 250

final and accompanying set of 26 documents, available at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-

recommendations/index_en.htm

Table 4.1 – Territory-relevant CSRs for 2015

Topics

Competitive

ness,

investment,

growth and

jobs

strategies

ESIF

2014-

2020 and

subnation

al finance

Labour

market,

education,

social

policies,

demography,

long term

care and

housing

Modernisation

of public

administration,

administrative

capacity,

multilevel

governance,

distribution of

competencies

and management

of public

finances

Regional

disparities

Structural

issues,

fiscal

framework

and

taxation

Transportation,

energy,

environment

and R&D

Tota

l

CSRs 2015 8 0 21 15 0 6 3 53

of which:

directly

addressed to

LRAs

3 0 5 9 0 1 1 19

CSRs 2015 in

%
15 % 0 % 40 % 28 % 0 % 11 % 6 %

100

%

Recitals in

the 2015

CSRs

6 1 36 28 0 4 4 79

of which:

directly

concerning

LRAs

2 1 11 12 0 0 1 27

Recitals 2015

in %
8 % 1 % 46 % 35 % 0 % 5 % 5 %

100

%
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 The most significant policy issues covered by the 2015 territory-relevant CSRs – measured

by the number of CSRs addressing them (Annex 3) – were the same as those addressed in the

Country Reports. In descending order of importance they are as follows:

- labour market/ education/ social policies (21 CSRs, 36 recitals);

- modernisation of the public administration and administrative capacity (15 CSRs, 28

recitals);

- competitiveness, investment, growth and jobs (8 CSRs, 6 recitals);

- structural reforms (6 CSRs, 4 recitals).

 The number of territory-relevant CSRs per member country is positively correlated to

territorial disparities between and within countries, which confirms the findings of the

analysis contained in the Country Reports. By plotting this number against statistical

indicators of disparities between countries (GDP per capita) or within countries (regional

disparities in employment rates) (Annex 4), it was found that :

- the last ten countries in terms of GDP per capita have almost twice as many territory-

relevant CSRs (23) as the first ten (12);

- the ten countries with the highest internal (regional) disparities in terms of

employment rates received 22 territory-related CSRs, while the ten countries with the

lowest such values received 15 territory-related CSRs;

 The 15 CSRs covering the broad theme of 'quality of the public administration' and the

'management of public finances' have been broken down into sub-themes for the purposes

of the analysis of the Country Reports
44

(see Table 2). Almost half of the territory-relevant

CSRs, and related recitals, address the issue of 'management of public finances and fiscal

consolidation targets'.

4.3 The 2015 NRPs from a territorial perspective
45

This section examines how the 2015 National Reform Programmes perform in terms of (a) involving

local and regional authorities in designing and implementing policies related to the European

Semester and the Europe 2020 strategy, (b) the territorial dimension of such policies and (c) the

implementation of the principle of multi-level governance.

44
See p. 10 of the document, which can be found at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pages/EUROPEAN-SEMESTER--A-

territorial-analysis-of-the-Country-Reports-for-2015.aspx.

45
This section is based on a report The role of Local and Regional Authorities in the implementation of Europe 2020 – Analysis of 2015

National Reform Programmes, Metis GmbH, commissioned by the CoR (September 2015).
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4.3.1 Involving local and regional authorities

With regard to preparing the NRPs (see Table 4.2); there is a substantial reference to the

involvement of local and regional authorities in 15 cases (6 NRPs made 'strong and specific

references' and nine made 'consistent cross-cutting references'). NRPs from Germany, France and

Sweden were the most detailed and comprehensive in terms of involving LRAs. At the other end of

the scale, 8 countries did not mention the role of the LRAs at all in their NRPs and 4 only included

generic references.

Table 4.2 - Representation of local and regional authorities in the preparation process (does the NRP
include a clear and explicit reference to their contribution in the process?)

Assessment NRPs/Member States Total

No reference CY, EE, FI, EL, HR, HU, LT, SI 8

Generic reference G, IT, LU, RO, SK, 5

Consistent and cross-cutting
reference

BE
CZ
ES
LV
MT
NL
SE – detailed information provided in specific Annex
FR – detailed information and statements of institutions as Annex
UK

9

Strong and specific
reference

AT – working groups
DE – Länder Conferences
DK – in Contact Committees
IE – related to specific work groups
PL – Inter-Ministerial Team for the Europe 2020 Strategy
PT– The National Association

6

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe

2020 – analysis of 2015 National Reform Programmes, September 2015

With reference to implementing the NRPs (Table 4.3), 23 out of 28 governments included

substantial references to the role of local and regional authorities (19 of which made strong references

in specific policy fields and 4 of which provided consistent and cross-cutting references). A large

majority of the NRPs make an explicit reference to the role of local and regional authorities in

implementing the NRPs in specific areas – mainly labour market policies, social inclusion and health

care. The predominant role of the ESIF in supporting public investment emerges clearly in cohesion

countries.

With regard to implementing the Europe 2020 strategy, 20 Member States included substantial

references to the role of the local and regional authorities in their NRPs (in 4 cases there was a

consistent and cross-cutting reference, in 16 cases there was a clear reference to specific policy areas

– sometimes times very narrow areas). The policy areas most frequently mentioned were social
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inclusion, energy (renewables) and climate action. 7 countries made no reference to the role of LRAs

in implementing Europe 2020, and one country made only a generic reference.

Table 4.3 - Representation of local and regional authorities in the implementation process (Is the role
of local and regional authorities in the implementation of the NRP clearly stated; i.e. does the NRP include

concise references to specific policy fields / financing / other policy levers?)
Assessment NRPs/Member States Total

No reference CY, SI 2

Generic reference BG, HU, MT 3

Consistent and cross-
cutting reference

BE
DE – key role of the Länder
IT
UK – reference to role of devolved administrations

4

Strong and specific
references

AT – health care, education, tax reform
CZ – employment
DK – LMP, environmental sustainability
EE – education, business environment
ES – taxation, employment, education, social policies
FI – housing, LMP
FR – LMP
EL – entrepreneurship, ESIF, energy, social inclusion
HR – tax, ESIF, health care
IE – social inclusion policies
LT – social inclusion policies
LU – climate action and LMP (youth employment)
LV – digital agenda, infrastructure, employment
NL – e.g. health care (Annex with detailed provisions)
PL – education, poverty reduction, renewable energy
PT – ESIF
RO – corruption, social inclusion
SK – education, social inclusion policies
SE – housing, youth employment, social inclusion

19

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe

2020 – analysis of 2015 National Reform Programmes, September 2015

4.3.2 The Territorial dimension

In each NRP the three main aspects (local and regional authorities' involvement, territorial dimension

and multilevel partnership/governance) were assessed by means of qualitative judgements ('no

reference,' a 'generic reference', a 'consistent and cross-cutting reference' or a 'strong and specific

reference'). These assessments were then translated into a summary quantitative score.

A majority of NRPs include a territorial dimension, but they differ considerably from one another (see

Box 4.1). The main findings can be summarised as follows:
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Box 4.1 – Presence of a territorial dimension in the 2015 NRPs

Very high (score 5-6): AT, CZ, EL, ES, IE, LU, LV, MT, PO, SE (10 countries)

Average (score 3-4): DE, EE, FI, HR, NL, SK, UK (7 countries)

Fairly low (score 1-2): BE, DK, HU, LT, PT (5 countries)

Inexistent (score 0): BG, CY, FR, IT, LU, PL, SI (6 countries)

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe 2020 – analysis of 2015

National Reform Programmes, September 2015

a) Territorial challenges and needs

18 Member States include references to territorial challenges in their NRPs. Out of these (a) NRPs

from Belgium, Portugal and the UK have to be highlighted for explicitly framing policies with

references to specific regions, giving the NRPs a clear regional context, while (b) a larger group of 15

NRPs mention specific challenges affecting particular types of regions or even specific regions. The

challenges mentioned range from a lack of infrastructure endowments, unemployment and public

health to social inclusion. At the other end of the scale, 10 NRPs do not include any reference to

territorial needs and challenges and 3 only contain a generic reference.

b) Consideration given to the territorial impact of country-level policy measures

Only ten NRPs consider the impact of envisaged policy measures on territories and/or LRAs. They

cover a broad variety of topics and perspectives. In 3 such cases (Greece, Latvia and the Netherlands)

the impact of specific programmes has been or will be subject to an evaluation to identify regional

differences. As a further example, in both Austria and Ireland the intended (ongoing) reorganisation

of RDTI policies includes a regional dimension. However, in general the actual weight of these

aspects in NRPs should not be overestimated. Moreover, a majority of NRPs (17) do not refer to any

specific aspects of territorial impact or coverage.

c) Specific policies targeting territories and/or their governments

A significant majority of NRPs (20) include at least one or more elements that can be considered as a

'specific policy approach' for certain regions. Again the context of the references and the underlying

rationale varies considerably among Member States. For example, references to employment

initiatives in areas most affected by unemployment can be found in 4 NRPs. Urban centres are another

type of region targeted by specific approaches in NRPs (e.g. in Denmark, Finland, Ireland and

Croatia). Austria, Germany and Malta have provided comprehensive project lists as annexes to the

Programme thus adding a regional dimension. Peripheral rural regions are an issue for Romania and

Sweden. NRPs from Belgium, Croatia and Finland refer to ESIF policies. Only eight NRPs do not

mention any specific policy with an explicit territorial dimension at all.
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4.3.3 Multilevel cooperation, partnership and governance

In 7 Member States (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Finland, Romania and the UK),

'administrative coordination' is explicitly or implicitly understood as a cross-cutting issue that

ultimately determines the approach taken in all policy areas (see Box 4.2).

16 NRPs refer to administrative coordination in specific policy areas. Employment and labour market

policy is the most frequent mentioned area (Estonia, France, Greece and Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania,

Spain and Sweden). Other areas mentioned include: fiscal policy (Belgium, Czech Republic and

Spain), financial control (Croatia) and public administration (Portugal and Spain). Only rather general

references are made in 4 NRPs (Cyprus, Latvia, Slovenia and Slovakia), and only 1 NRP (Malta) does

not contain a clear reference to administrative coordination.

Box 4.2 – Role of multilevel cooperation, partnership and governance in the 2015 NRPs

Very high (score 8): CZ, DE, FI, EL, LT, RO (6 countries)

Fairly high (score 7): AT, BE, DK, ES, HR, HU, LU, PL, PT (10 countries)

Average (score 6): BG, IE, IT, NL, SI, UK (6 countries)

Fairly low (score 5): CY, FR, LV, SK (4 countries)

Low/inexistent (score 0-4): EE, MT (2 countries)

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe 2020 – analysis of 2015

National Reform Programmes September 2015.

All NRPs refer to the inclusion of wider policy partnerships – mostly with social partners. 5 Member

States made specific references to social partners (Austria, Germany, Spain, France and Slovenia). 20

NRPs include general references as well as mentions of specific policy areas where participatory

approaches have been given an important role, mainly in relation to labour market, employment and

social policies. In 3 cases references are rather general and no conclusions could be drawn on the

subject or intensity of the consultation or participation process.

4.3.4 Overall picture and time comparison

Summary scores were calculated for each country's NRP on the basis of the analysis presented in the

previous paragraphs. These summary scores are designed to sum up the three aspects discussed and

are based on the individual scores for the three main issues, namely (a) the involvement of local and

regional authorities in the NRPs and the Europe 2020 strategy, (b) the presence of a territorial

dimension, and (c) the mention of forms of cooperation and partnership between levels of

government, including multilevel governance. The summary scores shown in Chart 4.1 – which

provides an illustration of the details tabled in Box 4.3 –, are based only on the content of the NRPs:

no independent assessment of the actual involvement of local and regional authorities in policy

design and implementation was carried out.
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The geographical distribution of the summary results shows that the visibility of issues concerned

(involvement of the LRAs, territorial dimension of problems and policies, and cooperation between

different levels of government) varies considerably from one country to another.

Box 4.3 Overall visibility of involvement of LRAs and other territorial issues in the 2015 NRP

- Very high (score 20-22): AT, CZ, DE, ES, EL, IE, RO, SE (8 countries)

- Fairly high (score 17-19): BE, DK, FI, HR, LV, NL (6 countries)

- Average (score 14-16): LT, PL, PT, SK, UK (5 countries)

- Fairly low (score 11-13): EE, FR, HU, IT, LU, MT (6 countries)

- Low/inexistent (score 0-10): BG, CY, SI (3 countries)

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe 2020 – analysis of 2015

National Reform Programmes September 2015.

Overall, half of the EU Member States made territorial issues highly visible in their NRPs. When

'average scores are also taken into consideration, two thirds of NRPs made territorial issues

substantially visible. Almost one third of EU Member States were highly involved in the preparation

of NRPs. When the four countries with a fairly high score are also taken into consideration, the

involvement of LRAs was 'relatively high' in almost half of the EU Member States. The same was

true for partnership and multilevel governance, as more than half of the EU Member States scored

above 'fairly high' while only 2 countries have a low or non-existent score. The visibility of the

territorial dimension in the NRPs is a more controversial issue. Although ten countries have a very

high score there are 11 countries with a fairly low or non-existent score.

4.3.5 The territorial perspective gains ground

A comparison of the 2015 NRPs with those issued from 2011 to 2014 was carried out despite the

limitations arising due to methodological differences with previous studies
46

. The most relevant

findings from this comparison are as follows:

 Across time, countries with federal and decentralised governments or devolved regional

administrations usually provide fuller and more substantial information on LRAs and

multilevel governance than those with a centralised government model.

 From 2013 onwards, NRPs increased the quantity of information given on territorial aspects

and LRAs. In 2014, 12 NRPs gave territorial issues high or average visibility, while the

remaining 16 Member States gave them low visibility.

46
The methodology used to analyse the NRPs for 2015 has been changed. The questions have been modified and grouped under three key

headings used for the analysis: the involvement of LRAs in the NRPs, the role of partnership and multilevel governance and the
territorial dimension of the NRP. This new approach allows for a more complete investigation into the involvement of LRAs., The 2015
NRP assessment results are therefore only partly comparable to those from previous years. All assessments can be found at
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Pages/studies.aspx
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 From 2013 to 2015, NRPs that mention LRAs and territorial aspects accounted for 86% of

total NRPs in 2014 and 2015 and 93% in 2013.

 Up to now multilevel governance tools have rarely been formally adopted. Only 1 NRP

mentioned Territorial Pacts in 2011 (Romania) and 1 in 2013 (the UK). The only example

from the 2014 NRPs is the Luxembourg Climate Pact.

 On the contrary, informal references to multilevel governance are much more frequent. 2014

was the year that saw the greatest number of informal references to multilevel governance

(79%) closely followed by 2013 (75 %) – which saw a major increase on 2012 (by 30%).

The approach to the question was altered to some extent in 2015, limiting the potential to compare

results. In 2015 a strong element of formal cooperation could be found in 7 NRPs, while another 16

NRPs mentioned multilevel governance in relation to specific policy areas. Therefore, in total 23

NRPs, or 82%, included references to multilevel governance in 2015.
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Chart 4.1 – Overall scoring of the 2015 NRPs according to: the visibility and importance they give

to the territorial dimension of problems and policies, the actual involvement of the LRAs in the

NRPs in implementing Europe 2020 and multilevel cooperation (the higher the score, the darker the

colour, and the more visibility and importance was given to these factors)

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe
2020 – analysis of 2015 National Reform Programmes, September 2015
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4.4 Administrative capacity in the 2015 European Semester

Public sector administrative capacity is one of the main issues addressed in the 2015 CSRs and

Country Reports (see section 4.2 above).

In its Communication accompanying the Country Reports
47

, the European Commission argues that

'despite limited progress, there is a general need for further modernisation of public administration

and for increasing its efficiency and transparency, stepping up the fight against corruption, tax evasion

and undeclared work'.

As reported in the 2015 Country Reports
48

, only three out of the nine CSRs on administrative reform

of local and regional government adopted in 2014 have seen 'some progress.' This is related to the

fact that administrative reform is a difficult and lengthy process, in political as well as technical terms.

Challenges to such reform include: improving administrative capacity; revising and clarifying the

distribution of competences within and between levels of government; improving cooperation

between levels of government; addressing corruption and lack of transparency and improving the

delivery of services to citizens and enterprises.

Moreover, the 5 worst performers in terms of GDP per head received 4 territory-relevant CSRs

overall in the area of public administration reform, while the 5 best performers received none. The

same is true when looking at employment rates (none of the 5 best performers received territory-

relevant CSRs, while 4 of the 5 worst performers received 5 territory-relevant CSRs overall). These

findings confirm that in all countries, there is a causal relationship between the quality of the public

institutions, economic and employment performance and actual regional disparities.

An analysis of the issues 'public administration', 'administrative capacity' and the' management of EU

fund's 'in the country-specific recommendations for 2015
49

– which breaks these topics down into

seven categories – is summarised in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 below.

Table 4.4 illustrates that, in the Country Reports, the biggest issues mentioned in terms of number of

countries concerned, are 'administrative burden and administrative capacity' and 'corruption and

transparency'.

47
COM (2015) 85 Final and related Staff Working Documents

48

http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/SiteCollectionDocuments/CoR%2c%20Analysis%20of%20Country%20Reports%202015_full%
20report.pdf

49
Available at http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Documents/Territorial%20Analysis%20of%202015%20Country-

_FINAL_1006.pdf
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Source: CoR elaboration on the European Commission's Country Reports for 2015 COM (2015) 85 Final and related Staff Working

Documents, available at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm

On the contrary, Table 4.5 shows that the largest number of country-specific recommendations and

recitals on the topics of public administration and administrative capacity were concerned with the

management of public finance and fiscal targets.

Table 4.4 – Public administration and administrative capacity issues in the 2015

European Semester (from the European Commission's Country Reports, February 2015)

Categories Countries Number of countries

Administrative burden and

administrative capacity

Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus,

Finland, Italy, Ireland, Latvia,

Luxembourg, Malta, Poland,

Romania, Slovenia, Spain

13

Corruption and transparency

Bulgaria, Croatia, Finland,

Hungary, Italy, Portugal,

Romania, Slovenia, Spain

9

Management of EU funds
Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia,

Finland, Romania, Slovenia
6

Public procurement and e-

governance

Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Italy,

Romania, Spain
6

Management of public finance

and fiscal consolidation targets

Belgium, Croatia, Germany, Italy,

Spain
5

Relationships between level of

government

Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic,

Italy, Poland
5

Territorial reform Bulgaria, Croatia, France, Spain 4

Others Germany, Portugal 2
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Table 4.5 - Issues related to public administration and administrative capacity in the 2015
Country-specific Recommendations*

Categories

CSRs Recitals

Countries
concerned

Number of CSR
Countries
concerned

Number of recitals

Corruption and
transparency

Portugal 1 Bulgaria, Slovenia 2

Management of public
finance and fiscal

consolidation targets

Austria,
Belgium,

Croatia, France,
Germany, Latvia,

Spain

7

Austria, Czech
Republic,

Finland, France,
Germany, Italy,

Latvia,
Netherlands,

Portugal, Slovakia,
Spain

13

Public procurement and
e-governance

Czech Republic,
Hungary

2
Bulgaria, Malta,

Spain
3

Administrative burden
and administrative

capacity
Portugal 1

Croatia, Italy,
Romania, Slovakia

4

Relationships between
levels of government

Croatia 1 Austria, Croatia 2

Others
Finland, Italy,

Romania
3

Latvia, Portugal,
Romania

4

Total 15 28
* Country names are in bold when a recommendation was explicitly addressed to local and regional authorities.

Source: CoR elaboration on the European Commission's country-specific recommendations for 2015 (Communication (COM (2015) 250

final and accompanying set of 26 documents, available at http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-

recommendations/index_en.htm)

The issue of the administrative capacity of local and regional authorities was mentioned in the 2015

National Reform Programmes, (Table 4.6) as detailed below:

- in Croatia, Spain, and Portugal public sector reform is at top of the agenda and the subject of intense

debate, thus references to the issue of administrative capacity are comparatively comprehensive;

- in 7 Member States administrative capacity of the LRAs is an issue in relation to specific policy

areas – such as procurement or the use of ESIF. 5 Member States only refer generally in their NRPs to

the administrative capacity of LRAs, 11 more refer to administrative capacity without mentioning

LRAs. 2 Member States do not refer to this topic in their NRPs.
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Overall during the 2015 European Semester, less developed countries and those with larger internal

disparities received a higher number of mentions and recommendations concerning the quality of the

public administration than the best performing ones. Improving the quality of the public

administration is a big challenge as is shown by the fact that progress in this area – in terms of

implementing recommendations – is slower than in other areas and that the issue is widely raised in

the National Reform Programmes.

Table 4.6 – Administrative capacity of local and regional authorities in the 2015 NRPs

(If a clear cut role is provided for local and regional authorities– does the NRP or any secondary

document refer to the capacity of LRAs?)

No of NRPs / MS Assessment

No reference at all MT, SI

General reference

without explicitly

mentioning LRAs

BG, CY, FI, HU, IT, LT, LU, NL, PL, RO, UK

General reference

including LRAs BE, DE, DK, FR, HU

Consistent and cross-

cutting references

including LRAs

ES – public sector reform

HR – public sector reform

PT – public sector reform

Specific references AT – health care

CZ – employment

EE – business environment

EL – procurement, ESIF

LV – social inclusion, youth employment

SE – housing

SK – ESIF

Source: Metis GmbH, The role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of Europe

2020 – analysis of 2015 National Reform Programmes September 2015 (more on this study and its

methodology in the following section 4.4)
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5. PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS AND OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES: A

CONSULTATION ON THE OUTCOME OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of an online consultation of local and regional authorities on the

outcome of the negotiations on the Partnership Agreements and Operational Programmes for the ESIF

2014-2020. The survey was carried out by the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform between 9 February

and 6 March 2015. The results of this survey were incorporated into a CoR own-initiative Opinion on

this topic, drafted by Mr Ivan Žagar (SI/EPP), Mayor of Slovenska Bistrica (CDR 6248/2014)
50

.

317 contributions were submitted from 27 EU Member States (excluding Croatia). Approximately

70 % of the responses were submitted by civil servants, 10 % by local/regional politicians and the

remaining 20 % by representatives of associations, chambers of commerce and NGOs. Some

contributions included both quantitative elements and comments; the latter generally expressed a

certain level of dissatisfaction (or only partial satisfaction) with the negotiations, the drafting process

or its outcome. In some cases, they also provided suggestions on how to improve the system in the

future.

5.2 Level of satisfaction with the outcome of the negotiations

With respect to the outcome of the negotiations, the overall picture is very positive. A large majority

of the respondents (63 %) were satisfied with the negotiation and drafting process and the content of

the Partnership Agreements, and the Operational Programmes. Some of them even proved 'very

satisfied' with the Partnership Agreements (3 %) and the Operational Programmes (4 %), while those

stating clearly their dissatisfaction only reached 21 % for the Partnership Agreements and 27 % for

Operational Programmes (Figure 5.1).

50
Opinion CDR 6248/2014 is available here: http://www.toad.cor.europa.eu/corwipdetail.aspx?folderpath=COTER-VI/001&id=23277

Figure 5.1 – Answers to the question: "On the whole, are you satisfied with the negotiation
process, drafting and content published of the…

Partnership Agreement Operational Programme
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Five issues were largely perceived by respondents as obstacles to proper implementation of the

Partnership Agreements and the Operational Programmes, namely lack of financial resources (68 %),

lack of information (66 %), political obstacles (66 %), insufficient administrative capacity (62 %), and

administrative boundaries (57 %) (Figure 5.2).

Figure 5.2 – Answers to the question: "In your view, did local and regional authorities
experience any of the following obstacles concerning the programming period 2014-2020?"

Political obstacles

Administrative boundaries

Insufficient administrative capacity

Lack of financial resources

Lack of information

Figure 5.2 – Answers to the question: "In your view, did local and regional authorities
experience any of the following obstacles concerning the programming period 2014-2020?"
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Lack of financial resources

Lack of information
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A majority of respondents declared that they were only partially satisfied with the inclusion of the

specificities and needs of their regions and cities in the Partnership Agreements and Operational

Programmes (Figure 5.3). Regarding the Partnership Agreements, the survey showed that 12 % of the

respondents replied that the needs and specifities of regions and cities were taken into account and

61 % responded that they were at least partly considered. Only 13 % of the respondents thought that

they were not taken into account. Answers concerning the Operational Programmes were broadly

similar: 15 % of the respondents believed that the needs and specifities of regions and cities were

reflected in the Operational Programmes and 66 % thought that they were partly taken into account.

Figure 5.3 – Answers to the questions 'Do you feel that the needs and specificities of regions

and cities were taken into account when drafting the…'

Partnership Agreements Operational Programmes

Survey results also show that although the LRAs were consulted in most cases, their involvement did

not amount to full partnership as outlined in the European Code of Conduct on Partnership. Rather,

this consultation was generally perceived as a one way communication, with scant possibilities for

those consulted to provide feedback. Smaller cities, municipalities and local level government

organisations felt that they had few or no chances to participate in the negotiating/drafting process and

that their interests were not duly reflected in their country's Partnership Agreement.

In several countries a minority of respondents perceived that their needs were not taken into account,

although some of them conceded that this would have been impossible. In some cases, this outcome

was explained by the institutional setting and/or the nature of the negotiation process in some

countries, and also by a specific need not being seen as a priority and not fitting into the selected

thematic concentration headings. The affected policy fields were protection of the environment and

cultural heritage, promotion of tourism and investments in infrastructure at local level.

When asked to identify possible measures to promote administrative simplification (see Figure 5.4), a

majority of respondents singled out simplifying eligibility rules (59 %), avoiding 'gold-plating'

(national rules going beyond EU requirements) (58 %) and focusing on results (54 %) as 'essential'.

Summing up 'essential' and 'important' assessments, the issue of finding 'additional financial resources

for capacity building' was ranked in third place.
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14% a) Yes
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d) Don't know
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Figure 5.4 – Answers to the question: 'Please state the degree of importance of the following

measures/principles with respect to simplification and increasing administrative capacity'

Further comments and recommendations worth mentioning are: (a) pressure to spend money has a

negative impact in terms of effectiveness; (b) more efficient use should be made of IT tools;

(c) paperwork should be reduced; (d) when funding is modest, rules should be more flexible; (e) co-

financing mechanisms should be more flexible; (f) more training should be provided to those

responsible for the management and absorption of funds, including elected politicians.
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6. IMPROVING THE BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT AND FIGHTING CORRUPTION:

MULTILEVEL GOVERNANCE AT WORK

6.1 Introduction

Local and regional authorities have a very relevant role to play to create more favourable operating

conditions for businesses which includes removing obstacles – including corruption – which

discourage businesses, especially small and medium-sized ones, from investing in a given territory.

The good practices presented in this chapter suggest that active cooperation of cities and regions with

other layers of government as well as private actors is crucial to success in many situations. In many

cases, this cooperation adopts the approach of multilevel governance (MLG) (see Box 6.1).

For each of the 12 selected examples, coming from different contexts, Table 6.1 shows the basic

ingredients found in every workable MLG solution: the levels of governments and other actors

involved; the kind of policy coordination adopted (vertical, horizontal and functional); whether the

issue of institutional capacity was explicitly addressed; the presence of some form of stakeholder

mobilisation and of formal or informal governance arrangements as well as of pragmatic operational

arrangements; the involvement of politicians in the process.

BOX 6.1 - Multilevel governance in practice

The good practices described in this chapter also show the ongoing diffusion of multilevel governance (MLG), which the
Committee of the Regions understands as 'coordinated action by the European Union, the Member States and local and
regional authorities, based on partnership and aimed at drawing up and implementing EU policies'51. MLG may also involve
other kinds of actors (private and societal) and can be implemented in different, more or less formalised, ways.
MLG brings added value because it makes the policy-making process more effective (since it increases coordination
between the relevant actors, bringing their respective knowledge into the process), more transparent and inclusive (and
therefore more legitimate) and because it spreads ownership of the objectives and outcomes of the policy process.
MLG may take various forms, according to each country's specific situation and needs and irrespective of existing
constitutional division of powers. It is widely accepted that there is no 'one size fits all' solution. Workable solutions depend
on variable circumstances, linked to a country's actual division of powers and to specific features of a region or a particular
policy field52.

However, some basic organisational elements53 can be found, in various combinations, in all cases of multilevel governance
(such as those presented in section 4.2 below):
a) Some kind of policy coordination (vertical, horizontal and functional) between the relevant stakeholders;
b) A sufficient amount of institutional capacity, as needed to cope with new organisation, procedures and skills;
c) Stakeholder mobilisation throughout the process, in various ways (from partnership approaches to contractual
arrangements54);
d) A (more or less formal) governance model, ranging from contractual arrangements to directives, provisions of incentives
or other informal arrangements;

51
Opinion of the Committee of the Regions (2012) - Building a European Culture of Multilevel Governance: Follow-Up to the Committee

of the Regions' White Paper, page 7.

52
For instance, an analysis of the challenges of partnership in cohesion policy implementation can be found in METIS GmbH & EPRC

University of Strathclyde, An assessment of multilevel governance in cohesion policy 2007-2013, study promoted by the European
Parliament, 2014.

53
Spatial Foresight (cf. previous footnote).

54
See, inter alia, the OECD's Linking Regions and Central Governments –- Contracts for regional development, 2007.
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e) Some kind of pragmatic arrangements. The methods, techniques and concrete tools used to implement policies are highly
relevant to ensuring that the model is transferable;
f) To ensure effectiveness and democratic accountability, both administrative (to ensure technical efficiency) and political
stakeholders need to be involved.

In its Athens Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 202055, the Committee of the Regions calls on Member States to
involve their local and regional authorities in multilevel governance arrangements for the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of achieving Europe 2020 headline targets. It also advocates establishing multilateral thematic
exchanges and peer reviews between Member States and their cities and regions.
To promote multilevel governance, the Committee of the Regions has created the Multilevel Governance Scoreboard56, a
tool to monitor the development of multilevel governance at European Union level on a yearly basis. The scoreboard takes
into account the following six categories: 1) Information & Consultation; 2) Stakeholder Involvement; 3) Responsiveness;
4) Territorial/integrated approach; 5) Smart regulation mechanisms; 6) Innovative Instruments for Implementation.

On 3 April 2014, the CoR also adopted the Charter for Multilevel Governance in Europe, which has been open to all EU
cities and regions for signature since 9 May 201457. The Charter calls on public authorities of all levels of governance (local,
national and European) to use and promote multilevel governance in their future undertakings. For example: Charter
signatories are invited to experiment with innovative policy solutions in line with the multilevel governance partnerships and
instruments for joint policy action; EU institutions and EU Member States are, in turn, invited to apply the Charter's
principles when drawing up, implementing and evaluating European strategies and policies; associations and networks of
local and regional authorities, together with political figures wishing to support this process, are invited to declare their
support.

55
Athens Declaration on the mid-term review of Europe 2020 - A territorial vision for growth and jobs, 7 March 2014 (COR-2014-00750-

02-00-DECL-TRA) http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Documents/2210%20Athens%20declaration%20A5%20indd.pdf, point 8.

56
http://cor.europa.eu/en/activities/governance/Pages/mlgscoreboardaspx.

57
http://cor.europa.eu/en/activities/governance/Pages/charter-for-multiLevel-governance.aspx.
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Table 6.1 Overview of basic aspects of MLG present in the selected cases

EU National Regional County Local vertical horizontal functional formal informal

1
Reshaping regional innovation

system - IT
X X X X X X X X X X

2
Regenerating an innovation dock -

NL
X X X X X X X X X

3
Renewable energy as growth engine

- AT
X X X X X X X X X X X X

4
Enforcing a pact for employment -

CZ
X X X X X X X X X X

5

Supporting the emergence of

innovative products and services

reducing energy consumption - FR

X X X X X X X X X X X X X

6 Mainstreaming green economy - MT X X X X X X X X X X X

7 Social entrepreneurship - UK X X X X X X X X X X X

8
Reshaping territorial industrial

vocation -DE
X X X X X X X X X X X

9
An active promotion of public sector

integrity - NL
X X X X X X X X X X X X

10

Public procurement corruption risks

at regional and local levels - IT, DE,

SK

X X X X X X X X X X X

11
Transparency in public

administration - HR, PT, SN
X X X X X X X X X X X

12
How the Integrity Pact for a nursery

school in Budapest - HU
X X X X X X X X

administrative/

political

support

layers of government policy coordination institutional

capacity

mobilisation of

stakeholders

governance mode pragmatic

arrangements

Other

stakeholders
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6.2 Local solutions for a better business environment

6.2.1 Framing the problem

The EU's growth prospects depend on a dynamic business base, capable of delivering products and

services that meet customer needs and compete in world markets. The 'Think Small First' approach

has spurred governments towards fewer and smarter regulations, setting the framework for alleviating

the administrative burden on businesses. Fundamentally this also means a change of regulatory

attitude: the impact of current and future policy actions on businesses, especially SMEs, should be

carefully assessed and matched against the actual need for regulatory interventions.

Easing the administrative burden does not stop at the national level: local and regional authorities can

and should do their part. This paragraph summarises the challenge of improving the business

environment as seen by local and regional authorities
58

.

The first broad issue is administrative complexity and red tape. As far as regulations to protect the

public interest in key fields such as health and the environment are concerned, procedural complexity

and the need for businesses to contact different branches of public administration to get the necessary

authorisations are a source of extra costs and delays. Regulatory uncertainty often adds to the picture.

It is therefore urgent to improve stability, certainty and administrative simplicity for businesses, based

on clear rules and certainty of implementation by the public administration.

One-stop-shops, supported by digital solutions, remain a key tool for addressing this problem
59

.

However, the possibility of getting information on aspects of the business environment – and of

entering online applications for authorisations, licences and permits – is only part of the story. For

one-stop-shops to make a difference, the branches of the public administration that are involved

should act in a coordinated way, to minimise delays and avoid unnecessary duplication of services. To

this end, and to avoid unnecessary multiplication of data entry requests to businesses (and related

mistakes), they should get digitally connected. Digital one-stop-shops imply not only specific

investments in terms of technology, organisation and training of educated workers, but also a cultural

change within public administration to overcome lack of communication between its relevant offices

and branches. Improved communication is a vital part of any administrative simplification, both

externally (towards businesses) and internally (within and between local and regional governments).

Other frequently mentioned aspects of administrative simplification are the need to counteract

possible legal insecurities concerning various topics, such as state aid to businesses, ways to deal

58
This section draws on two events organised by the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform, held at the CoR. On 19 May 2015, the EC's

'Quality"Quality of Public Administration'Administration" toolbox was presented to an audience of representativesrepresentative of
local and regional authorities. In a participatory event on 9 July 2015, representatives of local and regional authorities, associations and
EU Institutions discussed the main obstacles to business and highlighted some possible solutions.

59
Since December 2009, it is a legal requirement (as set out in the EU Services Directive) to have an e-government portal for

entrepreneurs active in the service sector (Point of Single Contact) in each EU country. See http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/eu-
go/index_en.htm#it
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with legal conflicts and related delays, succession legislation and legal and practical opportunities to

get a second chance after bankruptcy.

To ensure proper implementation of political orientations, politicians in charge should also have

knowledge of their administrations' needs in terms of human resources. Proper training should be

ensured by a broad series of policy instruments, ranging from (i) informal lunch-time Q&As

(including on EU tools, such as Community-Led Local Development) to (ii) investing in schools of

public administration or (iii) setting up an Erasmus-type programme for civil servants. Well-educated

and trained civil servants are an indispensable factor in building public-private partnership (PPPs) and

making the most of financial instruments, which are expected to contribute substantially to the success

of the ESI Funds 2014-2020 programming period and of the European Fund for Strategic Investments

(Juncker Plan).

Local and regional politicians should also be aware that politicisation, due to the spoils system,

should not deprive the administration of the skills and expertise needed to understand the

entrepreneurial mind-set and needs and to work in a result-oriented manner.

Besides administrative simplification, local and regional governments may enact proactive measures

in support of businesses, especially small ones and start-ups. As far as support for start-ups is

concerned, the challenges most frequently mentioned include (i) getting access to finance (banks are

risk-averse with young entrepreneurs, as well as with small businesses), (ii) getting physical space and

initial support of appropriate business services to reduce costs and speed up implementation of their

business plans (support from incubators may be insufficient) and (iii) getting promotional support to

reach out to the market.

Based on their experience, participants in the Platform's monitoring meetings also suggested that the

provision of services to small businesses include (i) setting up fab-labs (fabrication laboratories)
60

offering digital fabrication services, (ii) assistance to structure external cooperation, be it with local

universities and research centres on research and development or with other small businesses to

exchange good practices or strengthen their presence along value chains, (iii) organising training and

information events for entrepreneurs.

Entrepreneurial skills should be improved. Basic linguistic skills would help in such areas as

interacting with administration staff. A broad range of entrepreneurial skills should be taught in

university faculties focusing on SMEs. Administration staff need to be able to understand such things

as entrepreneurs' funding needs. Both civil servants and entrepreneurs should develop adequate

knowledge of existing policy tools.

Overall, a strong political will is needed to take on the challenge of acting locally to improve the

business environment, supported by adequate understanding of key aspects such as:

60
A fab-lab is a small-scale workshop offering services related to digital fabrication.
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 the entrepreneurial mind-set, including the need for a stable business environment and the

problem of trust of the SMEs in public administration,

 the need to cooperate with all relevant stakeholders, first of all businesses, but also the

scientific community as well as other public actors (be it with higher levels of government or

inter-regional cooperation). To build bridges between them, and make them work in

partnership, different possible solutions should be tested. Local and regional authorities are

well placed to play a central role in these networks,

 the need to ensure adequate financial resources for the necessary investments.

6.2.2 Good practices

Case n°1: Reshaping the regional innovation system – Italy (Apulia Region)

Layers of government: Regional and local

Other stakeholders: Public and private stakeholders

More information: https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/regional-innovation-

monitor/sites/default/files/report/puglia_itf4_rim_regional_innovation_report.pdf

Since 2005, the regional government of Apulia has developed an integrated and long-term strategy for

innovation in line with the TA2020 priority of ensuring global competitiveness and according to a

place-based approach. Its overall goal is to strengthen the research and innovation potential of the

regional economy by combining resources and efforts of large enterprises, SMEs, public authorities,

universities and centres of research and concentrating them towards a common long-term

development objective of smart specialisation. The strategy, formalised in April 2009, is succeeding

in reshaping the regional innovation system. Territorial dialogue takes place in the context of a new

and more effective governance system. Regional and local actors, who best know local needs, can set

up innovative solutions and design support instruments with a user-oriented approach, and thus

contribute to the implementation of an effective innovation strategy. By incorporating research and

innovation issues within a wider regional development strategy that is fully tailored to regional needs

and specific characteristics, the case of Apulia shows that a place-based strategy relying on

coordinated and multi-stakeholder governance offers the best guarantees to unleash regional

development potential.

Initial evidence shows that the place-based approach has emerged as the best way to ensure territorial

development and overcome the obstacles encountered in the past with a centralised strategy. Even if

the regional R&D strategy is still ongoing and no comprehensive evaluation of its effects is available

yet, the following positive results can be pointed out: In recent years the birth-rate of innovative

enterprises in Apulia has significantly accelerated, with about sixty young mechatronics researchers

and technicians trained who are expected to find a job in the Mechatronics Technological Cluster.

Also, the number of patent applications made by residents in the province of Bari to Italian patent
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offices has increased by 49% between 2008 and 2013, compared to an average Italian reduction of

3%.

The positive performance of these innovation indicators suggests that something is moving in the

right direction, and interviewees agree that this change can be attributed to the new regional R&D

strategy and its place-based nature.

Case n°2: Regenerating an innovation dock – Netherlands (City port area of

Rotterdam, Province of South Netherlands)

Layers of government: Local

Other stakeholders: The Port Authority, Rotterdam University and the Albeda College

More information:

http://superdoc.aeidl.eu/documents/PUBLICATIONS_AEIDL/REGIO_Urban_Rotterdam.pdf

The RDM
61

campus project started from the need to bring an industrial brownfield back to life and

involved a number of stakeholders with related needs. It addresses the TA2020 priority of integrated

development in cities and the wider need to improve competitiveness and foster smart, sustainable and

inclusive growth, and shows a successful case where the challenges of the decline of existing

industries were turned into an opportunity for territorial development. The nearby neighbourhood of

Heijplaat was at risk of becoming a peripheral no-go area, isolated from the city centre, when upon

the request of Rotterdam Municipality, the Port Authority, the University of Rotterdam and the

Albeda College developed a strategy to regenerate the area. After trial cultural events, exhibitions and

concerts, the industrial buildings were renovated to host labs for students and equipped spaces for

innovative start-ups. Although it has most of the features of a traditional urban regeneration plan, it

shows interesting aspects of how to develop an innovation and cultural hub that triggers positive

economic and social effects on the target territory.

Open governance has proven to be a successful model in the development of the RDM campus

thanks to clear identification of long-term goals and the strong effort by the main actors to

attract partners and guide a dialogue with stakeholders on the different options. The long-term

collaboration between the Port Authority and the City Administration placed the port at the

centre of a long-term development strategy, generated trust and transparency, and concentrated

interests and investments which supported the project.

After initial difficulties in convincing companies to move onto the campus, the incubator succeeded.

RDM is now renovating other buildings to host even more start-ups and, besides the main campus, the

Port Authority is renting facilities to enlarge already established companies.

61
The initials RDM, which used to mean Rotterdamsche Droogdok Maatschappij (Rotterdam Dry Dock Company), now stand for

Research, Design and Manufacturing.
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The campus is now becoming a location for smart and inclusive growth: innovation helps start-ups to

grow into mature companies, offering good quality jobs not just to high level graduates but also to

people following vocational training, thus expressing their full potential in sectors which are now

strategic for the city of Rotterdam. Benefits have been recognised by companies (lower time to

market, hence faster benefits to outscore costs, lower risks of bankruptcy), by universities and

colleges, establishing easier and stronger coordination with private companies. Wider benefits can be

found in the entrepreneurship and innovation that fosters the unique environment created by the

RDM, which is a key element for the city's economic development and social cohesion.

The revival of the urban area relates both to the day-to-day activities of the industrial research areas

and the people working there, and to the events that led to the re-appropriation of the port by the

population of Rotterdam, in the form of events and open days. A better connection to the city centre

through public transport lines which had previously been lacking also means integration for the

population of Heijplaat, even if there are concerns in terms of big companies establishing their

facilities next to the village.

Case n°3: Renewable energy as growth engine – Austria (Burgenland)

Layers of government: EU, regional and local

Other stakeholders: Private sector

More information:

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/brochures/200912_burgenland_en.pdf

In 1995 Burgenland had already become an Objective 1 Region within the European Regional

Development Fund. Its peripheral location in Austria close to the Hungarian border, the low

population density and lack of industries led to economic dependence on jobs in Vienna. The funds

were mostly spent to build up renewable energy industries based on local resources following a place-

based approach to activate locally specific potentials. Today, nearly 50,000 new jobs have been

created and the region expects to become an energy exporter. This development was only possible

thanks to an integrative approach that balanced the diverging interests and needs of energy industries,

the environment, tourism, agriculture and research in favour of common win-win outcomes. Besides

multi-stakeholder governance, a focus on specific local characteristics formed the basis for

differentiated strategic developments in the northern and southern parts of the region, strengthening

territorial cohesion.

The activities in Burgenland were driven by a focus on the distinctive specific characteristics in the

northern and southern parts of the region. With a low-threshold strategy and continuous

integration of local stakeholders, systemic elements of innovation capabilities could be developed in

a rural and peripheral area. The multi-sector approach emerged subsequently, drawing on

reflections of early experiences. Although the region is still the Austrian province with the lowest

GDP per capita, the gap compared to other regions could be reduced and the economy could become

more competitive with territorial innovation capabilities and jobs based on renewable energy

resources. The employment rate could increase and the number of commuters could be halved.
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Between 1995 and 2006, the most important period of EU funding for Burgenland (after 2007,

Burgenland became a phasing-out region), EUR 28.5 million from EU structural funds and

programmes were used to support 253 projects in renewable energy industries in Burgenland with

total project volumes of more than EUR 180 million. The relationship between EU support and

project volume underscores the role of EU funding as a catalyst to encourage investments and to

initiate a process. In 2001, Burgenland produced only 50 % of the Austrian average in per capita

renewable energy. In 2010 it reached the Austrian average, and in 2013 it achieved energy

autonomy. The current strategies, however, are directed towards 2050 and to the expectation of

becoming a net exporter of energy.

Case n°4: Enforcing a pact for employment – Czech Republic (Moravia-Silesia Region)

Layers of government: Regional and local

Other stakeholders: Public and private sector

Website: http://www.mspakt.cz/mspact-and-media/moravian-silesian-employment-pact-in-regional-

news-plus/?lang=en

The Moravia-Silesia Employment Pact (MSEP) was established in 2011 as a bottom-up initiative

inspired by similar initiatives abroad but adapted to specific regional characteristics. It is an example

of a genuine place-based approach initiated by local actors, in response to the increased exposure to

globalisation and structural changes brought about by the global economic crisis, via a multi-

stakeholder partnership. Its main objective is to tackle severe and long-term problems in the labour

market of this structurally affected region by creating more and better jobs and by fostering intensive

cooperation among key stakeholders such as schools and businesses. The largest asset and basic

prerequisite for the success of this initiative is the unusually strong sense of partnership that has been

formed in a step-by-step process among regional stakeholders. The partnership has been facilitated by

previous cooperation among some of the stakeholders, by strong leadership from MSEP managers, by

a sense of regional identity, and by several innovative approaches. The MSEP designed 10 types of

integrated projects reflecting regional assets and needs. The effectiveness and efficiency of these

integrated projects have already been proven within the territorial dialogue.

Interesting innovative practices concern making technical education more attractive to young

people. First, the image of professions such as bricklayers has been redesigned and presented in much

more attractive terms, for example as 'potential entrepreneurs in the construction industry', provided

that the student demonstrates sufficient ability. This should help make various craft and technical

professions more attractive to young people, and increase motivation to achieve better results from

educational and training courses. Second, within the region, design engineers, builders and other

professionals working in firms’ R&D units are nearing their retirement age, and they would like to

spark an interest in their profession among young people. Consequently, the expert knowledge and

experience of these professionals is being used to transform these personalities into 'regional

celebrities', who are subsequently invited to various schools for discussions with students.
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Finally, the implementation team has established an Employment Observatory to provide sound

and up-to-date diagnostics for the regional labour market.

Case n°5: Supporting the emergence of innovative products and services which reduce

energy consumption – France (Alsace)

Layers of government: EU, National, regional and local

Other stakeholders: Public and private sector

More information: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/mlg_cs4.pdf

+ Annex 3 and 4

In 2010 the region of Alsace introduced the ENERGIVIE Programme and Cluster to foster and

support the French contribution towards achieving the Europe 2020 targets. The ENERGIVIE

Programme aims to increase the share of renewable energy and reduce the energy consumption of

buildings through a range of cooperation activities, including a contract between the State level and

Alsace. Contractual arrangements between different levels of governance have been decisive in

shaping multi-level governance arrangements. The availability of funding (including ERDF) together

with a national ‘cluster’ policy prompted stakeholders in the Alsace region to establish the

ENERGIVIE Programme and the related cluster. This initiation of multi-level governance resulted

from a combination of top-down and bottom-up processes. It is an example of combined initiatives

between regional and national levels.

The ENERGIVIE Programme has been the first step towards a more integrated and coordinated action

in the field of energy. The ENERGIVIE Cluster, which is part of the ENERGIVIE Programme, is

taking a participatory approach involving actors from different levels of the state, private parties and

research institutes to deliver the policy objectives more effectively. They were carefully selected to

represent all sectors in the development of renewable energy in the Alsace region.

With the State-Region contract (Contrat de Projets État-région/CPER), the state and the region

commit themselves to programming and multi-year funding for major projects such as infrastructure

development or support for promising niches, like renewable energy and energy efficiency, as

determined by ENERGIVIE. The government, through the Secretary General for Regional Affairs

together with the region, agrees on projects relating to regional planning and the funding for each

entity. Other authorities, such as councils or urban communities, can join a CPER for help to finance

projects. The first ENERGIVIE Programme was included in the CPER 2000-2006. Together with an

agreement between the region and the French Environment and Energy Agency, EUR 3.6 million was

made available. The ENERGIVIE Programme was developed between 2003 and 2005, funded by

EUR 5.5 million, half of which came from EU funds. In November 2005, a framework agreement

with the government was signed. Alsace officially became a pilot region for renewable energy and

low-consumption buildings for the 2006-2008 period.
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Case n°6: Social entrepreneurship – United-Kingdom (Liverpool)

Layers of government: EU, regional and local

Other stakeholders: Voluntary membership organisation (Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP))

More information: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/mlg_cs8.pdf

+ Annex 3 and 4

Liverpool's example is an initiative to encourage social entrepreneurship through ERDF support and

its struggle to survive in changing administrative and governance settings, including reinforced

cooperation of stakeholders to be more resource-efficient. The reduction in regional and national

funding and changed governance structures pushed stakeholders in multi-level governance processes

to adapt their cooperation to be able to continue to support the employment of socially excluded

groups through ERDF co-financing (2007-2013).

Liverpool may be seen as a top-down initiative in which funding provided by the regional level

triggered local players to combat social exclusion. However, this provision of funding would not have

been set in motion without initiatives taken by local actors. Thus, the top-down initiative was

supplemented by bottom-up initiative.

In order to encourage (social) entrepreneurship, new regional agencies have been established, making

use of existing structures. The governance mechanisms in the Liverpool city region operate in a

context that has changed substantially since 2008. Public funding for business support programmes

and encouraging entrepreneurship has been considerably reduced. Furthermore, regional development

agencies which were responsible for a wide range of activities relating to business support and

economic development, such as the North West Development Agency (NWDA), have been abolished.

The Liverpool Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) took over some of the tasks of the NWDA, albeit

with a lower budget and fewer staff. The main tool of the LEP relates to the NWDA approach to

encourage partnership and cooperation between all relevant stakeholders in the Liverpool city region.

One response to the changed economic and governance context was to achieve economies of scale in

encouraging social entrepreneurship. Therefore the focus shifted towards cooperation between

stakeholders in a single large business support project, rather than a large number of smaller projects.

The Liverpool Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) works with a network of intermediary

organisations (including charities and social enterprises) that are involved across wards in the

Liverpool city region to deliver business start-up support to individuals, as well as advice and support

to businesses. For example, Social Enterprise North West (SENW), the lead agency for the Big

Enterprise in Communities (BEiC) project, is a social enterprise whose role is to act as a regional

network, bringing together other social enterprise networks from across the region. SENW is actually

the leader of the BEiC project. The key delivery partners in the project are mainly from the third

sector.

Thanks to these partnerships and inclusion of the third sector, the city region can continue to increase

social inclusion and encourage social entrepreneurship.



COR-2015-04495-14-00-NB-REF (EN) 60/77

Case n°7: Mainstreaming green economy – Malta

Layers of government: National and local

Other stakeholders: Public and private sector

More information: http://www.qpml.com/fileprovider.aspx?fileId=1617789

The commitment to mainstreaming environmental quality and sustainability in all decision-making

processes aims to exploit the links between the environmental pillar, sustainable economic

development and quality of life and has resulted in an integrated plan for greening Malta’s economy.

After a pilot experience directed specifically at the island of Gozo, a strategy for environmental

sustainability has been outlined since 2008 that targets the whole country and was conceived

according to a place-based approach, where sectoral integration, an open governance system and

broad public consultation are key ingredients. Thanks to this strategy, a sustainable and healthy

environment is recognised today as a key enabler and catalyst for attracting investment and improving

Malta’s standard of living.

A strong participatory approach is a key feature of the strategy. In order to better tackle local needs,

the government, while maintaining strong leadership in the policy drafting process, has ensured

the involvement of public officials at different levels, starting from the design phase up to

implementation, through different consultation mechanisms. The general public has also been called

to give its opinion, which resulted in a twofold effect: on the one hand, it significantly contributed to

tailoring the national policy to the demand emerging from the bottom up and, on the other hand, it

helped to raise awareness on the environmental matters and achieve consensus among the

population about the need for intervention on many fronts.

The role of the private sector in environmental management has been emphasised by indicating

possible business opportunities in the environmental field and stimulating the mobilisation of private

resources for the green economy.

Case n°8: Reshaping territorial industrial vocation – Germany (Municipality of

Duisburg)

Layers of government: National, regional and local

Other stakeholders: Public and private sector

More information: http://www.duisport.de/en/company/logport.html

When one of the best-known steel factories was closed down in Duisburg following the decline of the

mining and steel industry, the State and the city decided on a transformation towards logistics as a

new locally and regionally led industry. The development of a tri-modal traffic infrastructure (port,

railway and road) on the former industrial site created a unique asset as an international logistics

location. The specific geographical and infrastructural features of the territory were key as the main

asset for a place-based approach to strategic transformation. Today, a leading international logistics
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cluster has emerged with strong links to science and academic qualification. The local port is now the

largest inland port in Europe.

More than 4000 additional jobs have been created by 50 firms in the area, which means that

today more workers are employed in the area than in the last years of the steel mill.

A wide range of different logistics firms, from electronics distribution of Hewlett Packard to Audi car

components, are located there. The local port increased the turnover of containers between 2000 and

2013 from 670 twenty-foot equivalents (TEU) to 3000 TEU. Three times a week, freight trains

connect Duisburg with Chongqing in China along a route of 10,300 kilometres. The investment in this

logistics area has remarkably improved the connectivity between the Duisburg/Rhine-Ruhr Area with

all parts of the world and supported the establishment of a new leading industry in an old industrial

environment.

This success was closely linked to the specific nature of the project’s history. The multilevel

governance approach to fostering structural changes was relatively new for North Rhine-

Westphalia (NRW). The State level offered political commitment and financial means as well as

planning expertise, while the regional and local level provided the involvement of relevant

stakeholders from local administration, business and universities.

The commitment of the State government was particularly decisive for local actors to agree to the risk

of the huge development project. The local port company used the project to re-define itself as a

diversified service provider and played a decisive part in promoting management perspectives within

the project.

The involvement of regional and local stakeholders was particularly important for integrating the

increasing number of logistics firms at the location into a wider network of cluster activities. It is only

through these links to other regional firms that the structural impact of Logport as the nucleus of a

new leading regional industry becomes obvious, as many regional jobs in the logistics industry

outside the Logport area are connected with knowledge generated in this project.

Finally, the success of Logport is also closely connected to the emerging regional links between

Duisburg and neighbouring municipalities and districts along the Lower Rhine. The extended

collaboration and emerging institutional structures helped develop a complete knowledge value

chain relating to logistics and helped to increase the competitiveness of Duisburg and its

environs.

The integration of local residents and environmental groups, however, is still limited to decentralised

local agreements and formal planning procedures. Here, the place-based approach has reached its

limits so far.
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6.3 Fighting corruption, increasing transparency

6.3.1 Background

In what follows, a general overview on the policy issues about corruption and transparency is mostly

supported by country-level evidence. However, the four good practices presented in the following

sections show how the regional and local levels play an important role when the measures are to be

implemented.

Corruption hampers economic development, undermines democracy and damages social justice and

the rule of law. It seriously harms the economy and society as a whole and impinges on good

governance, sound management of public money and competitive markets. Many countries suffer

from deep-rooted corruption, and EU Member States are not immune to this as two Eurobarometer

surveys conducted in 2013 reveal, namely a Special Eurobarometer
62

and a business-focused flash

survey
63

. However, the situation differs from Member State to Member State. For most countries, the

ranking of the CPI index published by Transparency International tends to correspond to answers

given by the Eurobarometer respondents. Taking together the Special Eurobarometer data, firstly on

general perceptions of the prevalence of corruption and secondly on actually being expected to pay a

bribe (personal experience in bribery), it is clear that Member States can be characterised in different

ways.

Less than 1 % of respondents in Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg and Sweden indicated that they had

been expected to pay a bribe and the number of people who think that corruption is widespread (20 %,

29 %, 42 % and 44 % respectively) is significantly below the EU average. In the UK, only 5 out of

1115 people had been expected to pay a bribe (less than 1%), showing the best result in all of Europe;

nevertheless, 64 % of UK respondents thought corruption was widespread in the country (the EU

average is 74 %). In Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Estonia and France, only around 2 % of

people had had to pay a bribe, which is low, while more than half of the respondents considered

corruption to be a widespread phenomenon. Austria shared similar features with this group with the

exception of a somewhat high number of respondents (5 %) who reported to have been expected to

pay a bribe.

In some countries, such as Hungary (13 %), Slovakia (14 %) and Poland (15 %), a relatively high

number of people indicated that they had personal experience with bribery, but with a clear

62
A survey conducted among the general population in all Member States every two years, based on face-to-face interviews with a sample

of 1000 or 500 respondents (depending on the size of the population). A total of 27 786 people (representative sample) participated in
this survey in late February and early March of 2013. The survey dealt, inter alia, with general perception of corruption, personal
experience with corruption as well as attitudes towards favours and gifts. While the Eurobarometer surveys have been run every second
year since 2007, the Commission decided in 2013 to tailor questions to the needs of this report. Therefore, any comparison with
previous years should be undertaken with caution. The full report is available at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb_special_399_380_en.htm#397.

63
A phone-based survey known as a, so-called Flash Eurobarometer, covered six sectors in the EU28, and was launched for the first time

in 2013, it was carried out between 18 February and 8 March. Businesses from the energy, healthcare, construction, manufacturing,
telecommunications and financial sectors (all company sizes) were requested to provide their opinions. The full report is available at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/flash_arch_374_361_en.htm#374.
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concentration on a limited number of sectors. One sector, namely healthcare, provided the bulk of

instances of bribery, while all other institutions or sectors (e.g. police, customs, politicians, etc.) were

named by less than 1 % of respondents. Corruption in a broader sense was perceived as widespread in

these countries (82 % in Poland, 89 % in Hungary and 90 % in Slovakia).

Although in countries such as Portugal, Slovenia, Spain and Italy a relatively low number of

respondents (1-3 %) claimed that they had been asked or expected to pay a bribe in the last 12

months, the respondents’ negative perception about the overall corruption situation (90, 91, 95 and

97 % respectively) was heavily influenced by recent political scandals and the financial and economic

crisis. In countries lagging behind in the scores concerning both perceptions and actual experience of

corruption, such as Croatia, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Romania and Greece, between

6 % and 29 % of respondents indicated that they had been asked or expected to pay a bribe in the past

12 months. 84 % to 99 % thought that corruption was widespread in their country. Croatia and the

Czech Republic appeared to score slightly better than the rest of the countries from the same group.

Countries not mentioned above (i.e. Latvia, Malta, Ireland, and Cyprus) showed results that

corresponded to the EU average.

At European level 76 % of respondents thought that corruption was widespread in their own country.

For the business-focused flash survey the country results showed striking variations: a difference of

89 percentage points between the highest (Greece: 99 %) and lowest (Denmark: 10 %) levels of

perceived corruption. Indeed, all but one of the respondents from Greece believed that corruption was

widespread in Greece. At European level, more than 4 out of 10 companies considered corruption to

be a problem for doing business, and this was true for patronage and nepotism too. When asked

specifically whether corruption was a problem for doing business, 50 % of the construction sector

companies and 33 % of the telecoms/IT companies felt it was a problem to a serious extent. The

smaller the company, the more often corruption and nepotism appeared as a problem for doing

business. Corruption was most likely to be considered a problem when doing business by companies

in the Czech Republic (71 %), Portugal (68 %), Greece and Slovakia (both 66 %).

Fighting corruption is a complex task for which you have to consider economic, social, political and

political aspects that cannot easily be changed. The challenge for public administrations is to

incentivise integrity, deter corrupt activities and dismantle systemic corruption. An adequate policy

framework that sets ethical values and standards, builds public trust through transparency and

accountability and promotes integrity as well as mechanisms to detect corruption needs to be

established. An effective policy response cannot be reduced to a standard set of measures. There is no

'one size fits all' solution. Here are some examples of good practices in some Member States.
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6.3.2 Good practices

Case n°9: An active promotion of public sector integrity – Netherlands (Amsterdam)

Layers of government: National, regional and local

Other stakeholders: BIOS (Office for the Promotion of Public Sector Integrity) and BI

More information: http://www.fsw.vu.nl/en/Images/Local%20Integrity%20Systems%20-

%20Chapter%2012%20and%2013%20Amsterdam_tcm31-50971.pdf

Integrity is one of the Dutch public administration’s fundamental values. The Dutch anti-corruption

policy is mainly, but not exclusively, focused on awareness raising and prevention.

A sophisticated administrative framework aims to prevent corruption-related offences in the public

service. The Dutch Civil Service Act incorporates basic rules on integrity policy. Codes of conduct

apply in most public administrations. All rules applicable to preventing conflicts of interest of civil

servants are explained in detail in the Conflict of Interest Manual
64

and are supported by a self-

assessment tool known as SAINT (Self-Assessment INTegriteit).

BIOS (the Office for the Promotion of Public Sector Integrity – Bureau Integriteitsbevordering

Openbare Sector) plays a central role. Set up by the Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations, it

operates as an independent central office focusing on the promotion of integrity (policy) in the public

sector, at both organisational and strategic levels. The Netherlands has also adopted innovative

methods to tackle corruption at local level. Many towns and communities have developed a toolbox

for ethical behaviour and integrity for local and regional politicians and administrations.

A good practice can be found in the city of Amsterdam where the Integrity Office (Bureau Integriteit

– BI) is a centre of expertise on integrity. It promotes integrity at the local political and administrative

level, but also with service providers and businesses. BI supports all municipal units with the

following services: advice, training, risk assessments, handling disciplinary cases and legal advice,

and integrity investigation. It acts as a contact point for people who want to report a breach of

integrity rules.

The staff of the office have extensive experience working for the municipality and are trained in

integrity counselling. For example, they can assist a department in formulating and implementing a

tailor-made integrity policy. BI risk analysts advise businesses, service providers and even other

municipalities in the identification, control and reduction of integrity risks. Integrity breaches can be

reported to the BI, which can conduct an internal investigation. If a department or service proposes a

penalty to be imposed for a breach of integrity rules, it has to request an opinion from the BI’s in-

house lawyers. The purpose of this mandatory request is to ensure that the policy on penalties for such

breaches is consistent. The BI also operates an Integrity Hotline which provides an insight into the

64
Bureau Integriteitsbevordering Openbare Sector (BIOS/CAOP), Handreiking Belangenverstrengeling July 2010.

http://www.integriteitoverheid.nl/fileadmin/BIOS/data/Toolbox/Handreikingen/BIOS_Belangenverstrengeling_handreiking.pdf.
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type and number of integrity breaches that occur in Amsterdam. The data obtained through the hotline

contribute to better mapping and pinpointing of problematic areas/sectors and to developing a

prevention policy. The most recent figures available are for 2010, when the BI received 85 reports of

suspected integrity breaches. This resulted in 21 investigations and 35 opinions on disciplinary

measures. Nine employees were dismissed for serious breaches of integrity. The BI issued 30

opinions, and hundreds of staff received integrity training.

Case n°10: Public procurement corruption risks at regional and local levels – Slovakia,

Germany and Italy

Layers of government: National, regional and local

Other stakeholders: Transparency International, UN, associations, etc.

More information:

- IT : http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_17&format=PDF

- GE: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_8&format=PDF

- SL: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_28&format=PDF

Transparency in local public procurement in Slovakia

As part of measures allowing the external monitoring of public spending, the Open Local Government

initiative ranks 100 Slovak towns according to a set of criteria based on transparency in public

procurement, access to information, availability of data of public interest, public participation,

professional ethics and conflicts of interest. Saľa, Martin and Rožňava currently appear at the top of 

the list. The project is run by Transparency International Slovakia. The northern city of Martin

received the prestigious UN Public Service Award for its anti-corruption reforms. These were based

on close cooperation with TI Slovakia: In late 2008, the newly elected mayor of Martin approached

the organisation looking for a transparency package that he could implement in the city of 60 000

inhabitants. TI Slovakia proposed to carry out the project in three phases. First, experts drew up a list

of recommendations in 17 policy areas such as procurement, staffing, awarding grants, public

participation and municipal company policy. In a second step, they compared them with the city’s

legislation and internal rules. Having identified the gaps, the team of experts, together with municipal

officials, drafted new by-laws and regulations adapted to Martin’s conditions, which were then

implemented by the municipality.
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Guidelines for prevention of corruption in public procurement at local level in Germany:

A Brochure on the Prevention of Corruption in Public Tendering created by the German Association

of Towns and Municipalities jointly with the Federal Association of Small and Medium-Sized

Building Contractors provides an overview of preventive measures against corruption in public

procurement at the level of towns and municipalities. These include: awareness raising and codes of

conduct; rotation of staff; strict observance of the 'four eyes principle'; clear regulations on sponsoring

and the prohibition on accepting gifts; establishing centralised authorities for tender

procedures/awarding; precise descriptions of tenders and control of estimates; organisation of tender

procedures, including secrecy of bids and prevention of belated manipulation of the bids; increased

use of e-procurement; documentation of adjudication and careful control by supervisory bodies;

exclusion of enterprises found guilty of corruption offences and establishing black lists/corruption

registers.

Risk management tools and public procurement platforms in Italy

Several networks and associations of regional and local administrations are actively implementing

actions to prevent mafia infiltration in public structures and promote transparency of public

procurement at regional level (e.g. Avviso Pubblico, ITACA). Various other measures have been

taken at the level of public authorities to prevent criminal infiltration in public contracts (e.g.

CAPACI – Creation of Automated Procedures Against Criminal Infiltration in public contracts –

project and guidelines issued by the Committee for Coordination of High Surveillance of Large Public

Works for anti-mafia checks on large infrastructure projects).

In the report of October 2012 the ad hoc commission was tasked to analyse and prepare proposals on

transparency and prevention of corruption within public administration, public procurement was

highlighted as an area where corruption risks were high. The use of negotiated procedures in Italy (in

particular without publication of contract notices) appears to be higher than the average: in 2010, it

accounted for 14 % of the value of contracts, compared with 6 % in the EU. This may be a factor

which increases the risk of corrupt and fraudulent practices.

Given the risks of corruption and infiltration by organised crime in public procurement, Italy has paid

increasing attention to these challenges. It has adopted new legislation on such things as traceability

of funds in public procurement, promoted new projects to trace financial transactions and to prevent

infiltration by mafia groups, and increased the capacity of the committee for coordination of high-

level surveillance of large public works (grandi opere). Further measures provided by the 2012 anti-

corruption law included the online publication by all administrations of annual accounts and balance

sheets, the broken down costs of public works and services, and detailed information about ongoing

and past tendering procedures. The law also provides for a database on public contracts and for the

obligation on prefects to establish ‘white lists’ of economic operators who are not exposed to risks of

infiltration by organised crime.
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The implementation of this measure is ongoing. With regard to the wider issue of transparency of

public spending and public administration, the Italian authorities implemented a considerable number

of measures to ensure increased transparency.

A legal initiative worth mentioning in this context is Law No 136 of 2010 on the control of financial

flows, which provides for a single dedicated account for all payments in the execution of public

procurement contracts, thus contributing to the overall prevention of corruption in this area.

Moreover, a 2012 legislative decree provides for the use of e-administration, streamlined application

procedures for companies participating in public tenders, and the appointment of managers to whom

citizens can turn in the event of administrative inaction.

Case n°11: Transparency in public administration – Slovenia, Portugal and Croatia

Layers of government: EU, national, regional and local

Other stakeholders: NGO, Transparency International, associations, institutes, etc.

More information:

HR : http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_14&format=PDF

PT : http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_24&format=PDF

SLV : http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:058aecf0-d9b7-11e3-8cd4-

01aa75ed71a1.0012.01/DOC_27&format=PDF

Transparency requirements in Croatia

In order to enhance transparency in public procurement the State Commission for Monitoring Public

Procurement Procedures (DKOM) publishes all its decisions on its website. Moreover, all public

bodies are obliged to publish concluded and executed contracts. It is not yet clear, however, how the

sound implementation of public contracts is being monitored. The contracting authorities are obliged

to publish their procurement plans and the register of public contracts on their websites. Where they

are not in a position to publish data on their websites, these are published on the public procurement

portal coordinated by the Ministry of Economy. Web-links to the information published by the

contracting authorities are listed on the central public procurement portal. Contracting authorities are

also obliged to publish on their websites declarations regarding conflict of interest. The public

procurement documentation must contain a list of businesses with regard to which conflicts of interest

may arise or expressly confirm the absence of such situations. A public contract concluded in breach

of these provisions is null and void.

E-procurement has been in place and easily accessible since early 2012. However, the system is still

not used by all contracting authorities.

In March 2013, a web portal and public procurement electronic database was launched by a local

NGO as a result of an EU-funded project. The database consolidates information on the
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implementation of public procurement procedures and companies involved; this is available to the

public free of charge. It also contains information on the assets and interests of public officials, in line

with asset disclosure rules. Such aggregated data make it possible to carry out cross-checks.

Transparency of procurement procedures in Portugal

The e-procurement programme was launched in June 2003 as a centralised and high-quality platform

that promotes efficiency and competition through increased transparency, as well as savings in the

public procurement process. Through enhanced transparency, the use of e-procurement creates the

framework for enhanced prevention and detection of irregularities that affect the procurement process,

including potential corrupt practices.

The portal offers the possibility to download all of the bid documentation and specifications free of

charge. It also publishes calls for tender, receives suppliers’ queries and manages all information

exchange online. A Contract Management Tool allows for uploading public contracts, monitoring

concluded contracts and e-invoicing. The Information Management System also helps collect, store

and organise statistics on the procurement process. Since 2008, Portugal has had a national web portal

(BASE
65

) that centralises information on public contracts. The Institute of Construction and Real

Estate (InCI) is responsible for the management of this portal. BASE receives data from the electronic

edition of the Portuguese Official Journal and from the certified electronic platforms concerning open

and restricted pre-award procedures. All public contracting authorities use the reserved area of the

portal to record contract data, upload the contracts and record information on their performance. From

2008 to 2011, BASE only published contracts relating to direct awards. Since January 2012, BASE

must advertise all contracts resulting from all types of procedures subject to the Public Contracts

Code. It also publishes information on contract performance. The publication of contracts in both

BASE and in the Official Gazette is now mandatory for direct awards, increases of 15 % in the price

of already concluded contracts and potential penalties. The information available does not enable the

public to monitor intermediate proceedings, however, such information is recorded in the database

and is accessible to the auditing authorities.

Transparency of public expenditure in Slovenia

The online application ‘Supervizor’ provides information on business transactions by public sector

bodies, including the legislative, judicial and executive branch, autonomous and independent state

bodies, local communities and their branches with legal personality, etc. It does not monitor

transactions by state-owned or state-controlled companies or companies where the State holds

significant shares.

The application indicates contracting parties, the largest recipients of funds, related legal entities (for

all services and goods and payments above EUR 4000), dates, amounts and purpose of transactions. It

65
http://www.base.gov.pt
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will be further upgraded to include contracts and financial details. It provides an overview of the EUR

4.7 billion spent on average per year on goods and services by the public sector. It also provides

details on management and supervisory boards of all state-owned and state-controlled companies and

on their annual reports.

The tool was a success from its first day, when it was used 1 200 000 times, climbing to 2 616 000 in

just 6 days. In 2013, 'Supervizor' was awarded the UN Public Service Award.

In addition, an online project called Transparency was also launched as a public web-based service to

ensure transparency on a number of activities carried out by the KPK, including oversight of

lobbying.

What are Integrity Pacts (IP)?

Integrity Pacts are a tool for preventing corruption in public contracting. They are essentially an

agreement between the government agency offering a contract (the 'contracting authority') and the

companies bidding for it (the 'bidders') that they will abstain from bribery, collusion, extortion and

other corrupt practices for the extent of the contract. To ensure accountability, Integrity Pacts also

include a monitoring system typically led by civil society organisations.

Integrity Pacts have been around since the 1990s and have been applied in more than 15 countries

and 300 separate situations. They help save taxpayer funds, ensure that projects and public works

are delivered efficiently, and stave off avenues for illicit gain. Beyond the individual impact on the

contracting process in question, Integrity Pacts also intend to create confidence and trust in public

decision-making, a more hospitable investment climate and public support for the government’s own

procurement, privatisation and licensing programmes

For more information :

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/conferences/integrity_pacts/what_are_integrity_pacts.pdf

Case n°12: Integrity Pact for a Nursery School, City of Budapest XIII, Hungary

Layers of government: local

Other stakeholders: Transparency International, associations, institutes, etc.

More information:

http://transparency.hu/TRANSPARENCY_AGREEMENTS

http://www.transparency.hu/Local_government_of_the_13th_district

http://transparency.hu/Ozd_-_Svajci_Hozzajarulasi_Alap

In April 2013, the City of Budapest XIII District Council embarked on a project to modernise the

mechanical and electrical system of a local nursery school building. With a price tag of EUR 1.8

million and recognising that public procurement was one of the six principal corruption risk hot spots

across Europe, the Council approached Transparency International, which is known for its expertise in
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combatting fraud and collusion in procurement. Together they decided to apply an Integrity Pact (IP),

a tool developed by Transparency International for preventing corruption in public contracting.

The Integrity Pact is essentially an agreement between the government agency offering the contract

and the bidding companies that they will abstain from bribery, collusion and other corrupt practices

for the extent of the contract. An independent monitor ensures the pact is implemented and the

obligations of the parties are fulfilled. In this case, the pact was signed between the XIII District

Council and TI Hungary, and bidders of the procedure joined the agreement with a statement to

comply with the IP as part of their bids. TI Hungary monitored all phases of the procedure including

implementation and was active in reaching out to the public and engaging them to assist with

monitoring.

After the initial discussions, planning, and signing the IP, TI Hungary monitored the planning of the

procurement process to ensure that it was designed in accordance with project needs and local

regulations. Additionally, it took action to ensure that the neutrality and judgment of all persons

participating in the planning phase were not compromised by conflicts of interest. They also

performed a review of all contractual procurement documents, analysing aspects related to legal

compliance, lawfulness, transparency, and fair competition. Later, TI Hungary’s public procurement

experts monitored the procurement phase, and TI Hungary also enlisted an independent engineering

expert to assist with engineering-related issues arising during the implementation of the project.

Thanks in large part to the joint efforts of all parties involved, the public procurement process was

conducted lawfully, in compliance with the integrity pact, and consistently with the objective of

carrying out a transparent and fair procedure. Furthermore, the Council spent less money than what

was originally planned. Since then, the Integrity Pact has also been used successfully in connection

with the Water Supply Rehabilitation Project of the Council of Ózd and a playground rehabilitation

project in the XIII District of Budapest, with more work in the pipeline.
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7. APPENDICES

7.1 List of abbreviations and country codes

AGS

ALDE

CAP

CdR

CSR

COM

CoM

CoR

EA

EC

EER

EGTC

EMU

EP

EPP

ESIF

EU

GDP

IP

MLG

MP

NRP

OECD

OP

LRA

PA

PES

R&D

SME

TFEU

Annual Growth Survey

Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe

Common Agricultural Policy

Comité des Régions

Country-Specific Recommendation

Communication

Covenant of Mayors

Committee of the Regions

European Alliance Group

European Commission

European Entrepreneurial Region

European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation

European Monetary Union

European Parliament

European People's Party

European Structural and Investment Funds

European Union

Gross Domestic Product

Integrity Pact

Multi-Level Governance

Monitoring Platform

National Reform Programme

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

Operational Programme

Local and Regional Authority

Partnership Agreement

Party of European Socialists

Research and Development

Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

BE

BG

CZ

DK

DE

EE

IE

EL

ES

FR

IT

CY

LV

LT

LU

HU

MT

AT

NL

PL

PT

RO

SL

SK

FI

SE

UK

Belgium

Bulgaria

Czech Republic

Denmark

Germany

Estonia

Ireland

Greece

Spain

France

Italy

Cyprus

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Hungary

Malta

Austria

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovenia

Slovakia

Finland

Sweden

United Kingdom
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7.2 EU 2020-related CoR opinions and Resolutions (Oct 2014 – Jul 2015)

Smart growth

Long-term financing of the European economy - Mr Witold Krochmal (Pl/EA)

COR-2014-03235-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-059

Measures to support the creation of high-tech start-up ecosystems

Own initiative opinion- Mr Markku Markkula (Fi/EPP)

COR-2014-00672-00-00-PAC-TRA - EDUC-V-040

Innovation in the blue economy: realising the potential of our seas and oceans for jobs and

growth - Mr Adam Banaszak (PL/ECR)

COR-2014-04835-00-00-PAC-TRA - NAT-V-044

Industrial policy package - Mr Markku Markkula (Fi/EPP)

COR-2014-01344-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-056

The importance of a more interconnected Europe focusing on the potential of the ICT sector

as a source of growth - Ms Anne Karjalainen (Fi/PES)

COR-2014-04165-00-00-PAC-TRA - EDUC-V-044

Internet policy and governance - Ms Odeta Žerlauskienė (LT/ALDE)  

COR-2014-02448-00-01-PAC-TRA - EDUC-V-041

Interoperability as a means for modernising the public sector - Ms Odeta Žerlauskienė 

(LT/ALDE)

COR-2014-05514-00-01-PAC-TRA - EDUC-V-045

Implementation of the 2011 white paper on transport - Mr Spyros Spyridon (EL/EPP)

COR-2015-01426-00-00-PAC-TRA – COTER-VI/004

Sustainable growth

The clean air policy package for Europe - Mr Cor Lamers (NL/EPP)

COR-2014-01217-00-00-PAC-TRA - ENVE-V-046

A policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030

Committee and the Committee of the Regions - Ms Annabelle Jaeger (FR/PES)

COR-2014-02691-00-00_TRA-PAC - ENVE-V-047

Policy package on organic production - Ms Willemien Hester Maij (NL/EPP)

COR-2014-04832-00-00-PAC-TRA - NAT-V-039

Green action plan for SMEs and green employment initiative – Ms Satu Tietari (FI/ALDE)

COR-2014-04331-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-062
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Towards a circular economy: review of EU waste legislation - Mariana Gâju (Romania/PES)

COR-2014-04083-00-02-PAC-TRA - ENVE-V-048

Resource efficiency opportunities in the building sector - Mr Csaba Borboly (RO/EPP)

COR-2014-04084-00-00-PAC-TRA - ENVE-V-049

Better protecting the marine environment- Mr Hermann Kuhn (DE/PES)

COR-2014-07256-00-02-PAC-TRA - ENVE-VI/001

Resolution on Sustainable Food

(COR-2015-03306-00-00-PRES-TRA – RESOL-VI/004)

Inclusive growth

EU quality framework for anticipation of change and restructuring - Mr Pavel Branda

(CZ/ECR)

COR-2014-01319-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-057

Guidelines for the employment policies of the Member States - Mr Mauro D'Attis (IT/EPP)

COR-2015-01419-00-00-PAC-TRA–SEDEC-VI/001/001

Mobility in geographically and demographically challenged regions

Own-initiative opinion - Mr Gordon Keymer (UK/ECR)

COR-2014-01691-00-00-PAC-TRA - COTER-V-049

A European platform against undeclared work - Mr Dainis Turlais (LV/ALDE)

COR-2014-03236-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-060

Recognition of skills and competences acquired through non-formal and informal learning -

Mr Marek Olszewski (PL/EA)

COR-2014-03921-00-00-PAC-TRA - EDUC-V-043

An EU strategic framework on health and safety at work 2014-2020 - Mauro D'Attis (IT/EPP)

COR-2014-04330-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-061

Cross priority CoR Opinions related to Europe 2020

Promoting quality of public spending in matters subject to EU action - Ms Catiuscia Marini

(IT/PES)

COR-2014-04885-00-00-PAC-TRA – BUDG-V-009

6th report on economic, social and territorial cohesion - Mr Nicola Zingaretti (IT/PES)

COR-2014-04896-00-00-PAC-TRA - COTER-V-052
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Guidelines on the application of the measures linking the effectiveness of the European

Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) to sound economic governance - Bernard Soulage

(FR/PES)

COR-2014-06247-00-00-PAC-TRA - COTER-V-053

Investment Plan and European Fund for Strategic Investments - Mr Claude Gewerc (FR/PES)

COR-2015-00943-00-01-PAC-TRA–COTER-VI-003

Resolution on improving the functioning of the European Union: Lisbon Treaty and beyond

(COR-2015-03307-00-01-PRES-TRA – RESOL-VI/005)

Making the best use of the flexibility within the existing rules of the Stability and Growth

Pact - Ms Olga Zrihen (BE/PES)

COR-2015-01185-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECON-VI/002

Building a Capital Markets Union - Mr Tadeusz Truskolaski (Mayor of Białystok, PL/EA) 

COR-2015-01184-00-01-PAC-TRA - ECON-VI/001

The Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) - Markus Töns (DE/PES)

COR-2014-05385-00-00-PAC-TRA - ECOS-V-063

Outcome of the negotiations on the partnership agreements and operational programmes -

Mr Ivan Žagar (SI/EPP)

COR-2014-06248-00-00-PAC-TRA – COTER-VI
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7.3 Members of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform – September 2015

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
Alexandroúpoli)
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)
Δήμος Θεσσαλονίκης (Municipality of Thessaloniki)
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)
La Palma del Condado (City)
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)
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)
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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
Baia Mare (Municipality of Baia Mare)
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)

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)
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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 (euroregion)
EGTC Duero-Douro
EGTC Pyrenees-Mediterranean
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