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PREFACE by Karl-Heinz Lambertz, President of the European Committee of the Regions, and 

Michel Delebarre, Chair of the CoR Commission for Economic Policy 

 

We currently stand at a crossroads, to determine the future long-term development strategy of the EU, 

a crucial step in shaping the different policies and programmes in the EU. Whatever path is taken —

whether renewing the EU 2020 strategy or relying solely on the Sustainable Development Goals – the 

notion of "structural reforms" will remain the key issue, particularly because it is a central element in 

the debate about a deeper economic and monetary governance, as stressed by European Commission 

(EC) President Juncker in his State-of-the-Union address on 13 September 2017.  

 

In this context, it is worth highlighting that the 8
th
 Monitoring Report of the European Committee of 

the Regions (CoR) finds that 76% of all Country-specific Recommendations (CSRs) addressed by the 

European Commission to the Member States in 2017 concern structural reforms, which will succeed 

only if they take into account the specific economic and institutional situation of each region, and if 

local and regional authorities (LRAs) are involved in their implementation.   

 

Indeed, the territorial dimension of structural reforms is emerging progressively in the CSRs and 

taking a more prominent place in the National Reform Programmes. This fact is confirmed in a recent 

report based on case studies and commissioned by the CoR, that shows that LRAs are increasingly 

involved in the European Semester process – including informally –, mostly as implementers of 

European and national policies.   

 

Yet, in most countries, the LRAs are not seen as full partners adding input to the Semester from the 

beginning, in a structured approach. 

 

The Monitoring Report shows that LRAs increase both the effectiveness of policymaking and the 

commitment to reforms and policy targets. This is especially true with key policy areas, such as the 

improvement of public administration, the labour market, education and social policy, investment, and 

the business environment. In particular, LRAs contribute to investment by managing cohesion policy's 

ESI Funds (the main funding channel of public investment in several countries) and, as shown by a 

recent CoR study, by making a successful use of the European Fund for Strategic Investment, 

although this requires overcoming certain specific challenges. 

 

It is therefore time for the EU and Member States to make an ambitious step forward in supporting the 

involvement of LRAs as full partners in the EU economic governance at both national and EU level.  

 

To this aim, the CoR has proposed to adopt of a Code of Conduct for the involvement of LRAs in the 

European Semester, taking into consideration the constitutional setting and division of powers of each 

Member State, and building on an exchange of good practices. 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

1.1 The territorial dimension of the European Semester 

 

While economic and job growth continue to pick up in the EU, the Member States are committed to 

strengthening the recovery by putting investment and structural reforms on top of their agendas.  

 

This commitment is included in the National Reform Programmes (NRPs) that they submitted to the 

European Commission in April 2017, and that they will have to implement in the light of the Country-

specific Recommendations (CSRs) they received from the EU in July.  

 

This commitment takes place every year in the context of the economic policy coordination exercise 

called the European Semester (see box). 

 

The CoR has found that 76% of all 2017 CSRs (up from 54% in 2015) are territory-related, meaning 

that (a) they point at challenges that have an impact on regions and cities in differentiated ways and 

that (b) their implementation relies on local and regional authorities (LRAs) because of their current 

powers and competencies in many policy fields. Moreover, 62% of all 2017 CSRs (up from 23% in 

2015) are directly addressed to LRAs.  

This territorial dimension of the European Semester also appears in the NRPs to a certain extent. Yet, 

it is not acknowledged in the Annual Growth Survey (AGS), which provides the Commission's yearly 

policy orientations.  

 

What is the European Semester? 

 

The European Semester is the annual process coordinating the economic policies of the EU and its 

Member States, aimed at spreading sustainable growth and jobs across the EU territory. Its objectives 

are aligned with the EU long-term strategy (currently Europe 2020; in the future, the Sustainable 

Development Goals of the UN Agenda 2030). 

 

The priorities of the European Semester are to stimulate investment and structural reforms in a 

context of fiscal responsibility. 

 

After the Annual Growth Survey sets EU-wide guidelines (in November), Member States and the 

European Commission develop bilateral dialogues during several months, culminating in the 

publication of the Commission's Country Reports in February.  

 

Based on this dialogue, Member States submit their National Reform Programmes (by mid-April), 

describing how their national economic policies meet the EU Country-specific Recommendations 

(with which the European Semester ends in July every year).  

 

1.2 Local and regional authorities contributing to structural reforms 

 

So far, progress of structural reforms—as measured by progress in the implementation of the Country-

specific Recommendations (CSRs) issued by the European Union—is still unsatisfactory. 
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 In February 2017, on 55% of all 2016 CSRs, there had been "no or limited progress", while 

on 43% of there had been "some progress".  

 Progress on recommendations concerning the improvement of the public administration is 

slower than in all other policy areas. 

 

Assessing implementation in a multiannual perspective shows that progress accelerates over the years.  

 Many CSRs are reiterated from previous years (76% of all CSRs in 2017, 73% in 2016, 65% 

in 2015), because they deal with complex reforms to be implemented on a multiannual scale.  

 Fulfilling a request made by the CoR, the European Commission
1
 acknowledged that "around 

two thirds of CSRs issued until 2016 have been implemented with a least some progress". 

 

Based on a recent report that includes case studies from Sweden, Portugal, Italy, the Czech Republic, 

Romania and France, on the analysis of the 2017 NRPs and on a survey of LRAs, the CoR has found 

that, to speed up structural reforms, the European Semester should mobilize LRAs more and better. 

An ambitious “step forward” in this respect would allow tapping into their local/regional knowledge, 

competences and networks, to improve delivery on the NRPs and the CSRs and strengthen ownership.  

 LRAs are frequently involved in consultations and solicited for input. Their involvement as 

partners, based on specific arrangements and from an early stage in the European Semester, as 

seen in some countries, improves the performance of the Semester. 

 Key policy areas in which the involvement of LRAs makes a difference include: the 

improvement of the public administration, the labour market, education and social policy, 

infrastructure investment, and the business environment. 

 Yet, in most countries the involvement of LRAs is still informal and not structured. They are 

mostly consulted for information and seen as mere "implementers". This weakens ownership 

and performance. 

To bring their best possible contribution to the Semester, the LRAs have to face three challenges, duly 

supported by the EU and Member States.  

 Matching competences and financial resources of LRAs. Preliminary results of a survey of 

LRAs in the EU suggest that around 85% of respondents experience funding gaps for 

infrastructure investment (both new infrastructure and maintenance or renewal of existing 

one). This was mainly due to both cut of transfers from the national governments and the need 

to pursue short-term priorities as well as new responsibilities being attributed to the LRAs by 

their national governments.  

 Improving/simplifying relevant regulations. As an example, preliminary results of a survey 

of LRAs in the EU suggest that more than 60% of respondents see the complexity of national 

public procurements regulations (as transposed  from EU directives), and the potential cost 

and time involved in judiciary litigation when contract award procedures are challenged in 

court, as challenges to their infrastructure investment. 

 Improving administrative capacity of LRAs. This challenge is addressed by the 53% of all 

CSRs in 2017 and concerns all sectors of intervention of the public administration—such as 

the provision of public services, the use of public procurement to promote innovation or the 

                                                      
1

 European Commission (2017)  European Semester: Communication on Country Specific Recommendations. Brussels 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/2017-european-semester-communication-country-specific-recommendations_en


5/51 

 

design, funding and management of ambitious infrastructure investment (also by means of 

financial instruments).  

 

1.3 Potential and challenges of the European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI) for 

local and regional authorities    

 

Some LRAs manage to make successful use of the European Fund for Strategic Investment 

(EFSI) to stimulate private investment aimed at developing basic infrastructure and supporting SMEs, 

also by making use of investment platforms. 

This is what emerges from another study commissioned by the CoR (based on case studies from 

countries as different as Germany, Poland, Portugal, France and Italy), as well as an internal enquiry 

among CoR Members, carried out in Spring 2017. 

 Success factors in the use of the EFSI are (a) effective long-term planning, (b) an efficient 

governance structure and (c) know-how on financial instruments. 

 Challenges for LRAs using the EFSI are (a) generally sceptic attitudes towards financial 

instruments, (b) the risk-aversion of many LRAs (preferring grants), (c) limited skills and 

technical capacity, (d) the intrinsic complexity of managing EFSI financing, (e) constraining 

framework conditions (e.g., stemming from national regulations). 

 

In 2016, several EU regions, mostly concentrated in the Southern and Eastern part of the Union, were 

still below pre-crisis levels of economic activity. Regional employment/unemployment rates showed 

similar patterns. There are recent signs of a convergence trend (in terms of per capita GDP) between 

EU regions, due to higher growth in Eastern EU countries, possibly reversing the post-2008 trend of 

widening regional disparities. Boosting investment across the whole EU territory, in particular in its 

less developed regions, would help this process. Besides the central role of cohesion policy to 

promote and fund public investment, the CoR monitoring findings highlight the possibility of a wider 

use of the EFSI to fund investment in the less developed EU areas.  
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2. THE 2017 EUROPEAN SEMESTER: A TERRITORIAL PERSPECTIVE 

 

Introduced in 2010, the European Semester enables the EU Member States to coordinate their 

economic policies throughout the year and address the economic challenges facing the EU. 

 

This annual cycle starts in November with the European Commission Annual Growth Survey (AGS) 

setting out general economic priorities for the EU.  

 

In February of the following year, the European Commission issues Country Reports (CRs) 

reviewing the economic and social situation in each Member State, and assessing the progress made 

in addressing the issues identified in the previous year's recommendations.  

 

In March/April, EU member states issue National Reform Programmes (NRPs), in which they detail 

the specific policies they will implement to boost jobs and growth, as well as their concrete plans to 

comply with the EU Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) and the Europe 2020 Strategy.  

 

In May, the European Commission provides EU Member states with CSRs for the next 12-18 months. 

The CSRs are endorsed by the European Council in June and formally adopted by the ECOFIN 

council in July.  

 

2.1 Local and regional authorities within Country-Specific Recommendations for 2017
2
 

 

A few CSRs namely address local and regional authorities (LRAs) whereas many more refer to their 

remits. This section will therefore assess the territorial dimension of the CSRs to unveil LRAs place in 

the European Commission recommendations. 

 

Territory-related recommendations 

 

Territory-related recommendations are those CSRs that point at challenges concerning regions and 

which implementation relies on sub-national levels of government. 

 

In 2017, the European Commission issued 78 CSRs to 27 Member States
3
; 59 (76% of the total) were 

territory-related (see Table 1).  

 

This ratio has grown steadily over the years going from 54% of CSR being territory related in 2015 to 

today's 76%. This increase intervened after the Juncker Commission decided to reduce the number of 

its recommendation and focus on the most pressing and relevant economic issues for each country. 

This trend shed light on the indispensable role of cities and regions in addressing current economic 

challenges, be it related to jobs, investment or social inclusion.  

                                                      
2

 Based on CoR Territorial Analysis of the Country specific Recommendations 2017 

3
 Greece did not receive a CSR as it was under financial assistance. 

https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Documents/publi-file/2017-Territorial-Analysis-of-CSRs/2017-Territorial-Analysis-of-CSRs.pdf
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Table 1: Territory-related country-specific recommendations (tr-CSRs) in 2017, in comparison to 2015 

and 2016 

 

 2015 2016 2017 

Number of tr-CSRs / number of total CSRs 55 / 102  51 / 89 59 / 78  

Percentage of tr-CSRs  54%  57% 76% 

Number of tr-CSRs addressing obstacles to investment  

(% of total CSRs) 
32 (31%) 37 (42%) 43 (55%) 

Number of tr-CSRs addressing admin. capacity issues 

(% of total CSRs) 
28 (28%) 33 (37%) 41 (53%) 

Number of tr-CSRs already issued in the previous year 

(% of total CSRs) 
36 (35%) 37 (42%) 45 (58%) 

 Source: CoR/ECON elaboration on the EC Country-Specific Recommendations 2017. European Committee of the Regions (2016): 2016 

European Semester: Territorial Analysis of the Country-Specific Recommendations. Brussels: Commission for Economic Policy. European 

Committee of the Regions (2017): 2017 European Semester: Territorial Analysis of the Country Reports and accompanying 

Communication. Brussels: Commission for Economic Policy. 

 

Policy areas covered by the territory-related 2017 CSRs include labour market, education and social 

policies (36% of territory-related CSRs), public administration & business environment (26%), public 

finances & taxation (16%), structural policies (14%) and the financial sector (8%). 

 

A reference list of all territory-related CSRs for 2017 is provided in Appendix 5.2.  

 

Territory-related obstacles to investment in the 2017 Country-Specific Recommendations  

 

Obstacles to investment are addressed in almost three quarters of the territory-related CSRs. This 

trend is stable compared to 2016 and highlights the strong territorial dimension of obstacles to 

investment, at a moment when public and private investment in the EU is still below its pre-crisis 

level.  

 

Territory-related obstacles to investment mainly relate to essential pre-conditions for investment (lack 

of skilled and educated labour force, inadequate transport and network infrastructures) and public 

administration (inadequate administrative capacity and regulations, including on public procurement).  

 

Examples of territory-related CSRs referring to obstacles to investment 

 

1. On public governance and administration/ public procurement and PPPs: in CSR1 for Belgium, 

the European Commission recommend to remove distortive tax expenditure. 

2. On business environment: in CSR3 for Slovakia, the European Commission calls for lowering 

administrative and regulatory barriers for business. 
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3. On preconditions for investment: in CSR2 for Bulgaria, the European Commission recommend to 

strengthen the cooperation between academia and business. 

 

See more examples Annex 5.2  

 

Administrative capacity at the regional and local level 

 

The challenge of inadequate administrative capacity is addressed by 41 CSRs (out of 78) in 2017. 

This number has been constantly growing over recent years due to growing expectations from 

citizens. With public expenditure accounting for 47.3% of EU GDP in 2015
4
, public administration 

plays an important role in shaping European economic development. The modernisation of public 

administration is also seen as one of the ways to deliver structural reforms. 

 

State of implementation: a multiannual perspective 

 

More than three quarters (76%) of the territory-related CSRs were already issued in 2016—some of 

them before. They relate to complex reforms that are implemented on a multiannual scale. 

 

This growing proportion of repeated recommendations also highlights that LRAs are inherent partners 

in implementing these long-term changes. 

 

So far, the European Commission has assessed progress on these CSRs on a yearly basis. However, 

recording only limited progress from one year to another, while missing the larger progress made over 

a longer period of time, results in an inaccurate picture. 

 

In the accompanying Communication on the 2017 CSRs
5
, the European Commission meets the CoR 

request to measure progress on a multi-annual basis to fairly acknowledge the reform efforts of the 

national and subnational levels of governments involved. The Communication acknowledges that 

"around two thirds of CSRs issued until 2016 have been implemented with a least some progress".  

 

2.2 The involvement of LRAs within National Reform Programmes for 2017 

 

This section is based on a study commissioned by the CoR and describes how NRPs report on the role 

and involvement of LRAs. Caution is required, as there are various ways to involve cities and regions 

within NRPs and their implementation—some are largely unformal and cannot be accounted for 

through the analysis of the NRPs. In addition, NRPs are a specific EU administrative exercise which 

may not fully reflect the individual economic policy cycle of each member states. In spite of these 

reservations, analysis of NRPs provides one aspect of the extent to which EU member states integrate 

territorial challenges within the European economic governance.  

 

EU Member states publish NRPs in March/April and detail the specific policies they will implement 

to boost jobs and growth, and prevent/correct imbalances.   

 

                                                      
4

  Eurostat: Government expenditure by function - COFOG 

5
 European Commission (2017)  European Semester: Communication on Country Specific Recommendations. Brussels 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/2017-european-semester-communication-country-specific-recommendations_en
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In 2017, the majority of NRPs reflects at various degrees a territorial perspective, as is the case in 

CSRs and CRs. However, the territorial dimension of NRPs has no analytical basis or structured 

approach with for example a dedicated chapter on territorial disparities. To analyse these differences 

in LRAs' involvement, the 2017 NRPs have been ranked based on the following five criteria: 

 

 Presence of a territorial dimension highlighting differentiation made between regions and 

cities. 

 Involvement or not of LRAs in the preparation, implementation and evaluation of 

NRPs. 

 Obstacles to investments and related policies to support cities and regions to overcome 

them. 

 Institutional capacities and dedicated actions for LRAs capacity-building. 

 Partnership and multi-level governance. 

Overall picture 

Scores obtained by each Member state were compiled in map 1. 

The aggregate map confirms a marked diversity between Member states.  

Some Northern and Central European EU15-countries with a long tradition of regional self-

government seem to involve LRAs within their NRPs. Among these one can find the three federations 

within the EU (AT, BE, DE) as well as NL and SE. This mirrors the results of previous analyses made 

in 2015 and 2016. 

NRPs issued by a number of peripheral countries also suggest involvement of LRAs in NRPs: on the 

Mediterranean side with IT and ES (EU-15) and on the Central and Eastern European (CEE) side with 

mainly LV (EU-13). However, looking back at 2015 and 2016, this is not a long-term trend but an ad-

hoc situation.  It cannot be considered as a tendency or part of a structured approach.  Most of the 

CEE Member States which involved LRAs in their NRPs in 2015 and 2016 have changed with the 

exceptions of IT and LV.  

These findings seem to indicate that, with a few exceptions, LRAs' involvement in Mediterranean and 

CEE Member States is not anchored as deeply in the political processes as in the first group of 

Member States, resulting in fluctuations caused by contingencies changing every year. 

Countries with ongoing or recently implemented administrative reforms (BE, CY, DE, ES, FI, LV; to 

a lesser extent PT) also show a tendency for a more intense coverage of LRA involvement than 

comparable countries without such reform programmes. For instance, LV carried out a local 

government reform in 2009
6
. This could explain a better inclusion of LV LRAs within the NRP 

compared to other CEE Member states. 

Eventually, the overall scorings are on the average slightly lower than for the previous year. Taking 

into account room for interpretation inherent to the underlying comparative approach, this should not 

necessarily be interpreted as a sign of stagnation.  

 

 

                                                      
6

 Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR), Decentralisation at a crossroads - Territorial reforms in Europe in times of 

crisis, Brussels, October 2013, p. 40 and 50. 
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Map 1 – Map illustrating the scale of LRA involvement in NRPs in the EU 27 

 
 

Source: Study "The involvement of the Local and Regional Authorities in the European Semester – 

Analysis of the 2017 National Reform Programmes – Commissioned by the CoR – 2017 

 

Criteria 1: Territorial dimension 

1) 16 NRPs outline specific disparities (12 NRPs in 2016), needs or challenges for types of 

regions or specific regions. Challenges addressed range from digital infrastructure to transport 

and from education and employment to natural resources. For instance the Czech NRP 

highlights regional differences between labour markets as well as differentiated flood 

vulnerability of territories.  

 

2) 14 NRPs (7 NRPs in 2016) refer to the impact of envisaged measures on specific territories.  
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3) 18 NRPs (21 NRPs in 2016) include at least one or more elements which can be considered as 

specific policy approach for certain regions. The most frequent reference is to employment 

(9) and regional/urban/rural development and spatial planning (9). Further common topics are 

initiatives concerning transport issues (8), social inclusion (7) and energy (6). Examples 

include an Austrian Programme dealing with employment policy in rural areas. 

The majority of NRPs include a territorial dimension. Comparatively to 2015 and 2016, 2017 shows a 

higher number of NRPs taking into account territorial differences.   

 

Criteria 2: Involvement of LRAs in the preparation, implementation and evaluation of NRPs 

1) A total of 15 NRPs provides specific references to the involvement of LRAs in the 

preparation process of the NRPs. This shows a quite stable position over the years, starting 

from 17 NRPs in 2011 to 15 NRPs in 2015 and 13 NRPs in 2016.  

 

The most detailed descriptions are provided in the NRPs of DE, DK, FR, NL and SE; i.e. a 

group of EU-15 MS, mostly the Member States with a long tradition of regional self-

governance. 

 

2) 20 NRPs include a reference to the role of LRAs in the implementation of specific policies in 

NRPs (in 2015: 19 NRPs; in 2016: 24 NRPs).  

Social inclusion (14), budgetary, fiscal and administrative issues (13), labour 

policy/employment (10), economic policy, industrial policy, business development (8), and 

education (7) are the most frequently mentioned policy fields. These are the same as in 2016 

and represent long-term structural challenges. They have a strong territorial dimension and 

are connected with the economic crisis and its effects: unemployment with its social and 

budgetary consequences. Several NRPs also mention migration and refugees as policy topics, 

6 in 2017 against 2 in 2016.  

 

Examples of NRPs quoting LRAs in their implementation include Luxembourg where 

participation of LRAs is mentioned in the fields of development of the services sector, 

removal of obstacles in the retail and real estate sector and social housing.  

 

3) Only nine countries make explicit reference to evaluation procedures of previous NRPs. For 

instance France – also in response to CSRs – is seeking to modernize its public services and 

while doing so is evaluating the quality of public spending, covering all policies at all levels. 

 

4) As for the role of LRAs in attaining the Europe 2020 targets, the number of references to 

specific policy areas is close to the numbers observed the last 2 years (in 2015: 16 NRPs; in 

2016: 18 NRPs; in 2017: 17 NRPs). Most frequently mentioned policy areas are social 

inclusion (12), energy efficiency, climate and environmental measures (12), 

labour/employment (10), education (8), and RTDI (7). 
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These are the same as the previous year. However their rank has changed. While Education 

was 1
st
 in 2016, it is now 4

th
 in the list. Instead, Social Inclusion and Energy Efficiency and 

Climate Measures have risen first – showing a higher priority is given to sustainability and 

greening economies.  

The crisis and its aftermath highlighted back the essential role of cities and regions in promoting a 

sustainable societies and economies. Over the course of the 3 last years, their role has been slowly 

better integrated in NRPs. However there are still scarce information on LRAs monitoring and 

evaluation of past NRPs.  

 

Criteria 3: Obstacles to investment 

 

1) While obstacles to investment are a major topic in all NRPs, only 6 NRPs refer to the 

territorial dimension of these obstacles (in 2016: 7 NRPs
7
). For instance, in Slovenia, the 

construction of broadband infrastructure with public funds will be co-financed in rural areas 

where commercial interest is insufficient in order to trigger the investment.  

 

2) 11 NRPs refer to the active role of LRAs in removing these obstacles (in 2016: 8 NRPs) with 

for example the German case and its system of fiscal equalization.  

 

3) 19 NRPs (in 2016: 15 NRPs) mention specific policies supporting LRAs investment activities 

(public and private), going from taxation (4) and social housing (4) to financing flowing 

towards LRAs. The role of ESIF is quoted in seven NRPs such as with Romania and the role 

of ESIF in the development of support services to stimulate entrepreneurship and creativity 

among SMEs.  

Compared to 2016, more NRPs mention specific policies targeting obstacles to investment than last 

year, showing a new policy focus on promotion of investment in the elaboration of NRPs. Governance 

issues such as technical and legal limitations (for example on public procurement) at local and 

regional levels are clearly identified as having a major role in investment policy.  

However, while cities and regions are responsible for more than 50% of public investment and are key 

private investment enablers, NRPs include only few references to the territorial dimension of 

investment.  

 

Criteria 4: Institutional capacity 

 

1) Only 9 NRPs (20 in 2016 and 7 in 2015) refer specifically to administrative capacities of 

cities and regions. For example Cyprus notes the need to improve the administrative capacity 

of LRAs through a facilitated procedure for planning and building at the local level.  

 

2) 9 NRPs
8
 also refer specifically to administrative capacities of LRAs as related to obstacles to 

investment. The Croatian NRP emphasizes the need to strengthen the capacity of LRAs in 

ESIF management and control systems, in particular considering the increase in the amount of 

                                                      
7

 The dimension of Obstacles to investment was not analysed before 2016 

8
 Not assessed in previous years, included in the first variable on 1) administrative capacities of cities and regions 
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funds available in the 2014-2020 programming period. The NRP asserts that approximately 

700 additional people should be employed in 2017 in order to accelerate the absorption of 

funds.  

 

3) In 10 NRPs, capacity-building measures include a reference to LRAs (12 NRPs in 2016 and 

2015) covering several fields ranging from support in the implementation of investment 

policies to anti-fraud measures. For example Sweden provides government support to 

municipalities in the fields of integration of refugees, education and future recruitment 

challenges. 

Reference to the importance of administrative capacities of LRAs is higher in 2017 than in 2016 and 

2015. The increasing role of LRAs in many policy fields would indicate the need for capacity-

building but it is rarely made explicit. One major incentive to report on the issue is low absorption 

capacities of European funds by cities and regions. 

Criteria 5: Partnership and Multi-level governance (MLG) 

 

1) 15 NRPs refer to coordination between tiers of government (in 2016: 18 NRPs; in 2015: 16 

NRPs) such as the French NRP indicating the creation by the national level and the regional 

councils of a coordination platform in order to ensure joint efforts in employment policies.  

Among these 15 NRPs, 13 are from the EU-15 MS whereas NRPs of EU-13 MS with rather 

centralised political systems include only minor or no reference to inter-administrative 

coordination issues. 

 

2) Cooperation models can be observed in 11 NRPs (in 2016: 15 NRPs, in 2015: 17 NRPs) but 

they are mostly horizontal models with cities and regions labelled as stakeholders among 

others. One example is Denmark which has a cluster strategy for bridging RTDI activities of 

regions, research institutions and companies.  

 

3) In 17 cases specific reference is made to the role of wider partnerships (2016: 23 NRPs; 2015: 

20 NRPs). A quite specific feature is the strong focus on the inclusion of social partners in 10 

NRPs (AT, BE, CY, DE, DK, HR, HU, LV, MT, NL).  

 

The dimension partnership and MLG is present in more than half of the NRPs. It has been slowly 

declining between 2015 and 2017.  

 

To conclude on the analysis of this year's CSRs and NRPs, one can note the growing reference to 

LRAs within the European Semester. However, while LRAs are present in the CSRs through the 

listing of key issues and policies within their remit, the European Commission has still to 

acknowledge them in the AGS and for their role in CSRs. Likewise, while NRPs are increasingly 

integrating LRAs, LRAs still have to be recognized by many Member States as partners in the 

European Semester.  
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2.3 The case for LRAs positive contribution to the European Semester 

 

Beyond the analysis of the territorial dimension of European Semester documents, a complementary 

exercise consists in examining the involvement of regions and cities within the European Semester 

process and how it impacts—positively or negatively—the European economic governance. 

 

Accordingly, the CoR commissioned a study "Improving the European Semester by involving local 

and regional authorities", for which preliminary results are available. Six Member States were 

thoroughly examined: Sweden, Portugal, Italy, Czech Republic, Romania and France. 

  

A formal process 

 

The European Semester process is entirely driven by central governments. More or less 

comprehensive formal consultative arrangements are in place to integrate LRAs input within this 

process. In Sweden, various consultations are held along the Semester cycle. Since 2013, a written 

agreement has formalised these consultative arrangements. Cities and regions representatives also 

participate in consultations with the European Commission, have a role in reviewing CRs, in 

preparing NRPs and in responding to CSRs. However, Sweden's case is specific because its regional 

and local authorities organisation SALAR is seen a social partner; it is the largest employer in Sweden 

and therefore has more influence on the process with this double status. 

 

Apart from the institutionalised case of Sweden, other cases established formal consultative 

arrangements with LRAs, albeit incomplete. In Italy, regions are not involved in the first part of the 

semester during the fact-finding mission of the European Commission and in the following 

discussions. However they are consulted by national authorities and all regions compile a progress 

report on implementation of the CSRs. The NRP includes links to the position of the regions and to a 

summary of regional best practices.  

 

In Portugal, the government has adopted an inclusive approach with a formal forum, the Territorial 

Coordination Council, which includes representatives of LRAs and is chaired by the Prime Minister.  

 

In Czech Republic , LRA organisations comment on the draft NRP in writing and the government is 

bound to reply. 

 

Complementary contributions 

 

Participation of LRAs within formal consultation process does not offer a comprehensive picture of 

LRAs involvement in the European Semester. LRAs also participate in this process through a wealth 

of informal arrangements.  

 

In Czech Republic, NRPs roundtables are organized every year with representatives of the 

government, Parliament, cities and civil society.  
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In Portugal, the government organises consultations of a broad range of stakeholders in a series of 6 

decentralised debates held in March and April 2017. LRAs have additional opportunities to be 

involved in the European Semester through the Regional Coordination and Development Commission 

which play a role in the preparation and implementation of the NRP.  

 

In Sweden, formal arrangements are complemented by an annual conference co-organised with the 

government, the European Commission representation in Stockholm and the Swedish Association of 

Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR). 

In these cases, these unformal processes are well-established and predictable. They lack statutory 

basis but they are comprehensive. 

 

In comparison, Romania has no formal arrangements to consult LRAs on the European Semester and 

do so on a one-off basis through the organization of consultation events by the national coordinator of 

Europe 2020 strategy. These events are open to all stakeholders, including LRAs.  

French LRAs associations are invited to joint or bilateral information meetings with the government 

and European Commission's relevant services.  

 

LRAs: Partners or mere implementers? 

 

Differences in the structured involvement of LRAs and in their input in the European Semester 

documents seem to impact the implementation of the European Semester. 

In cases such as Sweden, LRAs are treated as full partners and provide timely contribution to ease 

implementation on the ground.  

 

Likewise in Italy, LRAs are active in the European Semester and play an important role in 

implementation. They are partners of the government and have views on potential improvements of 

the process. Accordingly, a territorial dimension is prominent in Semester documents such as the 

2015 CR with a dedicated chapter on regional disparities. The 2016 NRP includes a clear reference to 

territorial disparities and to specific policies targeted to the Mezzogiorno.  

 

However in France, while LRA representatives are invited to information sessions, they are seen as 

mere implementers and have not the opportunity to flag out issues that may arise. They access 

relevant documents only a few days before meetings and are not formally consulted. A negative 

impact can be seen for instance in the field of professional training, where the 2017 CSR 3 

recommends to improve access to the labour market for jobseekers, notably for less qualified workers 

and people with a migrant background, including by revising the system of vocational education and 

training. Skills and labour market requirements are better matched at regional level and a successful 

reform will have to include a territorial dimension. In addition, a relevant key competence of the 

regions is professional training for unemployed people.  

 

Likewise, in Romania, CR and CSRs do not contain direct references to the role of LRAs in public 

investment projects. However, these projects are a major challenge and the 2016 CR and CSRs 

mentioned the difficulties in prioritization at the local level due to lack of selection criteria in the 

national programme for local development.  
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There are also large regional disparities in Portugal, but there is no territorial dimension in the 

European Semester documents. For instance in 2017, CSR 4 refers to "regulatory barriers in 

construction and business services" and the 2017 CR states that there are important variations within 

the country and high costs for investors, not commensurate with the services offered. This CSR is 

relevant to LRAs regarding construction permits. However the focus of the CR and CSRs is on the 

national level as the government issues new regulation. Without involvement of LRAs in this reform, 

implementation may be slowed down.   

 

Cities and regions seen as policy delivery tools have a restricted role in the European Semester and 

policy action in this context can lead to underperformance due to the lack of input of one or more 

levels of government.  

Good governance is based on multi-level governance principles and applies to the European Semester 

as well. The six case studies above revealed the positive contribution of cities and regions when based 

on this approach. It also revealed the negative consequences of not involving them as partners.  
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3. LOCAL AND REGIONAL AUTHORITIES PROMOTING INVESTMENT 

 

 

Although the level of investment has made far fewer headlines than unemployment or GDP figures, it 

suffered without a doubt some of the worst consequences of the economic and financial crisis which 

started ten years ago.  

 

While the absolute level of total investment in the European Union in 2008 stood at 

EUR 2 933 billion, it then decreased sharply and this number was only reached again last year in 

2016.
9
 These absolute numbers tell too optimistic a story, though, since they hide the GDP growth 

that has taken place between those years, however modest that growth may be. As a share of GDP, 

investment in the EU stands at 19.8%, more than one tenth lower than the 2008 level of 22.5% 

of GDP.  

   

As outlined in last year's CoR Monitoring Report
10

, specifically in the thematic chapter on 

investment, this relative lack of investment is recognised as one of the major factors inhibiting 

Europe's long-term economic growth and job creation, and it has thus become a major and cross-

cutting theme on the EU policy agenda. Building on last year's report, this chapter in the CoR's 8
th
 

Monitoring Report aims to provide an update and present new evidence related to the work of the EU 

and of LRAs in the field of investment, notably with regards to the Investment Plan and European 

Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI). 

 

3.1 Public investment and the role of local and regional authorities 

 

As is the case for the total level of investment mentioned above, public investment undertaken by 

LRAs has also shrunk significantly in the aftermath of the crisis. The graph below developed on the 

basis of OECD data shows to what extent this is the case.
11

 

 

LRAs in the vast majority of Member States have seen their investments decrease between 2009 and 

2015. Furthermore, out of the 21 EU countries covered by the OECD data, in 9 countries LRA 

investment as a share of GDP has fallen by more than 40%. 

                                                      
9
 See: Eurostat, "Gross fixed capital formation (investments)". Dataset code: tec00011. 

10
 European Committee of the Regions, "7th CoR Monitoring Report on Europe 2020 & the European Semester", published  12 / 10 / 2016. 

Available online here. 

11
 DATA from "OECD Regions at a Glance 2011" for 2009, and from the OECD.Stat website for 2015 figures. 

https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Documents/publi-file/2016-mr/2016-mr.pdf
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In light of these figures, it is worth keeping in mind that LRAs are still responsible for more than 

half of the public investment in the EU,
12

 investing in areas such as infrastructure, energy, transport, 

education, healthcare, etc. The large drop in LRA investments experienced in many EU countries is 

therefore a significant concern, due to LRAs investments' impact on local economies, the dynamism 

of businesses, and the life and well-being of European citizens.  

 

Box: The roles of LRAs with regards to investment 

The relevance of investment issues for LRAs goes beyond their role as investors, however crucial it 

may be. Indeed, cities and regions play multiple and inter-connected roles with regards to the 

implementation of many investment projects, both public and private.
 13

  Depending on competences, 

situations, and individual projects, cities and regions act as:  

 Investors, responsible for the majority of public investment in the EU,  

 Planners: by participating in multi-level strategic planning and leading at sub-national level, 

as well as being the principal actor in major local development projects;  

 Investment partners: through public-private partnership-type schemes, complex 

                                                      
12

 The latest available figures are for the year 2015, during which subnational governments (LRAs) were responsible for 52.6% of public 

investment. 

Source: OECD, "Subnational Governments in OECD countries: Key Data", 2017 Edition (Brochure). Available online here. 

13
 This categorisation of the different roles of LRAs with regards to investment was established in the CoR study: "Obstacles to investments 

at local and regional level", published 26 September 2016. Available online here. 
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procurement, or even as a provider of local infrastructure;  

 Regulators of private investment and business activity, by being responsible for spatial 

planning and construction permits, for the implementation of various regulations, or 

issuance of licences;  

 Providers of ‘basic infrastructure’ which often represents ‘enabling infrastructure’ for 

private investment, such as good transport infrastructure, etc.;  

 Promoters / facilitators: by leading or participating in efforts to attract new private or public 

investment in their area and facilitating new investments by providing information and 

advisory support to investors.  

 

 

3.2 The EFSI and the LRAs: opportunities and challenges 

 

As is well known, the key new EU initiative to tackle the lack of investment is the European Fund for 

Strategic Investments (EFSI), which aims to use public money to finance a part of the investment in 

projects that may not receive sufficient funds from public and private investors otherwise. The initial 

EFSI investment is thus meant to act as a catalyst, and to allow and encourage other investors to 

finance the projects in question. The initial aim of the initiative (pending a not yet adopted extension 

known as "EFSI 2.0") is to mobilise additional investment worth EUR 315 billion over three years 

(2015 to 2018).  

 

Though there are differing opinions regarding the precise workings and results of EFSI, its principles 

and its launch were broadly supported by a wide majority of stakeholders, including the CoR, which 

welcomed the initiative from the beginning.
14

 It is also worth noting that a recent Eurobarometer 

survey revealed that a majority of Europeans agree that public money should be used to 

stimulate private sector investment at EU level.
15

 This offers a clear popular backing, if not for 

EFSI itself, then for its basic principles and its objectives. 

 

According to the European Commission, and on the basis of the evaluations of EFSI performed by 

itself as well as by external and independent evaluators, the outcome of the initiative is positive.
16

 

According to the European Investment Bank (EIB), EFSI appears on track to achieve its goal, with 

approved EFSI financing as of summer 2017 of approximately EUR 44 billion for a total amount of 

investment mobilised (including other investors' stakes in the projects) of EUR 225 billion, 

representing over 70% of the objective.
17

 

 

                                                      
14

 The CoR adopted an opinion on the Investment Plan and EFSI in April 2015. In it, the Committee welcomed the EFSI, and stressed the 

need for consistency with local and regional investment strategies, the operational programmes of the European Structural and 
Investment Funds, and called on Member States to closely involve LRAs in identifying projects.  

See: CoR, Opinion "The Investment Plan and European Fund for Strategic Investments". Ref: CDR 943/2015. Rapporteur: 

Claude Gewerc (FR/PES). Available online here. 
15

 European Commission (2017), Standard Eurobarometer 87, August 2017. Available online here. 

16
 European Commission Communication "Investment Plan for Europe: evaluations give evidence to support its reinforcement", Ref: 

COM(2016) 764 final. Available online here. 
17

 Figures as of 18/07/2017 obtained from the EIB: http://www.eib.org/efsi/index.htm  

https://webapi.cor.europa.eu/documentsanonymous/COR-2015-00943-00-03-AC-TRA-EN.docx/content
http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/index.cfm/ResultDoc/download/DocumentKy/79565
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52016DC0764
http://www.eib.org/efsi/index.htm
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According to the EC and EIB therefore, and at least from a purely quantitative perspective, EFSI is 

working, as the amount of investment mobilised is in line to reach its target. However, from a 

qualitative perspective, some concerns remain, for instance surrounding: the truly additional character 

of the investment mobilised, the potential complexity of the financing mechanism, a certain lack of 

awareness among stakeholders, the question of geographical balance/coverage, the social impact of 

EFSI as well as its impact on the broader objectives of development and cohesion within the EU.
18

 In 

parallel, the territorial dimension of EFSI, or lack thereof, and the involvement of LRAs in it are 

important concerns for regions and cities across Europe.  

 

To explore this matter further, the CoR recently commissioned a study on: The role of local and 

regional authorities in the implementation of EFSI: opportunities and challenges.
19

 In it, the 

researchers estimated that approximately 23% of approved EFSI projects financed involve at 

least one LRA. This figure relates to EFSI's "infrastructure and innovation window", which is 

managed by the EIB, whereas for the "SME window" of EFSI, which is managed by the European 

Investment Fund (EIF), only 4% of projects involved LRAs. Given the nature of the projects financed 

in each window, such a gap is understandable: the first window includes many infrastructure projects 

in the fields of transport, or energy, for instance, which are areas where public authorities, including 

local and regional authorities, are particularly active. The SME window, for its part, works primarily 

by supporting programmes that themselves facilitate access to finance for businesses, and these broad 

schemes are most frequently set up at national level.  

 

According to the CoR study, when LRAs do play an active role, their involvement can take a broad 

variety of forms. These include: manager of the project and EFSI financing, project promoter, 

shareholder, provider of additional financing, monitoring team representatives, as well as coordinating 

local authorities, municipalities and stakeholders consultation, environmental assessment, land 

property transfer, or facilitating administrative authorisations. This diversity of roles was strongly 

validated by a CoR enquiry sent to members from regions and cities which host EFSI-financed 

projects. Indeed, in some cases the members explained that their LRA was the major actor in the 

project, in some others it took on a coordination role, or was only involved through a third 

organisation in which it has a stake, while in yet other cases the LRA had no involvement whatsoever 

in the project. The European Parliament, in its June 2017 resolution on EFSI also "recognises the role 

of LRAs in identifying strategic projects and encouraging participation" in investment platforms, 

which are structures allowing the receipt of EFSI financing for a basket of projects.
20

  

 

In order to explore the opportunities and challenges for LRAs in the implementation of EFSI, the 

researchers commissioned by the CoR examined five case studies of EFSI financed projects 

                                                      
18

 For further reading on some of the critical commentary related to EFSI, see for instance: 

 Bruegel blog post by Claeys G. and Leandro A. "Assessing the Juncker Plan after one year", 17 May 2016. Available online 

here. 

 CEPS research report by Rinaldi, D. and Nuñez Ferrer, J. "The European Fund for Strategic Investments as a New Type of 

Budgetary Instrument", CEPS research report No.2017/07, April 2017. Available online here.  

 Zuleeg, F. and R. Huguenot-Noël, “Rethinking the EU’s investment strategy: EFSI 2.0 needs a Social Pillar to address 
economic insecurity”, EPC Commentary, 15 November 2016. Available online here. 

19
 CoR study " The role of the local and regional authorities in the implementation of the EFSI: opportunities and challenges". Published: 7 

June 2017. Available online here. 

20
 European Parliament resolution of 15 June 2017 on the implementation of the European Fund for Strategic Investments, procedure 

2016/2064(INI). Available online here. 

http://bruegel.org/2016/05/assessing-the-juncker-plan-after-one-year/
https://www.ceps.eu/publications/european-fund-strategic-investments-new-type-budgetary-instrument
http://www.epc.eu/documents/uploads/pub_7175_rethinkingeuinvestmentstrategy.pdf
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/Implementation-EFSI/implementation_EFSI_pdf.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2017-0270&language=EN&ring=A8-2017-0200
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involving LRAs and aiming to cover a diversity of countries, sectors, and sizes of investment. The 

case studies were: a healthcare facility in Torun (PL), an urban renewal scheme in Lisbon (PT), an 

SME support scheme in 7 German landers (DE), a "third industrial revolution" investment fund in 

Hauts-de-France (FR), and lastly a gas transmission project in Marche and Abruzzo (IT). 

 

Challenges 

 

The relatively low share EFSI-financed projects involving LRAs may be explained by the fact that 

some challenges exist to their broader involvement. One clear limiting factor in this regard is limited 

awareness, which was illustrated by a 2016 CoR survey of local and regional authorities, which found 

that only 7% of respondents said that they were well informed about how the EFSI could be used in 

their region/city.
 21

 Even among respondents outside the "not informed" category, understanding was 

often limited. One respondent's views appeared to symbolise a significant trend by selecting that they 

had "basic information" but adding in an open question that they "don't manage to see the practical 

link [between EFSI and] the needs and challenges in our region". Furthermore, since cities and 

regions are not only important project promoters, but also – as mentioned earlier – take on other roles 

and sometimes act as catalysts bringing together different other actors for the realisation of a given 

project, the lack of awareness among LRAs contributes to a broader lack of awareness among 

possible interested parties. 

 

One anecdotal but telling example of the awareness issue came in response to the CoR enquiry sent to 

members from regions hosting EFSI-financed projects. One CoR member from the UK explained that 

the City Council was not involved in securing EFSI finance for the project in question, and indeed 

was only made aware after the fact, when seeing the list of approved projects. 

 

Going beyond the awareness issue, the recent CoR study on the role of local and regional authorities 

in the implementation of EFSI, thanks to the five case studies presented and the interviews conducted 

by the researchers, reveals four broad categories of such challenges to a higher involvement of local 

and regional authorities in EFSI.  

 

 Firstly, challenges related to attitude and perception: for instance LRAs can have the 

perception that financial instruments, including those offered through EFSI are complex and 

thus not adapted to their needs. In addition the riskier and necessarily "bankable" projects that 

EFSI is targeted to may not be adequate or desirable for LRAs, many of which are very 

cautious investors.  

 Secondly, challenges related to skills and technical capacity (financial management, project 

management, etc.): even well-structured LRAs do not always have the necessary knowledge 

of legal and financial requisites and enough specific expertise to apply for EFSI.  

 Thirdly, challenges related to the intrinsic complexity of managing EFSI financing: For 

instance, the implementation process for the application and contract drafting can be complex, 

                                                      
21

 CoR Survey of local and regional authorities on obstacles to investment at the local and regional level, carried out between May and July 

2016. Results available online here. 

http://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Documents/ECON/results-survey-obstacles.pdf
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with high administrative efforts and costs, as can subsequent reporting. Eligibility rules in 

some contexts (environment, for instance) could be seen as too strict. Furthermore, EFSI 

financing is targeted on innovative projects, while sometimes the whole strategy is innovative, 

rather than individual projects. In addition complex procedures for LRAs responsible for fund 

management can cause problems, as can the process of selecting the fund manager.  

 Fourthly, there can be challenges related to context conditions, for instance national 

regulations can make planning and implementing projects more challenging, thus limiting the 

possibility for LRAs to get involved in EFSI. 

Some examples of challenges were also provided in the answers to the CoR enquiry to its members. 

For instance, one CoR member from France, who was contacted regarding the EFSI-financed project 

in their region, highlighted that initially the amount to be drawn in each tranche of the loan was far 

too high for the absorption capacity of that particular project, which proved problematic. This was 

eventually resolved, however, and lower tranche amounts were agreed after negotiation with the EIB. 

A CoR member from Spain explained, although this was also eventually resolved, that when initial 

contact was made with the EIB to assess the possibility of obtaining financing, a number of objections 

were made on the basis of the bank's requirement for a prior, multi-annual financial commitment by 

the public authorities to co-fund the project before it could begin to analyse the operation.  

 

Other CoR members contacted explained that the project did not face particular challenges in relation 

to EFSI financing. A member from Poland highlighted that no difficulties were encountered in the 

process of applying or obtaining EFSI financing. One member from Spain interestingly stated that no 

particular or insurmountable difficulties arose "other than the normal issues that occur with a project 

of this scale". 

 

Success factors and lessons learned 

 

As these examples show, the challenges that do exist for greater LRA involvement in EFSI can be 

overcome. Some of the success factors and lessons learned in overcoming these challenges for a 

fruitful involvement of LRAs in EFSI are identified in the CoR study thanks to the case studies.  

 

These lessons learned include the need for effective long-term planning. Thus the adoption and 

implementation of a consistent development policy supported by a long-term vision, or a long-term 

integrated infrastructure investment programme was an important success factors in several cases. 

Efficient governance was also considered an important requirement. Indeed, a clear and efficient 

governance structure, dynamic planning and rigorous management of the strategy, along with the 

involvement of all stakeholders for political support and shared political consciousness were seen to 

be helpful. Another important success factor was – rather logically, keeping in mind the challenges 

mentioned earlier – related to know-how surrounding financial instruments. Here, previous 

experience of using financial instruments on the part of the city or region in question and/or the 

presence of an in-house financial intermediary were deemed crucial, as was the  EIB's active support 

for the LRA. Last but not least, one of the lessons learned that emerged from the research was the 

strategic role of EFSI in addressing market failures or sub-optimal investment, meaning that EFSI 

financial support was perceived as decisive for the effective implementation of higher risk projects 
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and that may not have taken place at all were it not for it (which is in essence the "additionality" 

principle at the core of EFSI). 

 

Here, the anecdotal evidence gathered by the CoR among its members strongly upholds the 

importance of these success factors, in particular the crucial element of support from the EIB which is 

mentioned in a significant share of responses. A member from Poland, for instance, wrote that "The 

entire period of intensive cooperation took place without any major problems, and temporary 

difficulties were clarified and resolved in close collaboration with the EIB as and when they arose." A 

member from Greece explained that the private company having received EFSI financing had 

"frequently mentioned the excellent cooperation it had had with the staff of the European Investment 

Bank" and that its staff was a great help in completing the required procedures.   

 

Key recommendations 

 

The examination of challenges and success factors logically leads to the formulation of suggestions in 

order to enhance the management of EFSI financing and the involvement of LRAs. Again on the basis 

of the case studies and research conducted, the CoR study outlined some key recommendations in this 

regard.  

 

With regards to cultural attitude, the recommendations are to set up general awareness-raising 

activities and dissemination of LRA’s success stories to increase the credibility of EFSI as a solution 

for LRAs through sharing the positive impact of successful projects. This is necessary in order to 

tackle the challenges related to awareness and the sometimes prevailing attitude of "Financial 

instruments are too complicated or not appropriate for my city/region."  

 

In relation to skills and technical capacity several initiatives could be undertaken. Targeted 

information for LRAs would help (since LRAs, in particular smaller ones, may not have the 

resources and personnel to find the necessary information on different sources of financing), as would 

training and administrative capacity support, in particular in the fields of cost-benefit-analysis, 

budgetary management (for EU funding in general) and strategic planning and implementation. 

National support for preparing application would also likely be useful, in particular since the 

complexity of national rules is an element that came up as a challenge, as mentioned earlier.  

 

Last but not least, regarding the intrinsic complexity of managing EFSI financing, the study also 

makes several suggestions. One is the better consideration of national frameworks. For example, 

criteria for obtaining financing should take into account the capacity of a municipality or a region to 

incur indebtedness. A framework loan may not comply with national legislation, especially when 

measured by the value of the financing contract and not by disbursements made over time 

(multiannual). More flexibility of funding requirements would also help LRAs take advantage of 

EFSI since it would allow a better match with the development strategies of the city or region. It is 

difficult to match an urban strategic plan with the EU funding framework. In the current situation, 

urban authorities can succeed only if assisted by national players with extensive financial expertise, 

which could be too great a challenge for new projects applying for EFSI support. Last but not least, 

the case studies highlighted the need for more streamlined processes, including simplified reporting 
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and simplified eligibility rules since the current criteria for granting loans are sometimes perceived as 

cumbersome. 

 

Overall, the CoR members from regions and cities hosting EFSI-financed projects who answered the 

CoR's enquiry on this topic were highly pleased with the outcome. (This seems logical given that, by 

definition, the projects in question were all successful in obtaining EFSI financing.) Nevertheless the 

majority of members who answered the enquiry seemed confident that the financing would have a 

significant positive impact. One member from Greece even wrote: "It is clear that the funding 

received under the Juncker Plan was the "fuel" that the company needed to implement its strategic 

plans."  

 

The only notable exception to this very positive opinion concerns a project in Germany where a 

private housing company received an EFSI-backed loan for energy efficiency renovations. A CoR 

member from that region acknowledged the positive impact this would have, but also expressed 

reservations. The financing for these renovations could alternatively have come from the state or a 

development bank in the context of social housing policy, but would then have been tied to social 

controls on rent and tenancy, which EIB financing is not thus, the CoR member explained, allowing 

the company to bypass public policy aims in the housing sector. However, whether this situation 

reveals a problem in EFSI itself is subject to personal interpretation. 

 

Box: A territorial dimension for EFSI?  

The principal investment tool of the European Union remains the European Structural and 

Investment (ESI) funds, consisting of: the European regional development fund (ERDF), the 

European social fund (ESF), the Cohesion fund (CF), the European agricultural fund for rural 

development (EAFRD), and the European maritime and fisheries fund (EMFF). These funds have a 

territorial dimension in that they are subject to programmatic input and are focused on fostering 

long term, balanced and cohesive development across the diversity of EU cities and regions. The 

partnership approach they follow in their programming also aims to adequately involve the different 

levels of government concerned.  

 

EFSI, on the other hand, "is demand driven […] without any sectoral or geographic pre-

allocation",
22

 and its governance is centralised. This territorial blindness is an important advantage 

(the most appropriate projects, wherever they may be, should receive financing), but at the same time 

a major drawback as it can lead to imbalances and accusations of unfairness.  

 

These factors are what causes the distribution of EFSI is thus both geographically and sectorally 

highly imbalanced, according to the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR,).
23

 CPMR 

highlights that projects tend to be financed in wealthy and well developed Member States, both in 

terms of number of projects and sheer financial volume. The paper puts forward some proposals in 

                                                      
22

 See: EFSI Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2015/1017 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 June 2015. Available online 

here.) 

23
 CPMR Briefing note: "Does the EFSI have a territorial dimension?", June 2017. Available online here. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.L_.2015.169.01.0001.01.ENG
http://cpmr.org/wpdm-package/briefing-note-does-the-efsi-have-a-territorial-dimension/
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order to build a territorial dimension for EFSI and address these imbalances, for instance the 

removal the restriction on the size of projects eligible for EFSI support, or to establish clear 

boundaries between what sectors and types of projects EFSI should support and the areas of 

intervention of Cohesion Policy funds. CPMR also endorses a CEPS proposal for a ‘development 

window’ within the future revised and extended EFSI, which would cover country-specific or region-

specific operational and market risks to ensure that less developed regions can benefit from EFSI to 

an appropriate extent.
24

  

 

  

                                                      
24

 Rinaldi, D. and Nuñez Ferrer, J. "The European Fund for Strategic Investments as a New Type of Budgetary Instrument", CEPS research 

report No.2017/07 April 2017. Available online here. 

https://www.ceps.eu/publications/european-fund-strategic-investments-new-type-budgetary-instrument
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4. EUROPE 2020 LATEST TRENDS 

 

The Europe 2020 strategy as the EU's agenda for jobs and growth of the current decade remains valid 

for 2017. This chapter will present EU's progress towards key Europe 2020 objectives as well as other 

relevant indicators important to highlight territorial differences.  

 

4.1 EU regions and the Europe 2020 targets: where are we in 2017? 

 

Eurostat yearly evaluation of the Europe 2020 strategy "Smarter, greener, more inclusive? Indicators 

to support the Europe 2020 strategy — 2017 edition"
25

 indicates that since its inception in 2010, 

implementation results of the strategy are mixed. While the climate, energy and education targets 

have made substantial progress so far, targets on R&D investment, employment and poverty 

alleviation are far from reached (Figures 1 and table 2).  

 

Figure 1 - Europe 2020 headline indicators: target values and progress since 2008 

 

 

 

Source: Eurostat: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy  

(consulted 9th August 2017) 

 

                                                      
25

 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001
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The targets on energy and climate for 2020 have already been achieved in 2016. This may be because 

targets were not ambitious enough. Disappointing figures for employment and investment translate 

the large consequences of the crisis which occurred after the adoption of the Europe 2020 Strategy 

and which was therefore not foreseen when setting up the Employment target for instance. Member 

States recovery – albeit slow – and progress since the crisis can be observed in Table 2: 

 

Table 2- Europe 2020 headline indicators, EU-28, 2008 and 2014–2016 

 

  
Headline indicator 2008 2014 2015 2016 

2020 

target 

Employment 
Employment rate, total            

(% of the population aged 20-64) 
70.3 69.2 70.1 71.1 75 

 

R&D 

Gross domestic expenditure on R&D 

 (% of GDP) 
1.84 2.04 2.03 : 3.00 

 

Climate 

change & 

energy 

Greenhouse gas emissions   

(index 1990=100) 
90.31 77.39 77.88 : 80 

Share of renewable energy in gross 

final energy consumption (%)  
11 16.1 16.7 : 20 

Final energy consumption  

(Million tons of oil equivalent) 
1,179.70 1,059.60 1,061.20 : 1,086 

 

 

Education 

Early leavers from education & 

training, total            

(% of population aged 18-24)                

14.7 11.2 11.0 10.7 <10.0 

Tertiary educational attainment, total                          

(% of population aged 30-34) 
31.1 37.9 38.7 39.1 ≥40.0 

Poverty or 

social 

exclusion 

People at risk of poverty or social 

exclusion               (Cumulative 

difference from 2008 in thousands) 
: 4,759 1,698 : -20000 

 

Source: Eurostat: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy  

(consulted 9th August 2017) 

 

These figures hide wide differences between cities and regions in the EU though. Some of which will 

be discussed in the following sections. 

 

However, there is a persistent lack of up-to-date regional data on the headline indicators.  

 

Data specifically related the social issues such as poverty, public support, social protection and 

inclusion do not exist at regional level and sometimes at national level as well. This is however 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy
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crucial in order to measure EU support, evaluate progress and elaborate targeted action. The CoR has 

been advocating for a better monitoring of all indicators at both national and especially regional level.  

 

For 2017, recent data from 2016 are only available for the Europe 2020 headline targets on 

Employment and Education.  

 

The CoR would like to thank Eurostat for the provision of tailor-made maps on pages 32, 33, 35, 36 

of this report. More maps can be found in Eurostat's Regional Yearbook 2017. 

 

The CoR would also like to thank the German Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban 

Affairs and Spatial Development for the authorisation to use the Map 12 - The financial crisis of 

2007/2008 and regional resilience page 37 from the Europa Atlas report to be published at the end of 

2017. 

   

4.2 The employment target 

 

The Europe 2020 Strategy aims to reach a 75% employment rate by 2020.  

 

In 2016 the employment rate in the EU reached 71.1 %. While this seems still close to the 2008 

situation – 70.3% – and far from the 2020 target of 75%, compared to 2013 at the peak of the 

economic crisis, over 6 million jobs have been created in Europe. Over 19 million people are still 

looking for a job, but unemployment is at 8%, the lowest level since 2009.  

 

Employment rates among Member States ranged from 81.2 % in Sweden to 56.2 % in Greece. Seven 

Member States — Lithuania, Germany, the Czech Republic, Sweden, Ireland, Estonia and Latvia — 

already met their national employment targets. Map 3 shows disparities at NUTS 2 level
26

 with a 

North- central Europe with the highest regional employment rates – the Finnish region Åland still 

detaining the highest rate – 86.2% - and the lowest rates being observed in overseas region and in the 

South part of the Mediterranean Europe, with Italian regions Campania, Calabria and Sicily having 

the lowest rates in the EU – less than 45% of employment. 

 

Between 2008 and 2016, 43% of the 275 NUTS 2 regions for which data are available experienced a 

fall in their employment rates. Map 4 highlights change in employment rates in NUTS 2 level regions. 

It reveals that those hit the hardest by the economic and financial crisis, were regions in Greece with 

reductions of 8% or more of their employment rate, and to a lesser extent Spain, Portugal, Cyprus and 

South Italy. In contrast, employment rates increased in 154 regions (56%) in this period.  

 

Mediterranean regions in particular have been the worst hit by the sovereign debt crisis and struggle 

to recover from its economic and social consequences. 

 

                                                      
26

 The NUTS classification (Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics) is a hierarchical system for dividing up the economic territory of the EU. 

The current NUTS classification lists 98 regions at NUTS 1 level, 276 regions at NUTS 2 level and 1342 regions at NUTS 3 level. NUTS 

2 level is the ideal level to analyse regional trends while NUTS 1 level covers a wider territory and is therefore less precise in highlighting 

geographical trends. 
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Map 3 - Employment rate age-group 20 to 64, by NUTS 2 regions, 2016 

(% of population aged 20–64) 

 
 

Source: Eurostat, "Smarter, greener, more inclusive? Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy" 2017 

edition, available online: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001  

 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001
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Map 4 - Change in employment rate age-group 20 to 64, by NUTS 2 regions, 2008–2016 

(percentage points difference between 2016 and 2008, population aged 20 to 64) 

 

Source: Eurostat, "Smarter, greener, more inclusive? Indicators to support the Europe 2020 strategy" 2017 

edition, available online: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001 

 

 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-statistical-books/-/KS-EZ-17-001
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4.3 The education target 

 

Education is not only an important pathway to the labour market, but it is also a great equalizer in that 

it provides equal opportunities for all. Education indicators are instrumental in measuring progress of 

both the Europe 2020 strategy and the Social Pillar.  

Selected indicators with 2016 data and available at regional level are: early school leavers rate and 

Tertiary educational attainment.   

 

Over the years, the share of early school leavers has dropped from 17% in 2002 to 10.7% in 2016. 

Seventeen Member States are already below the overall EU target of below 10%. Four Member 

States—such as Latvia, with 10% of early school leavers—approach this target.  

This rate is still rather high (18% or higher) in Spain, Malta and Romania. However, despite the 

higher figures in these countries, the general trend has been positive. For example, in Spain, the share 

has dropped from 31.7% in 2008 to 19% in 2016, and in Malta, from 27.2 % to 19.6% in the same 

period of time.  

Only Hungary's rate is above the EU target and has worsened over the years, increasing from 11.7% 

in 2008 to 12.4% in 2016. 

 

At regional level, the same group of countries concentrates the highest rates of early school leaving. 

Map 5 highlighting early school leaving rates show broad trends with Spain and Romania still lagging 

behind. The map also highlights that in 2016 there were 17 NUTS 2 regions with an early school 

leavers share above 20%; as many as 8 of these regions were in one country, Spain, and 3 were from 

Romania.  

 

Map 5 also pinpoints important regional disparities within Member states.  

Disparities among regions were the highest in Spain, Italy, Bulgaria, Romania, and France. For 

example in France, Poitou-Charentes had early leavers' rates 4 times higher than Bretagne, the best 

performing region in France. Guyana, a French overseas region, has rates 10 times higher than 

Bretagne. 

 

Overall though, the EU is on the path to reach its 2020 strategy education targets on time.  

 

Thirteen Member States achieved their national targets
27

 for tertiary education, the second 

educational target of the Europe 2020 Strategy: achievement of a 40% share of the population aged 30 

to 34 with completed tertiary education by 2020. 

Overall, 39.1% of 30 to 34 years old have completed tertiary education. The EU is well on the way to 

reach its target. 

Wide regional disparities exist though.  

Capital city regions have generally the highest levels of tertiary education attainment as capital cities 

concentrate the best academic offer. They are globally more developed (rich) than other areas in their 

countries. Lowest rates are found in southern and eastern regions of the EU. This can be partly 

                                                      
27

 Member states have differentiated national targets instead of all the same 40% target. These range from 26% for Italy to 66% for 

Luxembourg.  
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explained by a particular emphasis of these regions on vocational education and highlight limitations 

of this indicator if used alone.   

 

Map 5 - Early leavers from education and training, by NUTS 2 regions, 2016 

(% of the population aged 18–24 with at most lower secondary education and not in further education or 

training) 

 
Source: Eurostat  
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Map 6 - Tertiary educational attainment, by NUTS 2 regions, 2016 

(% of the population aged 30–34 with completed tertiary education) 

 

 

Source: Eurostat  

Eurostat Regional yearbook also lists an indicator from the Education and Training 2020 strategy: 

Employment rate of recent graduates. This indicator—albeit not part of the Europe 2020 Strategy 
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headline indicators – may help to acquire a fine-tuned vision of education adequacy with labour 

market needs and shows a more balanced vision of education efficiency in Europe. 

 

4.4 Regional GDP disparities widen in the EU 

 

GDP per capita is also a useful proxy indicator to assess economic development and overall living 

standards. It should not be relied upon as a single source of information though. It does not account 

for variables which are part of high quality living standards such as social inclusion, environment or 

energy. 

 

Map 10 shows GDP per inhabitant compared to the EU average. It highlights that Southern European 

regions—Southern parts of Portugal, Spain, Italy, and the whole of Greece—are still impacted by the 

crisis. It reveals that EU-13 Member states are still far from the EU average GDP.  

 

Map 11 compares GDPs with the EU average between the pre-crisis period (2007) and today's latest 

data available (2015).  

A clear East/West divide appears and the evolution of GDP per capita seems rather evenly distributed 

between regions within Member States, with the exception of capital city regions, which have 

generally the most rapid growth in GDP per capita. The higher growth in Eastern Member States can 

be explained with the lower basis from which they grow. 

GDP per capita in all regions in Greece, Spain, Croatia, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Finland and 

Sweden grew slower than the EU average GDP per capita, highlighting these Member states' issues to 

recover from the crisis. 

 

By contrast, GDP per capita in every region of Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and the 

Baltic states grew at a faster pace than the rest of the EU. Although for these same Member States, the 

distance to the EU average GDP per capita is still large, as shown in map 11, they are in a process of 

catching up with the EU-15. Thus the divergences between rich and poor Member States are reducing. 

 

This is complemented by Map 12 assessing regions' recovery from the crisis. Regions from Central 

and North-Eastern Europe seem to have recovered, and recovered more quickly, from the crisis than 

other regions in Europe. 
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Map 10 - GDP per inhabitant, in purchasing power standard (PPS) 

Gross domestic product (GDP) per inhabitant, in purchasing power standard (PPS), by NUTS level 2 

region, 2015 (% of the EU28 average, EU28 = 100) 

 
Source: Eurostat  
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Map 11 - Change in GDP per inhabitant, in purchasing power standards (PPS), by NUTS 2  

in 2007-2015 (% points difference between 2007 and 2015 in relation to the EU28 average)* 

 

 
Source: Eurostat  
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Map 12 – The financial crisis of 2007/2008 and regional resilience 

  

Source: German Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development, Europa 

Atlas report – forthcoming December 2017 

 

4.5 Statistical monitoring beyond Europe 2020  

 

In recent years, EU institutions accelerated their discussions on the future of Europe and a vision 

beyond the 2020 landmark. 

 

New issues such as growing populism and extreme-right parties, mass migration due to external 

conflicts, terrorism, increasing inequalities and climate change damages add challenges to the still 

existing issues of jobs and growth. The post-2020 strategy will have to encompass these broad 

challenges. 

  

With the publication of its Communication "Next steps for a sustainable European future" in 2016, the 

European Commission committed to implement the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in the 

EU and flagged it as the natural follow-up of the Europe 2020 Strategy.  

The 2030 Agenda was adopted by world leaders at the United Nations Sustainable Development 

Summit in 2015 and contains a wide range of policy goals—17 Sustainable Development Goals 

http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/BerichteKompakt/2013-2017/bk-03-2017-dl.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3
http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/BerichteKompakt/2013-2017/bk-03-2017-dl.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3
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(SDGs)—including all topics related to the Europe 2020 strategy, the Social Pillar and the European 

Semester. It offers a broader policy perspective, including also peaceful and inclusive societies, water 

and sanitation, sustainable consumption and production. 

 

Accordingly, Eurostat has developed a reference indicator framework for monitoring the SDGs in an 

EU context. To this end, Eurostat has been working closely with the European Commission 

Directorate-Generals, experts from Member States, Council committees, the European Statistical 

Advisory Committee (ESAC) as well as all relevant stakeholders. The CoR in particular worked in 

collaboration with ESAC to send recommendations which have been taken into account by the 

European Commission:  the indicator framework focuses on EU-relevant aspects; it applies strict 

criteria regarding relevance, data quality and parsimony; it focuses on indicators that are readily 

available for annual monitoring; it includes indicators whose trends have a clear desired direction and 

measure outputs; and it addresses the regional dimension as far as possible.  

The CoR was notably attached to measure progress on an ongoing basis in order to encourage 

countries, regions and cities improving their results and implementing reforms over a multi-annual 

basis. The CoR is also pleased the European Commission endorsed the ESAC/CoR recommendation 

to 'territorialise' indicators as much as possible given territorial disparities in the EU. 

The indicators framework and the EU SDG monitoring report based on these indicators are available 

on Eurostat website.
28

 

 

While an all-encompassing indicators set will avoid scattered data in different report and format, 

much work remains to be done to ensure coherence with the European Semester and the Social Pillar: 

when linking 2017 territory-related CSRs to the corresponding SDGs and Eurostat SDGs indicator 

set, only a few local and regional datasets appear to be available.  

 

There are 117 territory-related sub-CSRs in 2017 and the Eurostat indicators set to monitor the 

implementation of SDGs contain 100 indicators.  

 59% (69 out of 117) of territory-related sub-recommendations does not have an indicator in 

this set.  

 26% (31 out of 117) of territory-related sub-recommendations have an indicator on NUTS 2 

level; 

 15% (17 out of 117) of territory-related sub-recommendations have an indicator but not 

available on NUTS 2 level.  

 

The indicators set should contain more NUTS 2 level data, in particular data which is useful for CSRs 

such as on social inclusion. Only with identification of disparities and precise measurement of 

progress, political action will be efficient and prove that the EU and Member states protect their 

citizens. 

  

                                                      
28

 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/sdi/overview  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/sdi/overview
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5. APPENDICES 

 

5.1 List of abbreviations and country codes  

 

AGS 

CR 

CSR 

COM 

CoR 

EC 

EFSI 

EIB 

EIF 

ESIF 

EU 

GDP 

MLG 

MP 

NRP 

OECD 

LRA 

R&D 

SDG 

SME 

Annual Growth Survey 

Country Reports 

Country-Specific Recommendation 

Communication 

European Committee of the Regions  

European Commission 

European Fund for Strategic Investments 

European Investment Bank 

European Investment Foundation 

European Structural and Investment Funds 

European Union 

Gross Domestic Product 

Multi-Level Governance 

Monitoring Platform 

National Reform Programme 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

Local and Regional Authority 

Research and Development  

Sustainable Development Goals 

Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises 

 

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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5.2 Territory-related Country-specific Recommendations for 2017 

Legend. This table is based on the draft country-specific recommendations published by the European Commission on 16 May 2017, each of which may include one or more sub-

recommendations. Numbers refer to published recommendations and letters to sub-recommendations (e.g., CSR 1a and 1b are respectively the first and second sub-recommendations of 

recommendation 1). Policy areas are as follows: 1 = public finances & taxation, 2 = financial sector, 3 = labour market, education, social policies, 4 = structural policies, 5 = public 

administration & business environment. Obstacles to investment numbering refer to the policy area in which the obstacle is detected: 1 = public governance & administration / public 

procurement & PPPs, 2 = business environment, 3 = preconditions for investment 

 

Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investmen
t (group) 

Administrativ
e capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Austria 

CSR1a 
Rationalise and streamline competencies across the 
various layers of government and align their financing and 
spending responsibilities 

1 ✔ 1 ✔ 

2 

CSR2a 
Foster investment in the services sector by reducing 
administrative and regulatory barriers, easing market entry 
and facilitating company growth 

5   2 ✔ 

Belgium 

CSR1a 
Agree on an enforceable distribution of fiscal targets 
among government levels and ensure independent fiscal 
monitoring 

1 ✔ 1 ✔ 

3 

CSR1b Remove distortive tax expenditure 1   1 ✔ 

CSR1c 
Improve the composition of public spending to create 
room for infrastructure investment 

1 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR2a 

Ensure that the most disadvantage groups, including 
people with migrant background, have equal access to 
quality education, vocational training, and the labour 
market 

3 ✔ 3 ✔ 

CSR3a 
Foster investment in knowledge based capital, with 
measures to increase digital technologies adoption and 
innovation diffusion 

4   2 ✔ 
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investment 
(group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Bulgaria 

CSR3a 
Improve the targeting of active labour market policies and 
the integration between employment and social services for 
disadvantaged groups 

3 ✔ 3 ✔ 

2 CSR3b 
Increase the provision of quality mainstream education, in 
particular for Roma 

3 ✔ 3 ✔ 

CSR4a 
Ensure efficient implementation of the 2014-2020 National 
Public Procurement Strategy 

5   1 ✔ 

Croatia 

CSR1a 
By September 2017, reinforce budgetary planning and the 
multi-annual budgetary framework 

1   1   

4 

CSR1b 
Take the necessary steps for the introduction of the value 
based property tax 

1 ✔ 1   

CSR1c 
Reinforce the framework for public debt management, 
including by ensuring updates of the debt management 
strategy 

1   1   

CSR2a Improve coordination and transparency of social benefits 3 ✔   ✔ 

CSR3a 
Improve adult education (older workers, the low-skilled, the 
long-term unemployed), accelerate the reform of the 
education system 

3 ✔ 3   

CSR4a 
Reduce the fragmentation and improve the functional 
distribution of competences in public administration 

5 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR4b 
Harmonise the wage-setting frameworks across the public 
administration and public services 

5 ✔   ✔ 
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investment 
(group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Cyprus 

CSR1a 
Adopt key legislative reforms aiming to improve efficiency in 
the public sector 

5 ✔   ✔ 

3 

CSR1b 

By end-2017, adopt key legislative reforms aiming at 
improve efficiency in the public sector, notable on the 
functioning of public administration, governance of state-
owned entities and local governments 

5 ✔   ✔ 

CSR4a 
Accelerate the implementation of the action plan for growth 
focusing on improving access to finance 

2   2   

CSR5a 
Speed up reforms aimed at increasing the capacity of public 
employment services 

5 ✔   ✔ 

CSR5b 
Complete the reform of the education system to improve its 
labour market relevance and performance, including 
teachers' evaluation 

3 ✔ 3   

Czech 
Republic 

CSR1a 
Ensure the long-term sustainability of public finances, in view 
of the aging population 

1       

2 

CSR1b Increase the effectiveness of public spending 1   1   

CSR2a Reduce administrative burden on business 5 ✔ 2 ✔ 

CSR2b Roll out key e-government services 5 ✔ 3   

CSR1c 
Increase the effectiveness of public spending by fighting 
corruption  

5 ✔ 3 ✔ 

CSR1d Fight inefficient practices in public procurement 5 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR2c Improve the quality of R&D 4 ✔ 3   

CSR2d Foster employment of underrepresented groups 3 ✔ 1   
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investmen
t (group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Denmark 
CSR1

a 
Foster competition in the domestically oriented 
services sector 

4   1   1 

Estonia 

CSR1
a 

Reduce the gender pay gap by improving wage 
transparency and reviewing the parental leave system 

3 ✔   ✔ 

 2 
CSR2

a 
Promote private investment in research, technology 
and innovation 

4       

CSR2
b 

Strengthen the cooperation between academia and 
business 

5 ✔ 3   

Finland 

CSR1
a 

Ensure timely adoption and implementation of the 
administrative reform to improve cost-effectiveness of 
social and healthcare services 

5     ✔ 

3 

CSR2
a 

Promote the further alignment of wages with 
productivity developments 

3 ✔     

CSR2
b 

Take targeted active labour market policy measures to 
address employment and social challenges, provide 
incentives to accept work 

3 ✔ 3   

CSR3
a 

Reduce the administrative burden to increase 
competition in services 

4     ✔ 

CSR2c Provide incentives to promote entrepreneurship 5   1 ✔ 

CSR3
b 

Reduce the administrative burden to promote 
investment 

5   1 ✔ 
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investment 
(group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

France 

CSR1a 
Review expenditure items with the aim to make efficiency 
gains that translate into expenditure savings 

1 ✔   ✔ 

3 

CSR3a Improve the access to the labour market for jobseekers 3 ✔     

CSR3b Revise the system of vocational education and training 3 ✔ 3   

CSR4a Reduce regulatory burdens for firms 5 ✔ 2 ✔ 

CSR4b 
Simplify and improve the efficiency of public support 
schemes for innovation 

4 ✔   ✔ 

Germany 

CSR1a 
Use fiscal policy to achieve a sustained upward trend in 
investments 

1 ✔     

1 

CSR1c Accelerate public investment in education 3 ✔     

CSR1d Accelerate public investment in research and innovation 4 ✔     

CSR1b Accelerate public investment at all levels of government 1   1   

CSR1e 
Improve the efficiency and investment friendliness of the 
tax system 

1 ✔   ✔ 

CSR1f 
Stimulate competition in business services and regulated 
professions 

4   1 ✔ 
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investment 
(group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Hungary 

CSR2a 
Strengthen transparency and competition in public 
procurement by implementing a comprehensive e-
procurement system 

5   1 ✔ 

2 

CSR2b Strengthen the anti-corruption framework 5 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR3a 
Better target the public works scheme to those furthest 
away from the labour market. Provide effective support to 
jobseekers 

3       

CSR3b 
Improve education outcomes and increase the participation 
of disadvantaged groups in inclusive mainstream education 

3 ✔ 3   

Ireland 

CSR1a 
Limit the scope and the number of tax expenditures and 
broaden the tax base 

1   1   

2 

CSSR2a 
Prioritise public investment in transport, water services and 
innovation in particular in support of SMEs 

4   1   

CSR2b Enhance social housing and quality childcare 3 ✔     

CSR2c 
Increase employment prospects of low-skilled people and 
address low work intensity of households 

3 ✔ 3   
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investment 
(group) 

Administrative 
capacity 

No. of 
CSRs 
2017 

Italy 

CSR1a 
Reduce the number and scope of tax expenditures, 
reforming the outdated cadastral system 

1 ✔   ✔ 

3 

CSR1b 
Broaden the compulsory use of electronic invoicing and 
payments 

5 ✔   ✔ 

CSR2b 
Complete reforms of public employment and improve the 
efficiency of state-owned enterprises 

5 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR2a 
Set up the fight against corruption in particular by revising 
the statute of limitations 

5   1 ✔ 

CSR4b Ensure effective active labour policies 3   2 ✔ 

CSR2c 
Adopt and implement the pending law on competition and 
address the remaining restrictions to competition 

4 ✔ 1   

CSR4a 
Strengthen the collective bargaining framework to allow 
collective agreement to better take into account local 
conditions 

3 ✔   ✔ 

CSR4c Rationalise social spending and improve its composition 3 ✔   ✔ 

Latvia 

CSR2b 
Increase cost-effectiveness and access to healthcare, 
including by reducing out of packet payments and long 
waiting times 

3       

2 CSR2a 
Up-skill the about force by speeding up the curricula reform 
in vocational education 

3 ✔ 3 ✔ 

CSR3a 
Increase efficiency and accountability in the public sector by 
simplifying administrative procedures 

5 ✔ 1 ✔ 
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Country Territory-related sub-recommendations for 2017 
Policy 
area 

Directly 
addressed 

to LRAs 

Obstacles 
to 

investmen
t (group) 

Administrativ
e capacity 

No. of 
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2017 

Lithuania 

CSR2
a 

Address skills shortages through effective active labour 
market policy measures 

3 ✔ 3   

2 

CSR2
b 

Effective active labour market policy measures 3 ✔     

CSR2c Improve the performance of the healthcare system 3       

CSR2
d 

Improve the adequacy of the social safety net 3       

CSR2
e 

Improve education outcomes by rewarding quality in 
teaching  

3 ✔ 3   

CSR3
a 

Improve the efficiency of public investment and strengthen 
its linkage with the country's strategic objectives 

5 ✔   ✔ 

Luxembour
g 

CSR1
a 

Remove barriers to investment and innovation 4 ✔   ✔ 

2 
CSR2
a 

Increase employment rate of older people 3 ✔     

Malta 
CSR1

a 
Introduce performance-based public spending 1 ✔   ✔ 1 

The 
Netherlands 

CSR1
b 

Reduce the remaining distortions in the housing market 
and the debt bias for household 

2       

1 

CSR1
a 

Use fiscal policy to support domestic demand including 
investment in R&D 

1 ✔   ✔ 
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Poland 

CSR2a 
Increase labour market participation in particular for 
women, low-qualified and older people 

3       

2 CSR2c 
Remove obstacles to more permanent types of 
employment 

3 ✔ 3   

CSR3a 
Remove obstacles to investment, particularly in the 
transport sector 

4   2 ✔ 

Portugal 

CSR1a 
Set up efforts to finalise a comprehensive expenditure 
review at all level of public administration 

1 ✔   ✔ 

3 

CSR1b 
Increase the financial sustainability of state-owned 
enterprises 

5 ✔   ✔ 

CSR2b 
Ensure that minimum wage development do not harm 
employment of the low-skilled 

3 ✔     

CSR2a Ensure the effective activation of the long-term unemployed 3 ✔   ✔ 

CSR3a 
Improve access to capital in particular for start-ups and 
SMEs 

2   2   

Romania 

CSR2a 
Strengthen targeted activation policies and integrated 
public services, focusing on those furthest away from the 
labour market 

3     ✔ 

2 

CSR2b 
Improve access to quality mainstream education in 
particular for Roma and children from rural areas 

3 ✔   ✔ 

CSR2c Shift to outpatient care, and curb informal payments 3 ✔   ✔ 

CSR3a 
Adopt legislation to ensure a professional and independent 
civil service 

5     ✔ 

CSR3a 
Strengthen project prioritisation and preparation in public 
investment 

5 ✔   ✔ 

CSR3b 
Ensure the timely full and sustainable implementation of 
the national public procurement strategy 

5 ✔ 1 ✔ 
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Slovakia 

CSR1a Improve the cost effectiveness of the healthcare system 3       

3 

CSR2a 
Improve activation measures for the long-term unemployed, 
provide individualised services and targeted training 

3 ✔     

CSR2b 
Enhance employment opportunities for women by 
extending affordable childcare 

3 ✔     

CSR2c 
Improve the quality of education and increase the 
participation of Roma in inclusive mainstream education 

3 ✔     

CSR3a 
Improve competition and transparency in public 
procurement operations 

5 ✔ 1 ✔ 

CSR3b Lower administrative and regulatory barriers for business 5 ✔ 2 ✔ 

Slovenia 

CSR2a 
Intensify efforts to increase the employability of low-skilled 
and older workers through targeted lifelong learning 

3 ✔ 3   

2 
CSR3a 

Reduce the administrative burden on business deriving 
from rules on spatial planning and construction permits 

5 ✔ 2 ✔ 

CSR3b Ensure good governance of state-owned enterprises 5 ✔   ✔ 
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Spain 

CSR1
a 

Ensure compliance with measures to strengthen the fiscal 
and public procurement frameworks 

1 ✔     

3 

CSR1
b 

Undertake a comprehensive expenditure review in order to 
identify possible areas for improving spending efficiency 

1 ✔     

CSR2
a 

Reinforce the coordination between regional employment 
services, social services and employers 

3 ✔     

CSR2
b 

Address regional disparities and fragmentation in income 
guarantee schemes 

3 ✔     

CSR2c 
Improve family support including access to quality 
childcare 

3 ✔     

CSR2
d 

Increase labour market relevance of tertiary education 3 ✔ 3   

CSR2
e 

Address regional disparities in educational outcomes, by 
strengthening teachers' training and individual students' 
support 

3 ✔ 3   

CSR3
a 

Ensure sustained investment in research and innovation, 
strengthen its governance across government levels 

4 ✔ 3 ✔ 

CSR3
b 

Ensure a timely implementation of the law on market unity 3 ✔ 2 ✔ 

Sweden 

CSR1
a 

Address risks related to household debt, by gradually 
limiting the tax deductibility of mortgage interest payments 
or by increasing recurrent property taxes 

2   3   

1 

CSr1b 
Foster investment in housing and improve the efficiency of 
the housing market 

2 ✔ 3 ✔ 
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UK 

CSR2
a 

Take further steps to boost housing supply through reforms 
to planning rules and their implementation 

2 ✔ 3 ✔ 

 2 

CSR3
a 

Address skills mismatches and provide for skills 
progression by strengthening the quality of apprenticeships 
and providing for other funded Further Education 
progression routes 

3 ✔ 3   

Total             59 
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