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Executive Summary

The Europe 2020 strategy is Europe’s current agdadarowth and jobs,
setting ambitious targets for smart, sustainabteianlusive growth. Although
some references to territorial issues appear imoj1 2020’, the strategy does
not offer an insight into the implications of theposed actions on regional and
local development, nor does it present any concig@&elines for the
territorialisation of its priorities. The currergport seeks to assess the relevance
and adequacy of the design of the strategy andalue-added it has provided to
local and regional authorities (LRAS). In partiaulaxisting bottlenecks in the
design, governance structure and budgetary planoihghe strategy are
identified, which have limited the progress of #tetegy by failing to mobilize
and tap into the wealth of regional competences kmolwledge. Special
emphasis is placed upon the key partnership roldréfs and the need to better
engage them in the context of defining prioritiasd delivering and monitoring
progress under the Europe 2020 strategy. The ctedlwtudy incorporates a
desk analysis of existing monitoring and evaluatmrblications on Europe
2020, a broad online consultation with LRAs andeotstakeholders, interviews
with relevant stakeholders as well as input froreesies of conferences and
surveys on the seven Flagship Initiativesnd dedicated workshops and
seminar$ conducted by the Committee of the Regions (CoRYiéw of the
mid-term review of the strategy. This report serassinput for the process
leading up to the forthcoming mid-term assessmériEwope 2020 from the
standpoint of cities and regions.

Making Europe 2020 a reality — the role of LRAs

Both the consultation results and the opinions esged in the stakeholder
interviews confirm the importance that LRAs playmeeting the Europe 2020
objectives and targets. LRAs recognise the valuthefstrategy in providing a
long-term framework for action and a ground-fiebd benchmark and exchange
of knowledge. However, there are considerable dmamcies in the uptake of
the strategy between regions; while regions witbaaly good starting points are
better able to relate to the strategy’s objecti@ed show consistent progress,
others continue lagging behind. As an underlyingpfam for the unsatisfactory
results the overall opinion expressed by the coutorrs to this study pointed to
the coordination gaps in the design of the strategyyhave hampered the actual

! Detailed information on the surveys preceedingctheferences can be found on the Europe 2020 Ibfimit
Platform portalhttp://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Slagcome.aspx

%2 The workshops and seminars organised by the CdRdied: workshop on "Reviewing thelmplementation of
Europe 2020", 3 July 2013; workshop on "Reviewimg Governance of Europe 2020", 18 September 2013;
Open Days workshop on "Europe 2020 implementeaur yegion/city: debate with think-tanks", 8 Octobe
2013; Seminar on the "Future of Europe 2020", 3ebdwer 2013.




delivery of sustainable and inclusive growth-orezhtpolicies on the ground.
More specifically, the lack of involvement of LRAs the setting of goals and
targets has undermined the adequacy and relevdribese to the local level.
Targets are considered too aggregated and tocaabsind disconnected from
the local reality in order to provide concrete avenfor policy development and
meaningful local action. It follows that a strongertical and a somewhat better
horizontal coordination among all tiers of govermtneffers an opportunity for
addressing these obstacles and boosting the efficief the strategy. On the
one hand, entrusting local actors with significasponsibility in the design and
implementation of the strategy will not only enstinat goals and targets are
realistic and adapted to local situations, but gisavide an opportunity for
collecting valuable regional experience and knogéedOn the other hand,
strategic planning at the regional level needsutGcsently reflect the common
objectives set at EU level. Thus, the successfplementation of the strategy
requires a careful balance of harnessing the patenherent in the regions and
cities of Europe while ensuring the necessary ipaliguidance of national and
EU institutions.

The benefits of bottom-up planning and target settig for a revised Europe
2020

The literature review as well as the stakehold&rurews and the consultation
provide important arguments in favour of a moredoatup approach to policy
design and target setting. The present top-dowigram and abstract approach
of target setting tends to disregard the strengiimsaknesses and specific
development opportunities of European regions. Saclregionally blind”
approach of policy design could pose a number aflehges undermining the
achievement of Europe 2020’s priorities and theamedd and harmonious
development of the EU, leading to situations sughfar example, increasing
regional disparities, aggravation of territorial Inerabilities, suboptimal
investment in resources, and reduced sense of ‘fewipd of the strategy.
Combination with bottom-up planning approachesensas an effective way of
building on the competences of the different ties government and
strengthening the regional dimension of the stsate§qually important,
enhancing bottom-up planning will ensure that LR#&sare the vision and
objectives of the strategy and thus increase W& k& “ownership perception”
in the local context. Having said that, given thaiqy context and national
specificities, some issues might require a moredimpn solution. As it has been
pointed out by some of the interviewed stakeholdeRAs play a key role in
some policy areas encompassing the Europe 2028gtravhile other priorities
tend to fall more into national competences. Itofek that a mix of top-down
and bottom-up planning can be very appropriatdtolding on the set of skills,
experiences and knowledge of different levels ofegoment. A multilevel



governance approach would ensure that nationatipsldo not compromise on
the specificities and development patterns of ckffie regions while at the same
time guaranteeing the safeguard of strategic naitjomorities.

The scope for regional target setting

No clear-cut picture emerged from the study conogrithe feasibility of the
introduction and allocation of Europe 2020 targmtshe regional level. There
was a common understanding in the literature anghgnboth interviewees and
survey respondents that there is no “one sizalfitsapproach. The adoption of
a universal model in the policy design of the sigatrisks setting targets that do
not reflect specific regional situations. Furthereyamposing targets which are
too ambitious for a certain region or suboptimal #ts development places
unrealistic and unnecessary burdens on the lochlegional authorities tasked
with their implementation. For the strategy to lecgessful in making Europe
more competitive, sustainable and inclusive, inéxessary for all regions to
identify and harness their own growth and develamrpetentials. In this line of
argument, adoption of regional targets or priaatiizn of headline targets would
allow more flexible implementation in different poi contexts while still
allowing to achieve a common set of benchmarkdl iof &urope.

There was no clear answer on the model of teraitaliocation of Europe 2020
targets in terms of the level of contribution ofji@ns. However, in line with the
arguments in the literature, the consultation testdnfirmed the importance of
the starting points of regions, their specializatigpatterns, efficiency
considerations (i.e. “highest return on investmeraS well as the policy in
guestion when deciding on the level of regionaltebation.

Even though there is an overall agreement on tlevaece and benefits of a
regional breakdown of the targets — given the lavgeation in regional

circumstances — reservations remain as to how aumocess could actually be
applied. Nevertheless, it was made clear through ititerviews and the
stakeholder consultation that in case a territodiffierentiation of targets is
implemented, the following would need to be respecfirst, such a process
would need to take place between the national Badstib-national level, i.e.
without involving the European Commission, and secat should be under a
certain set of conditions, namely sufficient congpees, skills,

administrative/institutional capacity to make afeliénce, full information and
consultation, stakeholders' involvement and respensss.

Despite the lack of a clear consensus in the titeeaand in the stakeholder
consultations on the scope for regional breakdofmargets, the need for better
dialogue and closer cooperation between differemtls of government for



ensuring integration of territorial diversity inetipolicy design of Europe 2020 is
universally acknowledged.

There is a strong consensus both in the stakehahderviews and survey
consultation that due attention needs to be paidréss-border regions and
innovation clusters when it comes to the design iemementation of Europe
2020. The specificities and often strategic imporéaof these regions require a
more holistic assessment of their dependenciegpatidrns of development. A
uniform prescription of targets based on natior@hmitments might fail to
exploit existing synergies and tap into the potdrdf these regions.

Europe 2020 — can LRAs learn together?

The stakeholder interviews and the consultatiom Isbtowed a strong support
for regional exchange of knowledge and good practior boosting the

efficiency of policy making and facilitating the plementation of the Europe
2020 objectives. It was acknowledged that the $pesituations and set of
competences of different LRAs would not allow foickange between regions
from different countries on Europe 2020 in genebait nevertheless national
and international exchanges between regions orerdiif thematic foci,

depending on their situation, was generally sedmeasficial and fruitful. There

was no agreement on whether existing tools/forasaffcient, or whether new
mechanisms would be required. Nevertheless, somecrei® proposals

regarding exchanges between regions included dadees, peer reviews and
sharing of data, and use of the instruments of aluéiarning through the Open
Method of Coordination (OMC). The role of the C@Rsociations and networks
of LRAs and the EU itself for promoting and disseating regional experiences
was also highlighted.

Territorial approach to governance — taking Europe2020 forward

With respect to vertical cooperation and multi-legevernance, implementing
effective partnerships between different tiers ofgynment is essential for the
success of Europe 2020. The reviewed literatungedisas the insights from the
stakeholder interviews and the consultation panthe lack of comprehensive
multi-level governance as a main factor constrgnine value added of the
Europe 2020 strategy. Criticism has been leveltegarticular at the top-down
process underlying the European Semester, asds tenreinforce a focus on
short term and crisis-oriented policies at the espeof the long-term priorities
laid down in the Europe 2020 strategy, and asavds national parliaments,
regional authorities and social partners largelglwed from the policy making
process of Europe 2020 despite their political aotability, valuable

knowledge, local expertise and closer overviewhefrieeds of the population. A



number of approaches for encouraging active ppdimn of regional
authorities in the EU policy cycle were identifiedamely: involvement of LRAS
at a very early stage of the Europe 2020 governprueess (i.e. in the drafting
of the NRPs), introduction of multi-level governanagreements or voluntary
pacts between the EU, Member States and LRAs, gromof mutual learning
and exchange of experiences between LRAs, estaidish of an EC
representation in the Member States, inclusion ‘gioaernance” chapter within
the National Reform Plans, or establishment of &&gJi Reform Programmes as
supplementary documents to NRPs.

Some further salient points for consideration rdoy the revision of the

governance framework of Europe 2020 were also daise the interviewed

stakeholders. First, initiatives for increasing divement and coordination of
LRAs would be more realistic in the national comtexher in the form of

consultation, voluntary or binding agreements. €henght be less room for
action at the EU level for initiating a more inter@ocess of coordination with
direct communication to LRAs due to the practicdfiailties. Second, the

revision of Europe 2020 is an opportunity to beteftect on and adapt to the
different time horizon of policy making at regionkdvel as compared to
national.

We did not find a strong argument on whether vaonor binding agreements
with regional governments would be preferable. \@hsrincentives, which
create competitions between regions, might be bklfdr more effectively

achieving certain goals, this process might riskating unwanted tensions
between different regions. Therefore, the use oferp@ressure and
conditionalities at national level might not be thyaimal solution for boosting
the efficiency of territorial policies. Conditiom@s might create certain
incentives and increase transparency in the pohialing process, but the
extent to which this would benefit all regions atckectly translate into desired
improvements is questionable.

Financing Europe 2020 or the need to tap into unuskfinancial sources

Funding — including the criteria for allocating tig) monitoring their spending,
and evaluating project impacts — remains a topianténse interest and a
diversity of views. The multitude of obstacles fa&d®/ LRAs in accessing and
using funds (such as reduced government budgetsssyme of fiscal
consolidation efforts, inadequate EU financial suppconflicts of short-term
crisis-management measures and fiscal sustairyabdigainst long-term
priorities, excessive bureaucratic hurdles in gegolication procedures) create
difficulties and delays in achieving the Europe @Qfbals and can lead to
suboptimal results due to either non-existing aufficient fiscal means or



inefficient allocation of resources. LRAs and athakeholders have expressed
their expectations that the reformed Cohesion fehd give a new momentum
for achieving the Europe 2020 objectives by moosely aligning the allocation
of EU funding with the strategy’s agenda and efiety concentrating national
and regional authorities’ activities on a limitednmber of common strategic
objectives. There is an increasing consensus thahasis on a “place-based”
approach in the allocation of funding is essentidvertheless, EU funds still
constitute a too small fraction of overall spendimgorder to be able to
compensate for the reduced financial resourcedadl@ito implement LRAS’
policies under Europe 2020.

The use of financial conditionalities and incengivie the allocation of funds
under the CSF has also been subject to controv&tsghermore, complex
systems for acquiring EU funds pose an additionatién for LRAs. It has been
highlighted that during times of strict austerityasures and shrinking public
expenditures it is of particular importance to opte the quality of spending
and to place emphasis on policy efficiency. Explgrsupplementary sources of
finance, besides Cohesion Policy, and encouragmeg imvolvement of the
private sector in securing financial support hage aeen proposed as important
alternatives. Despite the generally strong supgdort the usefulness of
innovative financing tools for meeting Europe 2Gif)ectives, the role of the
strategy in this respect seems to have been limikbe lack of institutional
capacity at regional level as well as difficult@sreluctance to government or
other forms of borrowing were identified as mairstatles towards the more
wide-spread uptake of these alternative formsnarfcing.



1 Introduction

The Europe 2020 strategy, adopted by the Europeandl on 17 June 2010, is
the EU's agenda for growth and jobs for the curréetade. It emphasizes
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth as a wagvercome the structural
weaknesses in Europe’s economy, improve its cotngiess and productivity

and underpin a sustainable social market economgcifically, Europe 2020

puts forward the three well-known mutually reinfioig priorities:

e Smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and
innovation.

» Sustainable growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and
more competitive economy.

* Inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy deliveringiaoc
and territorial cohesion.

Under these priority areas, the EU adopted five iaous headline targets on
employment, research and development (R&D) andvatian, climate change
and energy, education, and poverty and social siuiu In addition, seven
flagship initiatives have been defined to catalgsegress under each priority
theme, namely: “Innovation Union”, “Youth on the wad, “A digital agenda
for Europe”, “Resource efficient Europe”, “An indual policy for the
globalisation era”, “An agenda for new skills antdg”, and “European platform
against poverty”.

To achieve transformational change, the Europe 2d2egy requires a strong
governance framework to ensure timely and effeciivplementation and
depends on Member States coordinating their effddsensure this, the annual
cycle of EU-level policy coordination known as tBeropean Semester has been
set up by the European Commission. The main purpdséhe European
Semester is to strengthen economic policy coorgdinaand ensure alliance of
the budgetary and economic policies of Member Statigh the Stability and
Growth Pact (SGP) and the Europe 2020 strategys Trtiensive period of
coordination and surveillance of the Member Statesicroeconomic and
structural policy plans starts before the firstf hadl each year, when national
economic and budgetary policies have still not biesalised, in order to detect
inconsistencies and emerging imbalances and issuly evarnings and
recommendations in due coutse

% European Commission, The European Union ExplaiBedope 2020: Europe’s Growth Strategy, 2012, p.6.




The Annual Growth Survey (AGS), normally adopted ttee Commission
towards the end of the year, marks the beginnindp@fEuropean Semester. Its
main purpose is to set out overall economic, buatgeand social priorities at
European and national level, which are to guide bkenStates in their path to
sustainable growth and job creation in the comiegryThe AGS also serves as
a basis for discussions for the meeting of Europeaders at the European
Council in March, where overall guidance for natibpolicies regarding fiscal
and macroeconomic reforms and the Europe 2020egirats provided as
appropriate.

Based on the AGS, each Member State has to deyd@yps for National
Reform Programmes (NRPs) and Stability Convergdhragrammes (SCPs),
which are submitted to the European Commissiom$sessment in April. NRPs
include national targets related to the headlimgets under the Europe 2020
strategy. They also enable identifying the strateggasures and planned
implementation procedures for smart, sustainabdei@eiusive growth as set out
by national governmeritsSCPs are part of the preventative arm of theilab
and Growth Pact and aim at ensuring sound pulslanftes through surveillance
and coordination of fiscal policies. The SCPs congovernments’ medium-
term budgetary objectives and the policy measum@&d at achieving these
objectives.

The submission of the NRPs and the SCPs is folldvyeal thorough assessment
by the European Commission and the European Coasg@hrt of the European
Semester. Based on the assessment of each Mendiets Silans for sound
public finances (under the SCPs) and policy meastioe growth and job
creation (under the NRPs), countries receive cgtspecific recommendations
on fiscal policy planning in May. The recommendasioencompass a broad
variety of issues related to fiscal stability aslivees to the different priorities
adopted under the Annual Growth Survey.

The country-specific recommendations are formatigiagsed by the Council at
the end of June/July. Normally the recommendatjpmside a timeframe for
the Member States concerned to respond accordamglymplement the policy
advices. In case countries fail to act within tlreeg timeframe or implement
policies in breach of the policy recommendatiofi® European Commission
can issue a policy warning. Stricter enforcementhmaisms such as incentives
and sanctions can also be put into place in caseerdistent and excessive
macroeconomic and budgetary imbalances (Euro€iag)2

* European Commission, The European Union ExplaiBedope 2020: Europe’s Growth Strategy, 2012, p.6.
® European Commission, The European Union ExplaiBedope 2020: Europe’s Growth Strategy, 2012, p.6.




So, for the success of the Europe 2020 strategergamce is discussed in
greater detail. The Europe 2020 and SGP reportmd) evaluation is done
simultaneously to ensure coherence of policies|enkeeping the instruments
and procedures separate and maintaining theirrittég

A recent publication from Eurostat, entitle8marter, greener, more inclusive?
— Indicators to support the Europe 2020 stratdgptovides statistical support
for the Europe 2020 strategy and for monitorindhgadline targets. It highlights
that the EU still has to catch up and reduce thevgéh regard to overall R&D
intensity, energy efficiency, poverty reduction,ayment rate, and high-level
education.

The present report, entitléd mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 from the
standpoint of EU cities and regionsassesses the evidence from both a broad
consultation of Local and Regional Authorities (L®Aand a detailed analysis
of stakeholder interviews on the factors that upmheror prevent the
development of the Europe 2020 strategy. Additignal draws on input from
the series of CoR conferences, workshops and sesromathe mid-term review

of the strategy and from the surveys on the sevaroge 2020 flagship
initiatives carried out by the CoR in the course013.

This report considers LRAs as the locus for chaage innovation and active
drivers in the Europe 2020 framework. However, tgort reflects upon the
insufficient involvement of the LRAs in the desigmlanning and
implementation stages. The central point is that skrategy targets do not
primarily address the regional and local level &gt mainly relevant for the EU
as a whole. In addition, their abstract naturdse due to the fact that the targets
have been negotiated at the national and EU leubbut the involvement of
LRASs; to an extent, these positions reflect algahalysis offered by the CoR.

The research findings suggest that there is steemgence of LRAs having more
confidence about their role: there is a tendencytalke chances or to be
innovative, with a broader and more open approach tonger-term vision,
ambition and capacity to think ‘outside the boxi.this perspective, it is also
important to recognize the supporting and leadiolg of the Europe 2020
strategy which clearly makes the implementatiorstaditegic approaches at the
local level easier.

Overall, the report confirms the importance thatAlsRplay in meeting the
Europe 2020 objectives and targets. LRAs recoghieevalue of the strategy in
providing long-term framework for action and a gndtfield for benchmark and

® http://ec.europa.eu/economy _finance/economic gevem/sgp/index_en.htm
" http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/gprealuct details/publication?p product code=KS-8238




exchange of knowledge and good practice, creatiggeater sense of identity
and confidence.

On the basis of the research findings, the repsd provides guidelines and
suggestions to better take into account the locdlragional dimension and to
make the targets more realistic.

10



2 Methodology

2.1 Broad Consultation

The consultation consisted of an online survey,cWwhwas translated into
English and 22 additional languages. It contain2dsthtements and questions
(in the following called “survey items”) that coesr how the Europe 2020
strategy’s approach to indicator selection andetasggtting, implementation,
governance and funding is perceived at the loea&l land what could be done to
improve it in the course of the mid-term reviewr(fbe English version of the
guestionnaire see Annex 1). The survey was digatbto local and regional
authorities and other stakeholders with the helpthef INTERREG IV C
programme and ran from 3 September to 11 NoveniiEs.2

After excluding empty and incomplete duplicates, final sample consisted of a
total of 1,059 valid responses. Based on the LR#Aiadfons stated, the
corresponding NUTS 2 code was determined for th&’sRocation in order to
permit the spatial analysis of survey responses.

For survey items 1-10 simple frequency tables aectiparts were compiled and
they form the basis of the statements containeskation 4.2. Item 11 allowed
the respondents to select their two most prefeamrswer categories. The
frequency distribution for this item was based aurding first and second
preferences with equal weight.

The last survey item collected additional commémm the respondents (in the
form of an open question). In the majority of casescomments were provided.
Of the 281 non-empty comment fields, 23 consistetNd”, “none”, “-” and
similar content, leaving 258 meaningful commentnge These comments were
all translated into English and form the basistf@ analysis in section 4.6.

The statistical analyses in sections 4.3 and 4re werformed using MS Excel
and the statistical software language and environmgversion 3.0.2).

2.2 Stakeholder Interviews

In order to complement the results of the LRA cdiasion with views from
other relevant stakeholders, a series of telephoteviews was carried out
between October and December 2013. The questiennsed for the interviews

11



was prepared on the basis of a desk research c¢cae between July and
October 2013and is included in Annex 3.

In the course of the interview series, 11 stakedrsidfrom think tanks,
academia, associations of LRAs and the Europeann@ission provided their
feedback. A purpose of the interviews — carriediowt semi-structured manner
— was to draw a comprehensive picture on variopeds related to Europe
2020. As a consequence, depending on the expeitides interview partner,
different questions were discussed with the diffestakeholders, and for some
of the questions a comprehensive picture had ajreagerged at a certain point
in time so that these topics were not dealt witly amore in subsequent
interviews.

It was agreed with the interview partners to nat dgect quotations in this
report; therefore, the results are shown in an wmised, aggregated form. The
interviewed stakeholders are listed in Annex 2.

® Part of the desk analysis was carried out unde€R order form 4735 “Towards a mid-term assessofen
Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities argiaes”.
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3 Synthesis of Main Study Findings

The European Union’s motto “United in Diversity”asfitting one because, as a
political and economic union, the EU is tHe |Zrgest in terms of total area, its
28 Member States comprise more than 500 milliondesds, 24 official
languages, and the World's largest combined GDPthAtlocal and regional
level Europe is an immensely diverse cultural, aoand economic union. Its
integrative institutions continue to provide numesobenefits to European
residents, while also generating a gravitationdl pawards centralization of
authority and policy development that can neglegtanal and local differences.
Europe 2020 and its governance mechanism aim tohefur Europe’s
advancement through greater coordination of naltiand European economic,
social and environmental policies. The followingctsens present the
synthesised findings of an analysis of the statighe strategy from the
viewpoint of European cities and regions based lon literature, a broad
consultation conducted by the Committee of the &egiand a number of
stakeholder interviews. In addition, the outcomresnf CoR surveys on the state
of play of the seven Europe 2020 Flagship Initiedhas well as expert opinions
from conferences, workshops and seminars carriedyuhe CoR since mid-
2013 have been used to complement the findings.

The first section begins with an overview and catkianalysis of the role of
LRAs in the implementation of Europe 2020; partcufocus is placed on

identifying the reasons for the untapped potemtidlRAs in contributing to the

strategy’s objectives and targets. The secondasediscusses the multitude of
benefits of introducing a bottom-up planning appiosn a revised Europe 2020.
This is followed by a discussion on the feasibibtyd desirability of regional

allocation of targets in section three, highliggtinm particular the mechanisms
of such an approach and the peculiar situationregssborder regions in this
respect. Section four provides a review and assassof the current state of
cooperation between LRAs in implementing Europe(2@Rd sets out some
possible mechanisms for stimulating partnership muodual learning between
local actors. The governance structure of Europ202@nd the possible
mechanisms for streamlining the territorial apploicgovernance are reviewed
in detail in section five. Section six providesarerview of the current state-of-
play of the Europe 2020 budget debate, highlightimgneed for improving the

° The seven publications based on the CoR's braaslittation include: "Survey of the EU local andioegl
authorities on the Europe 2020 "Innovation Uniotdgship Initiative, "A Resource Efficient Europé&"”,
Survey on the Digital Agenda for Europe", "Europ@®atform against Poverty and Social Exclusionn"A
Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Eta& Survey of the EU local and regional authoritiestos Europe
2020 Agenda for new skills and jobs Flagship Itiigi&l' and "Survey of the EU local and regional auities
on the Europe 2020 Agenda for new skills and jdag$hip Initiative". The questionnaires can be ased
here:https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveysflaglcome.aspx
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efficiency of spending and tapping into alternatsaurces of finance. In the
concluding section of this chapter, the resultsnftbhe desk research, from the
online consultation with LRAs, from the stakeholdgerviews, from the CoR'’s
conferences and surveys on the seven flagshipativgs and the CoR'’s
workshops and seminars on Europe 2020 culminapeliny recommendations
based on the suggestions made by LRAs and othesiers.

3.1 Making Europe 2020 a Reality — the Role of LRASs
3.1.1 What is the role of LRAs in the achievement of Ey® 20207

There is growing recognition that the success obpge 2020 depends crucially
on the participation and a shared sense of ownelshall levels of government
(SIESTA, 2013; Bohme et al., 2011). The paramonntartance of local actors
for the success of Europe 2020 is very well illatgtd by Stahl and Spinaci:

“Today’s union is made up of about 270 regions, @®J0cal authorities. Their
aggregated budget is equivalent to 16% of EU-27 GbBne-third of total
public spending and two thirds of all public invesnt expenditure. Around
70% of European legislation requires implementatainiocal level [...] It is
evident that any ambitious European level reformnphimed at developing a
new sustainable social market economy needs theosupf local and regional
authorities” (European Policy Centre, 2010).

The role that LRAs can play — and the support tbay provide — crucially
depends on the degree of “autonomy” they have. @inthe most common
approaches of assessing the autonomy of LRAsasreider the distribution of
public investment carried out by LRAs, where a darghare would signify
greater independence. The problem of this approactvever, is that LRAs
might have little control over budgetary decisiohthe central regulatory and
financial powers belong to the state (Europeancidlientre, 2012). Indeed, an
OECD study on the institutional, regulatory and adstrative control of central
over subnational levels of government concludes$ kfAS’ discretion over
their own spending is limited (Ibid). Neverthelessme transfers from the state
level to LRAs are more general and can be freelgduby subnational
governments. Furthermore, even without full conteér their budgets LRAs
hold a number of important responsibilities, whidexia (2008) classifies as
own responsibilities (usually concerning issuekoél interest and financed by
local funds), delegated responsibilities (perforned behalf of the central
government or other subnational authority andrioeal through state transfers)
and responsibilities shared with other institutidesel (Dexia, 2008).
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In this context, having a comprehensive pictureéhef division of institutional,
regulatory and administrative powers between Mengiates and subnational
governments is essential for understanding the rofe LRAs in the
implementation of Europe 2020 strategy. An extem$R study with country
fact sheets on the division of powers in the EURCP012) highlights some of
the main responsibilities, which fall within theahm of LRAs, and are closely
related to the Europe 2020 priorities. In particuliebecomes evident that LRAS
are key actors for “smart, sustainable and inckisigrowth in Europe with
regard to:

* Innovation, through the preparation of smart specialisation business
development strategies, intensifying the link betwbusiness and research
capacities on the ground and promoting innovativaip procurement.

Results from the CoR’s survey on the Flagship dtiite “Innovation
Union” provide further evidence in support of LRAsVvolvement in the
development and implementation of innovation sgiag® at local level.
75% of the survey participants stated that thegiore has implemented a
smart specialisation strategy while only 17% ofpmexlents still do not
have such a strategy in place (out of these, 7%cam@ntly working on
drawing up such a strategy). Furthermore, a larggomty of the
respondents (90%) have indicated investment in R&D ICT as the most
commonly implemented policy programme or actiothi@ir city/region to
support the objectives of the Innovation Union.sThas been followed by
the action of “Providing support to potential beo@fies to access EU
funds and participate in EU initiatives in the diebf research and
innovation”with 83%2°

« Employment, through the implementation (and in some cases
development) of programmes for re-employment amdigplabour market
schemes targeting groups such as long-term uneegl@nd youth;
governing and overseeing the activities of locadbduzr Centre’s branches;
promoting relations between employment and educatio
Results from the CoR survey on the flagship initat‘Agenda for new
skills and jobs” highlight the active role that LRAlay in the policy fields
related to employment and labour market issuesA4inout of 46 cases
LRAs perceive themselves as major players in tbgpect). The survey
findings further point to the in-depth knowledge &RAs in the
employment and job challenges facing their regi@wsinties, cities and

municipalities'*

10 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/&amovation-Union.aspx
1 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§ Survey-of-the-EU-local-and-regional-authorities-
the-Europe-2020-Agenda-for-new-skills-and-jobs-Blag-Initiative.aspx
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 Environment and fight against climate changethrough the control over
polluting industries, quality of regional air andater and natural
conservation on local level, carrying out energyicency policy
(municipal buildings, hospitals and schoolgdblic investmentn growth
enhancing green infrastructure such as renewaldyies and low carbon
technologies.

Outcomes from the CoR survey on the “Resource iEfftc Europe”
flagship initiative further confirm the proactivele of LRAs in the areas of
energy and climate change. Regarding resourceegftig, about half of the
participants in this survey (53%pnve adopted policies in the field of low-
carbon, resource efficient energy systems. 4f%he respondents have
implementedpolicies related to sustainable consumption andlymtion
and low-carbon, resource-efficient transport. AeotB5% have carried out
regional policies on the efficient use of raw miasr(minerals, forests and
biomass), while 29% have adopted policies in tleddfiof zero-waste
economy and biodiversity, ecosystem services amdl lae'

« Skills and Training, by providing support to business-led training
initiatives and improving the match between thepdpumnd demand of
training programmes.

Findings of the CoR survey on the Flagship Ini@tiAn Industrial Policy

for the Globalization Era” confirm the importancé I(RAs in terms of

forging partnership between the academic worldpoea hand, and public
administration and private research institutionsttee other. Almost three
quarters of the survey respondents have stated Bwas “tend to provide

direct support to firms and networks/clusteaaad try to find ways for
encouraging stronger relationships between firmmayersities, public and
private research institutioris®

Education, through the development of educational support f@aogies
for reducing school drop-out rates as well as ptonoof life-long
learning initiatives.

Findings from the survey on the Flagship Initiativ®uth on the Move”
provide some examples of concrete programs, iivéiatand actions taken
by LRAs in relation to youth and education issugfese involve:
“overhauling of existing curricula at secondary atedtiary schools to
better match labour market needsiproving the usefulness of vocational
training and increasing the number of youth withacational certificate;

12 hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/fAgResource-Efficient-Europe.aspx
13 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§ Survey-of-the-EU-local-and-regional-authorities-
the-Europe-2020-.aspx
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promoting mobility to increase job prospectsstering life-longlearning

opportunities;providing incentives to businesses to hire youngqres”.**

» Social inclusion through the implementation and support of socidicpo
programmes and projects, establishment and manageohehospitals,
nursing homes and services and facilities for wablke groups and groups
with special needs, organising social housing.

Some of the concrete actions of LRAs in relationptiverty alleviation

identified through the CoR survey on the flagshitiative “European

Platform against Poverty and Social Inclusion” udg initiatives to

alleviate housing problems, combat child povertyl ds repercussions;
support mechanisms for families and single parensiholds through the
provision and subsidisation of childcare, direciaficial support, housing
assistance, education and job-search support &pdhnents; programmes
for integration of young people into the labour kedy etc. Overall,

responsibilities of LRAs in the area of social usibn seem to be
delegated or shared with other institutional levalsnajority of the survey
respondents confirmed that the accomplishment eir thoals requires
considerable horizontal (with national authoritiesd vertical (with other
local stakeholders such as non-profit organizatiaml businesses)
partnerships>

e  Supporting SMEs, by making financing accessiblewith the help of
public banks and specific public financing instrumseor contributing to
the general improvement in the business environfient

In accordance to this, 42% of the respondentsdrstitvey on the Flagship
Initiative “An Industrial Policy for the Globalizan Era” confirmed their
involvement and work towards the improvement of thasiness
environment, especially through administrative difigation.*”

The above listed examples of LRAS’ power and resjilities in relation to
Europe 2020 show that many levers to support theeldpment of a
competitive, inclusive and green economy rest wetional governments. This
view is in accordance with a CoR opinion issued2@11, which states that

% hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/&¥guthonthemove%20survey.aspx

'3 hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Survey/& Byropean-Platform-against-Poverty-and-Social-
Exclusion.aspx

'8 presentation of Thomas Wobben (CoRhé division of powers in the EU: Chance and ctmajeefor
addressingthe crisis in Europe”, November 2013 @uadR ‘s report “Division of Powers between the
European Union, the Member States and Regionalawcdl Authorities”(CoR, 2012)

7 hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§ Syrvey-of-the-EU-local-and-regional-authoritiegs-
the-Europe-2020-.aspx
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“local and regional authorities have the potentahd political commitment to
address economic, social and environmental issuesn fa territorial

perspective™®

The key role of LRAs has also been acknowledgedhbyEuropean Council:
“The involvement of LRAs is essential because thaye the tools, the
competencies and the responsibilities for key asp#ahe Europe 2020 targets
and objectives. It cannot be done without the LB¥en if some governments
are reluctant to admit it."(Richard Corbett, member of Cabinet of the European
Council president, Mr Van Rompuy)

Furthermore, the changes in the institutional oiggion of power taking place
in many European countries have also been pointgd Bederalisation,
decentralisation or recentralisation processesi@gnBU are present at different
levels — municipal (municipal mergers, inter-mupadi cooperation,
metropolisation) as well as intermediate (replac#ned counties by unitary
authorities in England, reform of provinces inytadtc.) and regional. However,
current trends in the organization of power involweerall enhancement of
regions. Decentralisation processes normally emgadnting regions more
responsibilities together with the instrumentsufiilftthem, and thus enhancing
their independent decision-making. Spain, Italy &ermany have recently
passed a law conferring regions more financial o, in the UK
“federalisation” is underway in regions, in Belgiutompetences have been
transferred towards federated entities, only to eanfew examplés These
processes in the devolution and decentralisatigpoafer not only point to the
increased scope of competences of LRAs but alsbeampportunity of using
these institutional changes in order to strengtherrole of LRAs as drivers of
growth and increase the efficiency of local pulblitions.

The perception that LRAs are important and activeveds for change is
confirmed by the LRA consultation carried out itel2013. Respondents to the
survey used in particular the comment section ticate their view that LRAS
are a critical part of the strategy’s success, whhinges on their active
involvement and giving them a stronger, more cleakéfined voice in its
ongoing implementation. In addition, 88% of the pawdents fully or
substantially support that multi-level governanaen@ples should be better
observed in the context of the mid-term review loé tstrategy and setting
territorially differentiated targets, and 82% arguithat multi-level governance

18 CdR 72/2011, CoR Opinion The role of local andaegl authorities in achieving the objectives & turope
2020 Strategy"

19 Statement made at the CoR Seminar on the futukeiafpe 2020 3 December 2013 in Brussels.

% presentation of Thomas Wobben (CoR)hé division of powers in the EU: Chance and chjiefor
addressingthe crisis in Europe”, November 2013.
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agreement would further strengthen their contrimgi LRAs also want to learn
more from the experiences of their counterpartsier regions and countries of
the EU, with 56% fully supporting the notion thatgroved knowledge sharing
will help them achieve the strategy’s objectives.

Although LRAs have expressed strong agreement enuefulness of the
strategy as a potential tool to benchmark and exgd@ood practices (77% of
the consultation respondents fully or substantiallyee), their satisfaction with
the practical implementation and relevance of thegegy to their own work “on
the ground” is less pronounced. This is best redtbcin the moderately
supportive responses to the consultation with m&spe the extent to which
LRAs agree that the Europe 2020 has provided ineguis prioritise the growth
and development objectives emphasized by the gyrate/’% fully and 40%
substantially agree) and to tap into new or inneeatinancing tools to achieve
them (25% fully and 39% substantially agree). luldobe concluded that the
insufficient progress in the implementation of tsteategy is not primarily a
guestion of the usefulness of Europe 2020 but ratihiethe role of LRAs.
Indeed, according to the consultation, LRAs seenfiedves as a key driver of
change in the Europe 2020 framework both in terfrismowing what areas are
in need of action and policy reforms within the&spective jurisdictions and
with respect to designing and implementing effextmeasures. Thus, LRAs
will not agree on playing a passive role in susthia and inclusive growth-
oriented policies. However, the room to manoeuliat is necessary for them to
translate the Europe 2020 objectives into visibl®gpess seems to be
considerably constrained due to at least two res;agbe financial limitations of
LRAs, and their generally limited involvement inetiplanning and design of
programs and actions under Europe 2020. The degfeautonomy of
subnational governments is often restricted by d¢bkatral state, which can
determine not only the amount to spend but alsot wthnaspend on (through
regulation or earmarked grants). Thus, the apparempabilities and
competences of LRAs with regard to Europe 2020rpiies are counteracted by
the lack of control of subnational governments ogssential regulatory and
financial powers.

3.1.2 Why is progress not satisfactory?

* Insufficient involvement of LRAS

The perception of a limited value added providedh®y strategy being at least
partially attributed to the insufficient involventeaf LRAs in the design and

Implementation stages has also been one of the dnawbacks highlighted by
the interviewed stakeholders.
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First of all, the strategy’s targets — due to tleggregated nature — are seen as
high-level targets that do not primarily address tegional and local level but
are mainly relevant for the EU as a whole. To daierextent this perception
also applies to the targets set at national (MerShate) level.

Secondly, stakeholders viewed the targets as soatewlabstract”
representations of the diverse and complex reafityghe ground. Although the
selected headline targets and associated indicaterseen as representative of
the main priority areas that most LRAs are grampiwth, they cannot reflect
the multi-dimensional challenges and dependendig®werty, urban and rural
economic development potentials and environmentakexts that shape the
local and regional policy space. This observatsomiline with the already well-
known criticism raised by the CoR and others, tithegt targets have been
negotiated at the national and the EU level withbatinvolvement of LRAs, as
well as to the limited involvement of LRAs in theopess of developing the
annual NRPs. As such, when it comes to the prdctigdementation of Europe
2020, LRAs are the recipients of targets in a topad process that does not
necessarily help them in designing their own, difecpolicies in the areas of
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. In reatitg aggregated targets do not
help LRAs set the level of ambition to be pursuedhie targeted areas since
little or no guidance is provided by the nationalgrnments on how to translate
the national targets to the local level.

The call for greater involvement of LRAs is illusted by the following
comment in the consultation survey:

“The regional/local level should be asked to cdmite to all national action

plans. It is important to take a bottom-up approticithe issues. Initiatives at
national level need to be made clearer, and theedsito be more willingness to
implement them at local and regional level. A nagiloforum is not enough.

Clearer contact with the parts of the programmatirgj to the structural funds.”

(Comment by consultation respondent).

Gaps in policy co-ordination between the EU and nainal level

Furthermore, stakeholder interviews highlighted testing gaps in the
strategy’s governance in relation to policy co-nadion between the EU and
national level and the national and sub-nationatlleAt the national level, the
ministries co-ordinating national policies with Efblicies (i.e., the ones
“talking to Brussels”) are usually not the onestthege responsible for co-
ordinating specific thematic policies between tla¢ianal and the sub-national
levels.
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Gaps in policy co-ordination at EU level

The analysis also finds room for improvement imigiof policy coordination at
the EU level itself. Some of the interviewed stakdhrs raised the issue of
many initiatives put in place since the adoptionhef strategy not being directly
in line with its objectives, in particular in theea of social policies. This is also
the case with the European Semester, which magdydinates macroeconomic
policies and fiscal consolidation. Although a rdcantiative by the European
Commission on strengthening the social dimensionth&f Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU}' — by proposing a scoreboard of five additional
indicatord? — is seen as a positive move by the interviewakiestolders, it was
acknowledged that this creates a juxtapositiomdicators and targets that may
be confusing not only for EU policy makers and MemBtates but also for
LRAs.

Moreover, Directives adopted by the different Ewap Commission DGs are
not always in line with the objectives underlyimg tfunding streams directed to
LRAs (e.g. through the ERDF). As a consequence, $ B& sometimes facing
discrepancies (e.g. national objectives not in lvith EU objectives, or EU
priorities in one area not in line with priorities other areas) when it comes to
the practical implementation of policies.

The situation seems to be different in relatioth® so-called “20-20-20" targets
in the area of climate change and energy, whicimdeebe well-known also to
LRAs, with many networks and projects already iacpl at the local level.
However, since these targets have already existeg £008 it is not clear
how much of this visibility can actually be attried to the Europe 2020
strategy.

The problems of policy coordination at EU level éaaiso been cited in the
literature on Europe 2020. Daly (2012) points te #irategy’s emphasis on
economic growth at the expense of a more comprereapproach favouring
socio-economic integration. Furthermore, Mendezakt (2011) draw the
attention to the insufficient reflection on thed&sms and contradictions between
certain goals or within flagship initiatives, faxaemple between social cohesion
and growth or employment flexibility and security.

21 European Commissiotrengthening the social dimension of the Econ@métMonetary Union
COM(2013) 690 provisoire

2 These indicators include: unemployment rate, youemployment rate & NEETS, household disposable
income, poverty rate, income inequality.

2 European CounciEnergy and climate change — Elements of the finalgromise 17215/08, 2008
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» Replicating the mistakes of Lisbon?

Concerning the main points of criticism, describedove, a few of the

interviewed stakeholders see the mistakes that wexde in setting up and

implementing the Lisbon strategy being repeatethenEurope 2020 strategy’s
development and implementation. In particular, esns have been raised
regarding the risk of policy discussions being aoed to the activity sphere of
national ministries of foreign affairs and liaisomsth Brussels; and hence
leading to decisions being made without sufficiemtsultation and input from

the operational actors, e.g., outside respective Iministries and, more

importantly, the regions. However, other interviewstakeholders see clear
improvements in relation to the Lisbon strategyhsas fewer targets or a better
integration of the strategy into the European systbus making it more visible

at the LRA level.

As one respondent to the consultation put it, “Bugope 2020 strategy can be
further improved by increasing the involvementaxfdl and regional authorities
in the various phases (policy preparation, impleagon) of the strategy. In

comparison with the Lisbon Strategy, more emphas@gaced on the possible
contribution of local and regional authorities (fekample in the European
Commission’s guidelines on drafting the NationalfdR® Programmes), but

there is certainly still room for improvement...”

The similarities and differences between Europe02&2d the Lisbon Strategy
were also reflected during the CoR conferenceshodigh the discussion
affirmed the positive changes in Europe 2020 imgepf greater concern for
climate change and energy issues, balanced focusmeasurable headline
targets and the better mix of national and Euroggarernance responsibilities,
important criticism was raised regarding the repgdexample of the Lisbon
strategy, which did not take into account regioaadl local peculiaritie’s

“Both in the Lisbon strategy and in Europe 2020 tbke of the regions and the
role of multilevel governance were overlooked. Saclstrategy cannot be
successfully implemented without a clear multilegelernance approach,
giving a central role to the regional level. Thegi@ns should be involved from
the outset and have an explicit role throughout ploécy cycle.” (Maria Jodo
Rodrigues, ISCTE-IUL Lisbon University InstitutecatJLB, policy adviser to
the European Union on European economic poli¢ies)

Indeed, one of the main criticisms of Europe 20218ad in the literature refers
to the insufficient reflection on the reasons foe shortcomings of the Lisbon

24 Statement made at the CoR Seminar on the futuBeiafpe 2020 3 December 2013 in Brussels.
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strategy, which is seen as necessary to infornsttia¢egic approach to cohesion
and the growth and inclusion objectives formulatethe Europe 2020 strategy
(Budd, 2013). Nevertheless, four main positive dezd of Europe 2020 in
comparison to the Lisbon strategy have also bded:ci

)] more comprehensive scope and clearer focus onnfieoemental and
social dimensions of growth;

i)  greater concentration and focus in the approathret setting;

i)  improved economic governance through better coatiin between
national budgetary policies and growth-enhancing@gs; and

Iv) increased visibility of poor performance througle thse of country
specific reports and recommendatiéns.

3.1.3 The value-added of the strategy for LRAs

* A number of regions have benefited from Europe 202M®thers only to
limited extent

Despite the above discussed shortcomings of tretegly, the stakeholder
interviews provided examples of some of the redliaenefits of the strategy.
For instance, a small number of LRAs have been tblese the Europe 2020
strategy (or some of its priorities, targets og#lip initiatives) for their own

purposes. This observation was also reflectedanstirvey consultation, where
17% of consultation respondents fully agreed another 40% substantially
agreed that the strategy improved their priorityisg.

The good practices collected by the CoR and theltsedrom a series of
Committees’ surveys on the seven Flagship Initesffsalso provide strong
evidence in support of the usefulness of the EurgP20 framework for
subnational governments. In particular, the CoR'snitoring activities on
Europe 2020 have shown strategy has encouraged oy across Europe to
adopt policy programmes in line with its goals @ondundertake cooperation
with other levels of government and relevant stakddrs. The Flagship
Initiatives were found to be especially relevant arseful by providing LRAs
with a framework of specific objectives, actionsgdamnding within which to
focus their implementation efforts. Indeed, frora tlsults of the CoR surveys it
becomes evident that many LRAs have adopted pslamne actions explicitly in
reference to the Flagship Initiatives (see secidnl).

% See the contributions by Annette Bogardt and FsancTorres, Phillippe Pochet, lain Begg, Laszlals
Karel Lanno, Luc Soete and Christian Egenhofelmtereconomics (2010) Forum on Europe 2020- A
promising strategy?, Volume 45, Number 3, May/J20&0, pp136-70, cited in Mendez et. al. (2011).

% Seehttp://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/Hagicome.aspx
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Outcomes of the conferences organised by the CdRefuconfirm the value-
added of the strategy. It became clear that somAsL&e even involved in
actively designing and implementing their own ldagional development
strategies in line with Europe 2020.some cases, these initiatives have adopted
governance systems based on horizontal and vertwatdination between
levels of government. One concrete example oftéerned to in this respect is
the “Flanders in Action initiativé”. “Flanders in Action” is a regional strategy
for growth developed by the Flanders region onbidigs of its key competences
related to Europe 2020. The strategy establishedtiwambitious but realistic
targets, adapted to its particular circumstancaghEr positive features of this
local Europe 2020 initiative are the use of botbaloand vertical multi-level
governance approaches, as reflected in Flandevsiviament in the Belgian
National Reform Programme (e.g. bilateral meetijogstly with the European
Commission and the Belgian Federal government) isndontribution to the
Country-Specific Recommendations.

The interviewed stakeholders also emphasized tledulngss of the Europe
2020 priorities and targets for providing guidatzéhe regional and local level,
in particular in the time of the crisis, helping ARto apply a more strategic
approach towards longer-terms objectives and tamgeportant for the future
provision of public services (such as healthcard @@nsions). However, it has
to be noted that this provision of guidance hashbeentioned as a theoretical
case only (by stakeholders not speaking on belhafldRA); a comparison with
the online consultation with LRAs shows that thminp of view is actually
shared (fully or partly) by about 57% of the LRAs.

However, as pointed out by the stakeholder intersjeregions which have
benefited the most from the Europe 2020 framewgppear to have either been
previously acquainted with the work at the EU leww| alternatively, already
established as leaders in specific fields befoeeatitoption of Europe 2020 (such
as Flanders, Brandenburg or Bavaria). In the latése, this means that some
regions were able to view Europe 2020 as an oppitytto continue what they
were doing before. It is, however, unclear to wédent some of these regions
may have used their “response” to the strategyh asahe creation of a regional
Europe 2020 strategy, as a means for supporting ¢inen regional agenda,
which sometimes runs counter the interests of thspeactive national
government. This concern has also been pointednotite literature, which
suggests that the broad generality of the Euro® 2llows almost any activity
to be justified by reference to one of the thraergires (Mendez et.al, 2011).

" Based on a statement made by Joeri De Blaus&2020 Coordinator,Flanders in Actiaturing the 2nd
CoR Workshop on Reviewing the Governance of Euij0 18 September 2013.
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Another general finding drawn from the stakeholoierviews is that regions
that are performing well in a specific target ackaso because they had an
already rather good regional (or also nationalytisiga point, whereas the
majority of poorer regions are facing challengesdlation to all five targets.
Also, because LRAs were not involved in the settifighe targets in the first
place, many of them are only slowly becoming awafethe Europe 2020
objectives, so an increase in the relevance oftdéingets for LRAs can be
expected in the future, also due to the fact thdt finding (through the
Structural Funds and the ESF) will only in the cognperiod (2014-2020) be
aligned with Europe 2020.

The CoR monitoring exercise on the Flagship Initef® also revealed that not
all regions have benefited equally from the Eur@®20 framework. Those
which have shown to be most excluded from the pa@als and actions under
the Flagship Initiatives are the outermost regiand some rural areas (“Youth
on the Move”, “Agenda for New Skills and Jobs”), ieth are hit hard by the
economic crisis or face specific local challengeg.(an ageing population, lack
of higher education institutions, a large influx iafmigrants, or shifts in the
types and availability of jobs and of labour). Fostance, in the survey on the
Flagship Initiative “European Platform against Rtyend Social Exclusion”,
15% of the respondents indicated that they weleeeibnly partially satisfied
with their national targets or feel that these eé#sgare not realistic in view of
their local/regional situations. Overall, criticigmas been levied on the strategy
being too abstract and broad in scope, withoutigefft reflection on the
diverse regional circumstances.

» Usefulness of the five strategy targets depends time specific situation
on the ground

Concerning the relevance of the five Europe 202fillvee targets for LRAS, it
was commonly acknowledged in the interviews that thainly depends on the
competences of the LRAs in the policy areas in gpesas well as the actual
situation on the ground. In principle all five tatg (on employment, R&D,
climate change, education and poverty) were sedra@sg important regional
aspects; however, since policy responsibilitiesspread very differently across
the EU (between the national and sub-national 8yv#ie actual space for LRAs
to act and drive change varies considerably froonty to country.

In the interviews, out of the five targets, the ome R&D was generally
considered as being the most relevant for LRAs,nipabecause of the
important set of actions that LRAs can undertakeegtonal level in order to

8 See Europe 2020 Monitoring Platforhitp://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§lagécome.aspx
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promote smart specialisation and R&D. In contrisg, poverty target was seen
as most distant to LRAs due to the fact that sopdicies tend to fall into
national competences and LRAS’ responsibilitiesthis area seem to be
delegated or shared with other institutional le\fdlis perception stands in some
contrast to the results from the CoR survey on“Engopean Platform against
Poverty and Social Exclusion” flagship initiativethich indicated that many
LRAs are not only aware of problems related to pigyveand its many
dimensions, but are also actively working with thational government,
advocacy and non-profit groups as well as otheinpes to tackle them. For the
education target, the common sense was that itndspen the country in
guestion; here, Belgium and Spain were mentionedxamples for countries
where regions have a large influence because of¢bmpetences in this area.
The picture was less consistent for the other tarde particular for the energy
targets — depending on the specific situation (tstg point”) of a region — big
potentials were seen for LRAs (e.g. for investmenigported by the EIB).

3.1.4 Conclusions

Overall, both the consultation results and the iops expressed in the
stakeholder interviews confirm the importance th&®As play in meeting the
Europe 2020 objectives and targets. LRAs recoghisevalue of the strategy in
providing long-term framework for action and a grddield for benchmark and
exchange of knowledge. However, according to therall opinion the
coordination gaps in the design of the strategyehbampered the actual
delivery of sustainable and inclusive growth-orezhtpolicies on the ground.
More specifically, the lack of involvement of LRAs the setting of goals and
targets has undermined the adequacy and relevdrtbese to the local level.
Targets are considered too aggregated and toocaabsind disconnected from
the local reality in order to provide concrete avemnfor policy development and
meaningful local action. It follows that a strongertical and a somewhat better
horizontal coordination among all tiers of govermtneffers an opportunity for
addressing these obstacles and boosting the efficief the strategy. Entrusting
local actors with significant responsibility in tldesign and implementation of
the strategy will not only ensure that goals anddes are realistic and adapted
to local situations, but also provide an opporturfior collecting valuable
regional experience and knowledge.

Nevertheless, one should also take into accountptssible side effects of
divesting too much authority from the EU and nagidevels. Arguments in the
literature have alluded to the possible dangerhef btroad generality of the
Europe 2020, which allows almost any activity tojbstified by reference to
one of the three priorities (Mendez et. al., 201Bgaring this in mind, the
possibility of allowing any actor to define theiwio interpretation of smart,
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sustainable and inclusive growth and set their tamgets risks undermining the
unified vision of Europe that we have. Stahl andin&g have already
highlighted the complexity of power-sharing andtparship at EU level: “the
single horizon of ‘Europe 2020’ needs to strikeadahce between 20 or more
individual horizons of the different Member Stasddl deeply rooted in their
economic traditions, political and administrativerming cycles, which are
rarely aligned to the European calendar” (Europealicy Centre, 2010). This
concern is of even greater relevance when it camesigning the “individual
horizons” of more than 200 European regions. Is ttontext, the successful
implementation of the strategy requires a carefaltce of harnessing the
potential inherent in the regions and cities of dper while ensuring the
necessary political guidance of national and Eltlturgons.

3.2 The Benefits of Bottom-up Planning and Target-settig
for a Revised Europe 2020

Closely linked to the discussion and shortcominigthe Europe 2020 strategy
with respect to the role and participation of tHeAs, the top-down approach in
the design of the strategy does not seem well dide promoting one of the
main principles of EU policy: territorial cohesiofhe current planning process,
involving limited consultation with local authoes, has led to the setting of
targets that LRAs view as top-down impositions logirt (in many cases already
strained) capacities to operate and deliver on &ad policy objectives.
Furthermore, according to the Territorial Agend®2@0- agreed by Member
States’ ministers responsible for spatial planrang territorial development —
the goals of Europe 2020 can only be achievednh®f territorial dimension of
the strategy is taken into account, as the devetopnopportunities of the
different regions vary” (European Union, 2011a)hé&Tkey role of cities and
regions in developing place-based strategies fowthr and employment” has
been also stressed by the CoR on many occasioasident Varcarcel has
recently reiterated this concernif ‘we want the Europe 2020 strategy to
succeed, we need a new approach to strengtheeriisorial dimension and
truly ensuremulti-level partnershipin its planning and implementation(®
September 2013}

A number of criticisms have been levelled in thherture against the lack of an
explicitly regional dimension of the strategy. Asaunter to this, the multitude
of benefits of the integration of territorial diggly through a more bottom-up
planning approach have been highlighted by poksearchers in recent Europe

29 Open Days Workshop “Europe 2020 implemented irr yegion/city: debate with think-tanks” organised b
the CoR on the 26 September 2013 in Brussels.
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2020 studies as well as by the LRAs and other ktdlers in the conducted
consultation and interviews (Bohme et al., 2011d@uw2013). Since the EU’s
regions are very heterogeneous in terms of theieldpment potential and the
socioeconomic challenges they face, the Europe 20j@ctives can be
achieved effectively only if the diverse assets stagiting points of the regions
are utilized differentially (European Union, 201 BMVBS, 2012). Among the
surveyed LRAs there has been an almost uniformeaggat that the Europe
2020 strategy could benefit from a combination oftdam-up and top-down
planning and target setting, as this would makgogsible to consider specific
local and regional characteristics (48% of respatglefully and 37%
substantially agree). This view was largely shategl the interviewed
stakeholders — an increased involvement of LRAglamning and target setting
through the combination of top-down and bottom-upcpsses was generally
perceived as helpful for making targets more raalend thus more likely to be
reached.

 To better tap into the potential and strengths of ties and regions

Bohme et al. (2011) express concerns about thahp@ssegative implications
from a “territorially blind” implementation of thstrategy and go further to
guestion whether the current approach can indebdedencreased territorial
cohesion. According to their analysis, the Europ2®indicators correspond to
a “mainstream development model” by implicitly essieg the development of
all types of territories on the basis of issuesniyarelevant to areas that are
more urban, densely populated and central. The mhartcomings of such
uniform targets and indicators are that they creabeéased picture of the socio-
economic performance of different types of regiasmceal complex regional
differentiations and the appropriate policy mixnsteing from that (B6hme et
al., 2011). In this context it can be highlightedttthe outermost and to a lesser
extent the rural European regions are among thet mmsal critics in the
consultation to the strategy’s approach to prorgobevth and development.

“We call for greater involvement of the Outermoggi®es in the Europe 2020
strategy. In certain areas, we cannot compete Wiehknow-how that exists on
the mainland and the region's remoteness and fraggtien do not make us
competitive. (Comment by consultation respondent).

“Greater scope for local and regional adaptation awcdordination with
national approaches. More focus on the differenicéievels of development
between regions and areas. More focus on the pnobl¢hat urbanisation
creates in rural areas. The current philosophy odwgh is far too focused on
the needs and requirements of densely populateahuregions’ (Comment by
consultation respondent).
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The view that the lack of a clearly articulated rsaftonal dimension of the
strategy, including appropriate implementation, eyoance and funding
provisions, can constrain the achievement of isetpriorities is largely shared
by Budd (2013). As a major pitfall of the stratetipe author emphasizes the
governance architecture fails to integrate econogogernance of the EU
(including the Single European Market and the Eomnez with other policy
domains such as cohesion and, in particular, redjjoolicy.

« To preventincrease in regional disparities

The ESPON synthesis report 2013, connecting teaitevidence to the eleven
key themes for investment in the European Structamd Investment Funds
(ESIF), provides some insight into the possible atigg side effects of

disregarding territorial differences and framewaodaditions. It emphasizes, in
particular, the risk of increased regional dispesitas a result of a territorially
blind policy approach (ESPON, 2013a). Indeed, thlash developed by the

ESPON project and presenting the territorial dinemof the Europe 2020

strategy, confirms a growing divergence among mgim terms of meeting

their Europe 2020 targets (ESPON, 2013b). MoshefEurope 2020 indicators
exhibit tendencies towards territorial concentratid-or example, the blind

approach of strengthening key aspects of smartthgrewch as innovation and
education are likely to reinforce territorial cont@tion tendencies and might
fail to support region-specific growth potential$his poses the risk of

increasing regional polarization in a self-reinfogccycle: more affluent regions
will become stronger and more attractive to skilkeshan capital and business
enterprises at the expense of more economicalpddentaged regions, which
are likely to fall behind and experience exacernbateditional challenges such
as an ageing population and further decline in egoa resources, e.g. through
a diminished tax base, for the provision of sewicd general public and

economic interest (ESPON, 2013a).

Statistical figures affirm that European regionsénachieved impressive social
and economic convergence since 1988 due to stromgpenic growth for those
with low GDP per capita. Just in the period 19992@he number of regions
with a GDP per head below 75% from the EU averalidrbm 78 to 70 and the
number of those below 50% of the EU average deededom 39 to 32
(ESPON, 2013c). However, the new social and econaomditions created by
the crisis together with heightened pressure frdobajization and economic
polarization have challenged the sustainabilitythef trend from the last thirty
years towards reduction of economic disparitiesvbeh European regions. The
ET2050 Territorial Scenarios and Vision for Europe 20%BSPON, 2013c)
report contributes to this debate by providing efuisinsight into possible long-
term development paths of European territories wunddéferent policy
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assumptions/scenarios. The value of this modekirgrcise lies in improving
the understanding of the impact of strategic pmltidecisions on long-term
regional development trends.

The applied methodology is based on a combinatibnqualitative and
guantitative approaches. The qualitative work idek expert interviews,
surveys and workshops, whereas the quantitative gasents synthesis of
trends by sectors and territories based on modetiindifferent demographic,
macroeconomic, Socio-economic, transportation aadd-Use scenaritfs
Overall, five scenarios regarding the future depelent of European regions
are developed: (1) the baseline scenario for 20802850 is a grojection of
current trends in the absence of neither new padichor unexpected events
andassumes as a starting point a “sluggish recovieoyh the economic crisis,
meaning permanent loss in wealth and stagnatiofower growth path; (2)
exploratory scenarios for 2030 and 2050 presergetimore or less extreme
possibilities of the main development drivers, ipelicies and government,
social and corporative behaviour, and technology;tlte European Territorial
Vision 2050 reflects the development of an envistbrfuture state of the
European territorial structure. The results of Htenarios are presented here
with the intention to gain Dbetter understanding othe future
convergence/divergence in the development of Eaoperritories (2010-2050
period) under different policy paths.

The Baseline Scenario

Results from the baseline scenario model, whicedakmore pessimistic stance
about the future with regard to governments’ cayaoi reform public policies,
willingness of companies and citizens to changer tb@rrent behaviour and
potential of technological progress, point to imged disparity between
European regions due to a number of divergent sretthder the baseline
assumptions growth in GDP will continue for thegkst macro-regions in
Europe, but regional differences will become mareta, with more developed
regions (the ones with the capitals or the largaseés and more centrally
located) outperforming the more rural and periphergions at national level.
According to the forecasts for the 2010-2013 perfodt of the 132 regions
below GDP per capita average in 2010, 84 are exguoktd experience further
regression and only 54 are expected to progressitipely”. Population
projections point to population declines in manystéen rural regions and
remote peripheral areas at the expense of regiorth Varge urban
agglomerations. In terms of employment, some pergihregions (Poland,
Southern Italy, Spain) show positive employment wglo rates despite

% For a more detailed description of the appliedhmeology see (ESPON, 2013c).
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reductions in GDP growth, meaning lower salarieg{egment led growth), in
comparison to some northern countries experien€igf growth without
increase in employment (productivity led growthaskern European countries
are expected to experience decrease in off-shopraggesses due to the
continuous erosion of their relative advantageerms of low labour costs. The
baseline projection forecasts concentration ofietdgical innovation only in
certain sectors and regions. Polarised territal@alelopment is also foreseen in
terms of accessibility to global transport nodeg.(mtercontinental airports and
ports), expansive land consumption (more spectlaed segregated uses in
metropolitan areas) and reduction of greenhouse egassions (occurring
especially in more industrialised and populatedors).

Overall, the baseline or “business-as-usual” scengredicts very small
decrease of disparities between countries andnifisent increase in disparities
within countries, resulting in total growth in dasjies in Europe.

The Exploratory Scenarios

In addition to the Baseline scenario, the projeetvelbops three exploratory
scenarios depicting the evolution of European megiander three distinct policy
paths of regional development:

e Scenario A (Promotion of Metropolitan Global Areas) European
territory is characterized by strong connectionvaein cities and transport
nodes, follows the Europe 2020 strategy of prongotite global
competitiveness of Europe by stimulating the largestropolitan areas of
Europe with global importance.

e Scenario B (Promotion of Cities):economic and population growth takes
place in national capitals and major regional @gpjtplace-based scenario
that follows thé'priority of the European Spatial Development Pezspve
(1999) and the two Territorial Agenda (2007; 201fgr balanced
polycentric urban system”.

« Scenario C (Promotion of Regions)‘characterized by strong urban and
rural territories that form mosaic of different negs and types of
territories with strong identities™.

The results of the three scenario simulations ewm@ly different implications
for the territorial development of European regions

%1 For a more detailed description of the underlyasgumptions behind the different exploratory sdenaree
ESPON, 2013c, p.84-97.
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Scenario A implies higher GDP growth compared te baseline scenario,
particularly pronounced in the most important urh@sles and some urban
second rank areas. However, some peripheral aread/estern European
countries are likely to benefit less as they ast grossed by major corridors
without being nodes. In terms of total employmethie scenario predicts
regional diffusion of the gains in employment groywéven more so for the 12
newest Member States. Manufacturing employment tjrass expected to be
highly concentrated in core and capital region$,seuvice employment growth
IS more evenly spread.

Results of Scenario B imply spatial distribution@DP growth mostly centred
on medium large cities with a high presence of stdal districts, cooperation

networks, and small- and medium enterprises. Mqualkdistribution of GDP is

expected in regions in the West due to the higlhwenber of second rank cities
(as compared to the EU-12). Similarly to GDP grgwdgimployment growth

rates follow a diffusion tendency. The high growtihthis scenario (2.31% p.a.
compared to 1.89% for the baseline) can be exmamethe more efficient

exploitation of territorial capital elements, of local specificiigpresent in both

in large and second large cities that allows loeabnomies to achieve higher
competitiveness”.

Scenario C depicts a relatively slower GDP growdte rcompared to the
baseline scenario, mostly attributed to slower d¢lhom Western countries.
Within each country, rural and peripheral areas tenbenefit more in terms of
GDP and employment growth as compared to the In@sstienario. Productivity
tends to slow down in metropolitan areas and irsgestarkly in rural and
peripheral areas. The advantage for Eastern Eumopeantries that this
scenario implies illustrates the visible effect efhanced cohesion policy.
Nevertheless, the low growth performance of thisnatio compared to all
others comes to show the importance of combininigesmn policies with
efforts for strengthening local competitiveness.

The above described simulations and long-term &mtscllustrate the important
implication of strategic policy decisions on theufie territorial cohesion of
European regions. As suggested by the baselineascehndings, lack of
governance action, change in behaviour and techmalbprogress is likely to
ultimately lead to increased disparities betweenmemadvanced and economic
lagging regions in Europe. The three explanatognados provide an insight
into the potential regional impacts of three ditinrientations of the future
spatial policy of the European Union. The MetrotawliGlobal Areas and Cities
scenario A and B are shown to perform better imseof competitiveness and
economic growth, whereas the Regions scenario forpes better with regard
to territorial cohesion. It can be concluded thambining the two aspects —
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cohesion policies, on the one side, and local ctithmness, on the other, is
essential for promoting convergence in the econataielopment of European
regions without compromising on the growth and cetitpeness of local

economies. In this line of reasoning, Budd (2018)es“The tensions inherent

in the dichotomous approach of competitivenesscaiesion policy point to the
need for a multilevel approach to the socio-ecomogavernance of the EU and
enabling grand strategies, for Example Europe 2@@@evelop a better fit with
operational effectiveness.”

In order to further assess the impact of the teoemarios on Europe 2020 goals
of competitiveness, cohesion and sustainability,sttenarios were ranked based
on inputs (ranking criteria and weighting) receiveldiring participatory
activities with experts. Results show that poliayeoted towards nodes and
cross border corridors at European level (scer@rianks best with respect to
the “smart growth” goal, the promotion of sociailhclusive large capital cities
(scenario B) favours most the “inclusive growth”eada, whereas the
promotion of the potentials of small towns in sgifficient regions is superior
in terms of the “sustainable growth” objective.

 To identify and respond to territorial vulnerabilit ies

Europe is currently facing important regional andbgl challenges, including
the continuing ramifications of the financial antbeomic crises, the effects of
climate change, the increased energy dependencepapdlation ageing.
European regions are exposed to them to varyingedsgand are likely to
experience very different positive or negative igtpa depending on their
geographical, economic, demographic, cultural ahdrospecificities. An earlier
study examining the regional implications of glolpaéssures argues that the
large variability of regions defined as “vulnerdblealls for differentiated
policies that respond to this heterogeneity (DG i®&eg008). The case-based
approach has also been put forward as a policywemndation in other related
studies (DG Regio, 2009; Wintjes and Hollandres1@O0 In this respect,
integrating territorial diversity into policy desigis important for promoting
territorial development. Identifying existing teaiial vulnerabilities and
maximizing competitive advantages of areas is apomant prerequisite for
reaching the Europe 2020 targets and boostingdeali cohesion. Local and
regional governments are likely to play a very diee role in this respect.

LRAs recognize the vulnerabilities that arise fréonal, external factors that
they have little to no control over and respondeatthe consultation advocate
that these factors be taken more heavily into atcboth in terms of target
setting as well as in providing funding to tackle lmarness them to their
advantage. It is worth pointing out, that the afecregions do not only see
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these vulnerabilities as liabilities and impedinsetd their development as the
following comments demonstrate.

“Of the many issues which could be mentioned, Il nedtrict myself to pointing
out that the criteria for allocating funds could beoadened to include a set of
indicators with a relevant weighting. | refer in niaular to the demographic
and environmental criterion. This could result irom@ decisive support for
remote rural regions, which usually have a low dgrmaphic density and ageing
populations but nature-rich environments (NaturBAS, etc.), which can make
a decisive contribution to fighting global warmindgsertification, forest fires,
etc.” (Comment by consultation respondent).

“Understand forestry's great potential to providewn products, replace fossil
fuels, and create jobs and incomes in rural andrsplg populated areas in
Europe.” (Comment by consultation respondent).

As emphasized by the second interim ESPON repodmating cohesion
among the increasingly globalised and divergentopean regions requires
more than co-financing of infrastructural projeatsd provision of subsidies to
local entrepreneurs (ESPON, 2013c). There is a foresl more comprehensive
approach to cohesion policy with better territop&#nning and governance and
increased consideration of common macroeconomicipslto less developed
and vulnerable regions.

. To increase the return on investment

In addition, the current top-down, barely diffeiated approach of Europe 2020
risks not only increasing the divergence of regidmg also the suboptimal
investment of resources. Territorial analysis shdasexample, that there exist
significant differences in the capacity of differeagions to translate increased
investment in R&D and education into economic gitoWESPON, 2013a).
Additional investments in R&D can be most efficientregions with already
high levels of R&D investments, whereas regiondvaw spending on R&D
are likely to benefit little from further investmisndue to geographical,
demographic and systemic economic constraints amnshating these
investments into economic growth. On the other hdahd highest impact of
investment on education is likely to occur in regavhere the level of human
capital is rather low as investment in human cagtews strong decreasing
returns (ESPON, 2013a). It follows that understagdand consideration of
regional development patterns is of utmost impasafor making efficient
investments and effectively building targeted siyats, which can contribute to
achieving the Europe 2020 objectives.
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 Toincrease “ownership” of the strategy at regionalevel

The lack of consideration given by the strateggigéts to regional specificities
and its failure to account for the potentials ahdllenges of different regional
realities can, furthermore, lead to insufficientdis of “ownership perceptions”
in the local context. This effect can be countezaddby designing integrated
territorial development strategies, which strikebalance of the economic,
environmental and social needs of specific regions.

Monitoring activities carried out by the CoR on thmplementation of the
Europe 2020 strategy have reiterated the importahoe#egrating a place-based
approach to governance and target setting. Acogrdon Wobben (CoR),
“ownership of strategies is defined by the waydtakeholders were involved in
the strategy setting (input legitimacy) and itsigktly (output legitimacy)®. In
this context, strengthening the territorial dimemnsiof the strategy and
promoting the participation of LRAs in decision-nak processes related to
Europe 2020 are seen as important preconditionadaieving a sufficient level
of ownership of the strategy on the ground.

With respect to increasing awareness and a senearédrship of the Europe
2020 strategy, the majority of respondents to thime consultation named (i)
more funding for carrying out direct measures arnda(more clearly defined
role for cities and regions in implementing thet&gy.

In contrast, the interviewed stakeholders consdi€ne“Assistance in aligning
actions and projects under Europe 2020 headlinss'tha best route for
increasing awareness and ownership of the stradédiie local and regional
level among the six pre-defined optidhswhile (i) “A more clearly defined
role for cities and regions in the implementatidrihe strategy” and (iii) “More
funding for implementing direct actions” came set@md third, respectively.
The lack of clearly defined role for LRAs in implenting the strategy and the
difficulties they face in aligning actions and mcis under Europe 2020 could
be to a large extent attributed to the aggregaddxstract and sometimes
unrealistic nature of the strategy’s target. Awais discussed earlier, LRAs are
the recipients of targets in a top-down procest) Wwinited or no guidance on
how these are to be translated at the local level.

%2 Thomas Wobben’s (CoR) presentation on "RethinEngpe 2020: setting the agenda of the mid-term
review", 3rd July, 2013.

% (1) More funding for implementing direct actioif8) A more clearly defined role for cities and 1@ in the
implementation of the strategy; (3) A better midtrel dialogue about the objectives and the desfghe
strategy; (4) A better and more direct communicatia Europe 2020 from the EU and national goverrsen
(5) Assistance in aligning actions and projectsaurielirope 2020 headlines; (6) Changing the nantieeof
Europe 2020 strategy to increase the identificatiolecal and regional actors with the strategy.
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As compared to the other options, which were mestioby the respondents
much less frequently, the highest ranked optioesnawre closely related to the
active role of LRAs on the ground rather than iasexl dialogue and
communication at policy level. In relation to raigiawareness about the Europe
2020 strategy, it was pointed out by the interviesvéhat this is already quite
high in regions that can identify or already workhathe strategy’s objectives.
However, it should also be noted that, as the vrgeus revealed, there are also
some countries or LRAs that have a rather crivealv on Europe 2020 due to
different political ideologies. In the consultatjofBetter and more direct
communication on Europe 2020 from the EU and natiggovernments” was
only the fourth most frequently selected option ifocreasing awareness and
ownership among LRAs.

It follows that, in order to increase the awarenasd hence ownership of the
strategy, a clearer focus needs to be placed omtbeof LRAs. As expressed
by Stahl and Spinaci, “the Europe 2020 strategylshbecome [...] a shared
master plan where the largest number of ‘architeatsoss the European
landscape can see their role clearly and make twatribution” (European
Policy Centre, 2010). LRAs can see themselves #seadrivers for the
implementation of the strategy only if they areided with the means to do so,
both financially and operationally. In this line @asoning, the combination of a
more bottom-up approach in planning and targeinggtalong with the current
top-down approach, will ensure that LRAs sharevie®n and objectives of the
strategy and “feel fully responsible for the outepvis-a-vis their population
even more than with regard to the European Union tlogir central
governments™.

 To make achievement of the strategy objectives morealistic

As already mentioned, a better involvement of LRAsplanning and target

setting through the combination of top-down andtdmatup processes was
generally perceived by the interviewed stakeholdesshelpful for making

targets more realistic and thus more likely to leached, in particular in

countries with a high degree of decentralisatiory. ®etting up regional

development strategies, plans or roadmaps thaharngroduct of a real dialogue
with LRAs, the conditions and possibilities on tgeund can be taken into
account. These documents would consequently igem#thways towards

targets that are reachable for LRAs, taking intooaat the situations, capacities
and legal frameworks under which LRAs are working.

% Speech at the “Seminar on the future of Europ®?2atganized by the CoR, 3 December 2013.Summfary o
the main comments/conclusions.
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These dialogues should however not only take pitesteveen the national and
the sub-national levels, but also within the regioby involving other actors
such as businesses and civil society, in orderetoup arenas/structures for
dialogue that are not always influenced by thetjgali cycle, thus avoiding that
the implementation of these strategies or plardissupted by elections. This
implies that the regions themselves have to beaoore active and to develop
their own consultation mechanisms for involving néegional/local) actors.

Apart from that, room for closer relationships beén the regions and the
European Commission was identified in the stakedroldterviews, as the

communication between these two levels is not fsdiifsfactory.

Other improvements, which would make implementatioh the strategy
objectives more feasible, were suggested with ctsp@ monitoring and
evaluation. Concerning monitoring, it was pointagt o the interviews that
more and better statistics would be needed, inqodat at the regional level, in
order for LRAS to better understand their situatoil where they are in relation
to the Europe 2020 targets. In addition, evaluataould need to be conducted
on the reasons why some of the strategy targetsotdoe reached, in order to
see how existing policies and instruments at theaBt) national levels need to
be changed or designed so that they better suppés in designing their own
policies in the respective Europe 2020 target aréasmments by the
respondents to the consultation also support inggovmonitoring and
evaluation. In this context, it should also be nwd that for this to be
effective, additional indicators or metrics may rieeded that currently do not
yet exist or are not utilized.

3.2.1 Conclusions

The literature review as well as the stakeholdéerimews and consultation
provide important arguments in favour of a moredomatup approach to policy
design and target setting. The present top-dowiigram and abstract approach
of target setting tends to disregard the strengtihesaknesses and specific
development opportunities of European regions. Saclregionally blind”
approach of policy design could pose a number aflehges undermining the
achievement of Europe 2020’s priorities and theamedd and harmonious
development of the EU such as, for example, inereasregional disparities,
aggravation of territorial vulnerabilities, subapél investment in resources and
reduced sense of “ownership” of the strategy. Caoatimn with bottom-up
planning approaches is seen as an effective wayi@fing on the competences
of the different tiers of government and strengthgrhe regional dimension of
the strategy. Having said that, given the policgteat and national specificities
some issues might require a more top-down soluf\ant has been pointed out
by some of the interviewed stakeholders, while LRy a key role in some
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policy areas encompassing the Europe 2020 strabdiggr priorities tend to fall

more into national competences. It follows thatia af top-down and bottom-

up planning can be very appropriate for buildinglom set of skills, experiences
and knowledge of different levels of government.nAiltilevel governance

approach would ensure that national policies do cmtnpromise on the

specificities and development patterns of differeegions while at the same
time guaranteeing the safeguard of strategic naitjomorities.

3.3 The Scope for Regional Target-setting

3.3.1 How feasible is the allocation of Europe 2020 tatget regional level?

A study on the implementation of the Europe 202@tsgy in the regions in
Germany (BMVBS, 2012) revealed three main reasdmstive national Europe
2020 targets cannot be applied in the same walf teaons: (i) the distance of
some regions to the national target is too langet (s not desirable nor realistic
for all regions to reach the same targets; angtfie potentials of the different
regions for contributing to the different targetary greatly. The authors
therefore conclude that the Europe 2020 strategyordy be realised if it is
implemented in a regionally differentiated way,it@kinto account the different
starting points of the regions. The integrationtled territorial dimension into
development policy is also strongly supported byigé et al., who suggest the
adoption of a specific EU reference document, whisbuld increase
coordination of EU territory related policies angpell out the Europe 2020
goals in territorial terms’ (B6hme et al., 2013)galnst this backdrop, it has
been argued that defining territorial indicatorsd aariteria and applying
territorial measures based on these criteria issufficient for guaranteeing
integration of territorial diversity into policy deggn. What is essential is a place-
based dialogue that ensures that regions and care€apitalize on their unique
territorial characteristics instead of viewing thdimitations as a liability
(ESPON, 2013a).

The scope for developing a process for regionajetasetting seems to be
largely supported by the survey respondents (therimaof respondents fully

or substantially supported territorially differeated target-setting in the relevant
consultation statements). A large majority of LRAsnsider the territorial

differentiation as an opportunity to improve theastgy by increasing its

relevance and making implementation easier. Howetverse results are not
consistent with the opinions expressed in the &ialker interviews. There was
no strong argument from the interviewed stakehslt®wvards the breakdown of
the Europe 2020 targets to the regional level. @/the idea of having a third
level (EU and national targets complemented witharal target) was generally
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considered as interesting or helpful for involvibBAs in planning and target
setting, for better understanding of the dispaibetween regions, and relevant
for sharing of experiences and best practices;fanthcreasing the ownership
of the strategy at the regional level, the pratticgplementation of this idea,
however, raised many concerns. Generally, dueddtlge variety concerning
the competences, the starting points as well askitle/capacities (technical and
strategic) across the regions (and also withinréddggons across each of the five
target areas), the actual process of setting narfigtires for each target and for
each region — as well as implementing the relepahties at the local/regional
level — was seen as very difficult to achieve. Asbasequence, such a process
may be feasible for some countries, while it waubd work for others.

A few interview partners highlighted the emergingpbrtance of metropolitan
areas, pointing out that urban areas have vergréift starting points in terms of
available resources and infrastructure comparel mital areas, which adds to
the already high complexity and variety of situai®@f LRAS.

In any case, it was pointed out in the interviehat tthe process of breaking
down the national targets to the regional level aeed to take place between
the national and the sub-national level, i.e., authinvolving the European
Commission, whose recommendations to the MembéeStae already seen as
too intrusive by some. However, in addition to therceived difficulties in
deriving regionally specific targets, the capasits the national level to carry
out such a targeted and focused process with regi@ne also questioned. In
particular, LRAs that do not yet have established BU contacts are more or
less dependent on the information received fromnidugnal level, from LRA
associations or other actors and this situation poasted to as potential weak
point.

A few interviewed stakeholders pointed to the penthip agreements that are
currently being prepared in view of the cohesioticgoprogrammes in the
upcoming 2014-2020 EU budget. In these agreementsete actions to deliver
the Europe 2020 objectives will be set out, antkéds to be seen whether these
commitments could include targets for the regideakl, not only concerning
the five Europe 2020 headline targets but alsoeiation to the new social
objectives proposed by the Commissron

35 SeeEuropean Commissio&trengthening the social dimension of the Econ@métMonetary Union
COM(2013) 690 provisoire
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3.3.2 How should individual contributions to the targetse allocated?
*  The theoretical models

The study on the implementation of Europe 2020h@ tontext of German
regions (BMVBS, 2012) illustrates different needs &ction at the regional
level through scenarios that are applied to the $ivategy targets. The aim is to
identify the different levels of ambition requirdy the regions in order to
collectively meet the German national targets. Dep® on the regional
specificities and the policy area in question, ohéhe following scenarios may
seem more feasible in order to reach the respecatmnal goal (BMVBS,
2012):

(1) The “concentration model” is based on the assumptlmat the best-
performing regions are the ones that are mostylikel make further
progress, thus contributing most towards the natidarget. This would
however also increase the already existing digpariietween the regions.
37% of consultation respondents prefer this model.

(2) The “balancing model” — referred to as “relativeygth” and “slow catch-
up” in the study — would mean that all regions cbnte a similar share (in
% or in percentage points) towards the target. 3@P6consultation
respondents prefer this model.

(3) The “catch-up model” is the counterpart of the ‘cemtration model”,
assuming that the already best performing regiosasnat able to further
improve their performance (e.g. in the case of eypkent), and thus the
less well-performing regions have the highest padérior contributing
towards meeting the national target. 26% of coasiolt respondents prefer
this model.

Based on these scenarios, the study concludesdhe German regions deviate
too strongly from the national target so that iesiot seem feasible for them to
make a significant contribution; this is the caee the targets in the area of
R&D expenditure, renewable energies and educafibus, it can be expected to
see a further concentration (and thus an increastha disparities between

regions) in these areas on the road towards meétmgespective national

targets (BMVBS, 2012).

*  Which model is most appropriate?

The consultation enquiry into the preferences foegonal contribution model
by LRAs and stakeholders yielded somewhat contemaeresults. The survey
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respondents equally favour the balancing and theattration model (36% and
37%, respectively) and give less support to theheap model (26%). In short,
the surveyed LRAs are largely split evenly on anfsafor all” model and
“according to ability” model. A smaller but stillighificant portion of
respondents believes that the lagging regions dhooinmit to making more
rapid progress and thereby to a greater share eofctimtribution than their
current economic performance indicates.

In contrast, the interview results showed a nuamedbetween concentration
and catch-up model of target allocation, while blaégancing model was seen as
most unrealistic. The “same for all” model was veelvas inappropriate and
problematic mainly due to the existing inequalitie$ween regions. Some of the
targets are about strengths (e.g. R&D), while attzee about weaknesses (e.g.
employment or GHG emissions); therefore, a nuambedsion needs to be
taken for each target, also taking into accountsiiecialisations of the regions
as well as the expected highest “return on investmé&or example, regions
with already very high employment rates will findhiarder to contribute even
more towards the national target than regions vather low employment rates.
Similarly, in the area of GHG emissions the worstf@rming regions may find
it easier to cut emissions. In contrast, for theOR&rget bigger contributions
can be expected from regions that already havea@agdocus on this area.

Overall, in the interviews it was acknowledged ttieg catch-up model would
contribute most to convergence and cohesion adhes$€EU, thus addressing
territorial inequalities, whereas the concentratiodel would better fit to the
objective of competitiveness but would at the séime increase the disparities
in the respective areas (e.g., R&D). This model ldkaherefore need to be
accompanied by other policies aimed at “equalisatiacross Europe. One
option for this would be to look into the succeastdrs of the leading regions
and share their experiences and best practices thatiother, less developed
regions (a process which was mentioned to have edorkell for example in

Poland).

A possible explanation for the clear divergenceopinions in the survey
consultations and the interviews regarding the rapgtropriate model of target
contributions by regions might be the different ggaphical and professional
backgrounds of survey respondents as well as fifereht policy targets they
have had in mind when answering the question. kamele, while the “catch-
up” model might be perceived as more appropriate UBAs making

associations with the employment target and confiogn regions with tight

labour market conditions, this might be quite thmpasite for LRAs coming

from more economically active regions with aboverage employment rates.
As already mentioned, for some of the targets, (@e.employment, education

41



and CQ emissions) there is a large possibility for impnment for regions
starting at a low level and initial investment ikkely to yield large marginal
returns. For already well-performing regions, hoerevthe potential for
improvement as well as the return on investmemkely to be much smaller.
As already emphasized in the literature (BMVBS, 20the decisions on the
level of contribution of a region should depend regional specificities and
specialization patterns, efficiency (i.e., “highesturn on investment”) as well
as the policy in question.

With regard to the question whether regional targdtould be binding, the
interviewees questioned whether this would readlip lachieve the national- and
EU-level targets. Since not even the national targee binding, it would be
difficult to argue why this should be the case tloe regional ones. Also, the
guestion was raised how the non-performing regghsuld be punished (i.e.,
what sanctioning mechanisms should be used), aretheh the direction of
change (improvement) would not be more importaantreaching a fixed target
value.

There was no clear agreement among the intervistaaholders in relation to
the question on how to ensure that regional targetsally add-up to the
national and further to the EU targets. Perceptionshis regard were that
regional targets would not add up, mainly becagggons do not necessarily
share the same priorities as the EU level, andalt&iser collaboration between
LRAs and their national governments could help s tregard. Another
suggestion was to revert the process of targatigdiy starting with the level of
ambition that is realistic for the regions andhert sum up these regional targets
to the national and EU levels.

3.3.3 Cross-border exchange and cooperation in the contafktarget setting

Cross-border areas in various urban, rural, magitsmttings and city-networks
within macro-regions do not always coincide withtabfished political and
administrative borders. Nevertheless, they evolaad/or exist as important
“clusters of economic and social exchange”, accodating/enabling individual
and business activities on a day-to-day basisafsdown in the Lisbon Treaty,
some cross-border regions also belong to the mdserable groups of regions
— due to their specific geographic and demographaracteristics — and deserve
special policy attention and support. These crasddy regions often share
some environmental, topographical or historical rabgeristics (mountains,
islands, sparsely populated areas, location ofrdegllegacy industries), which
are then further aggravated by their border locafidhnis makes a strong case for
considering the specificities of cross-border zofeess-border, transnational
and interregional) when defining sustainable aralusive policies and setting
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targets. As elaborated in “Strategic Document oradr@ooperation” by the
Association of European Border Region (AEBR) “temial cooperation can
help regions and cities tackle cross-border anastrational challenges and tap
their potential linked to internal and externaldens”.

The consultation exercise as well as the stakehahderviews highlighted the

importance of integrating cross-border interdepanses and regional

innovation clusters into the target-setting procdgere than 8 out of 10

respondents have indicated that cross-border ctionecshould be taken into

account and express a strong preference for tagjiig strategies that connect
regions on the basis of proximity and interconnéiogss. Thus, target-setting
and benchmarking would need to be viewed in amffelight and with reduced

focus on national commitments and greater emplesigy placed on regional

similarities and development paths.

From the stakeholder interviews it became cleat tmass-border territorial

cooperation is an important aspect due to the huggation concerning

situations and capacities between the regions ewtnn national borders. In

this regard, the example of the “renewable enetdimget was highlighted:

while it might not be optimal for each region or idiger State to invest money
into renewables, it would be much more feasibl¢éaie a look at the EU as a
whole and work towards a coherent approach, idengjfthe locations where,

e.g., investments in wind parks would make mosssen

3.3.4 Conclusions

All information sources considered, no clear-catyrie emerged concerning the
feasibility of the introduction and allocation ofu®pe 2020 targets at the
regional level. There was a common understandinfenliterature and among
the interviewees and survey respondents that tlser®m “one size fits all”
approach. The adoption of a universal model inpiblecy design of the strategy
risks setting targets that do not reflect spectigional situations. Furthermore,
imposing targets which are too ambitious for aaiertegion or suboptimal for
its development places unrealistic and unnecedsargens on the local and
regional authorities tasked with their implememtati For the strategy to be
successful in making Europe more competitive, sude and inclusive it is
necessary for all regions to identify and harndssirtown growth and
development potentials. In this line of argumedpion of regional targets or
prioritization of headline targets would allow mdtexible implementation in
different policy contexts while still allowing tochieve a common set of
benchmarks in all of Europe.
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There was no clear answer on the model of terait@iocation of Europe 2020
targets in terms of the level of contribution ofjims. However, in line with the
arguments in the literature, the consultation testonfirmed the importance of
the starting points of regions, their specializatigpatterns, efficiency

considerations (i.e., “highest return on investrif)eas well as the policy in

guestion when deciding on the level of regionaltebation.

Despite the overall agreement on the relevance lagnkefits of regional
breakdown of the targets given the large variatiomegional circumstances,
reservations remain as to how such a process eatldlly be applied. Further
research in this area is needed in order to inyastithe option of how a
regional breakdown of targets could be implememntgaractice. Nevertheless, it
was made clear though the interviews that in catsgraorial differentiation of
targets is implemented it should be under a cedainof conditions, namely
sufficient competences, skills, administrativefogional capacity to make a
difference. Large majority of the surveyed LRAsoaégreed on the importance
for respecting the following principles when it cesnto territorial breakdown of
targets- full information and consultation, stakideos' involvement and
responsiveness. Despite the lack of a clear consenghe literature and in the
stakeholder consultations on the scope for regibneakdown of targets, the
need for better dialogue and closer cooperationvdmt different levels of
government for ensuring integration of territor@ersity in the policy design
of Europe 2020 was universally acknowledged.

There is a strong consensus both in the stakehaohderviews and survey
consultation that due attention needs to be paidréss-border regions and
innovation clusters when it comes to the design iemementation of Europe
2020. The specificities and often strategic imporeaof these regions require a
more holistic assessment of their dependenciegpatidrns of development. A
uniform prescription of targets based on natior@hmitments might fail to
exploit existing synergies and tap into the potdrtf these regions.

3.4 Europe 2020—- Can LRAs Learn Together and from
One Another?

3.4.1 The value of Europe 2020 for benchmarking and exctige of good
practice

The results from the survey consultation make@ngticase for the usefulness of

the Europe 2020 strategy for benchmarking and xebamge of good practice.
More concretely, evidence in support of the hypsthés found in the strong
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agreement (74% agree fully or substantially) whie premise that LRAs can
make use of the Europe 2020 strategy to benchniik own progress and
exchange good practices more effectively as welinathe large consensus
among respondents (89% fully and substantiallyggoa the benefits of mutual
learning, sharing of experiences and swapping eleanpf best practice

between regions with similar challenges for sudcdlgsmeeting the Europe

2020 objectives. It should be noted, however, wlerhe statements in the
survey refer to the exchange of good practice #temly or as a possibility,

they convey little on the extent to which this mes of benchmarking and
mutual learning is actually taking place. Some masgght in this respect was
provided by the stakeholder interviews.

The interview partners also considered more hot&atialogue at the regional
level, facilitating learning from each other anatleanging experiences and good
practices as very important aspects for LRAs infthenework of the Europe
2020 strategy. However, while some stakeholdersrnedl to a few already
ongoing initiatives, other questioned whether tperapriate instruments that
would facilitate such an exchange already exist.

Participants in the CoR survey on the Flagshipdime “Agenda for New Skills
and Jobs” also pointed to the weak presence of amesims for mutual learning
and called for improvement irfthe flow of information on current and past
projects across different levels of government ahgossible, across national
borders, so that a learning process can take pia€e.

3.4.2 Why is Europe 2020 different?

The interview partners made a distinction betweamesion policy (including
Structural Funds) and Europe 2020; for the forregchange is already taking
place (e.g. through the EU Open Days or the EUsebosder co-operation
programmes). For Europe 2020 the situation may bee rdifficult because of
the variety of situations and competences at tha ldvel. Therefore, it may
not be possible to have an exchange between refymmgdifferent countries on
Europe 2020 in general; in this sense it would ma#rse to organise such
exchanges between regions within the same coumtifpr specific topics (such
as lifelong learning) for regions from differentucdries but facing similar
situations (also related to the idea of “benchnmayRi

38 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys§ Syrvey-of-the-EU-local-and-regional-authoritigs-
the-Europe-2020-Agenda-for-new-skills-and-jobs-Bkag-Initiative.aspx
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3.4.3 Initiatives and tools for exchange

Concrete examples of initiatives for exchange betwé&RAs included the

INTERREG “EU2020 going local” projettand the CoR workshop on public
private partnerships (PPPs). Additionally, in threaaof climate change and
energy a number of projects and networks wouldt etishe local level, trying

to integrate the “20-20-20" targets into the woflcities and regions, including

sharing of best practices and even organising congos between cities in this

area. In Sweden, the Swedish Association of Locathdrities and Regions

(SALAR) is organising regional conferences with L&RAupported by the

European Commission, the national level and tharmasing region in order to

showcase and discuss the steps and activitiegdayut under the Europe 2020
strategy. The timing of these meetings is also m#mnd;, as such, the next
regional conference organised by SALAR will takegd in February 2014, i.e.
after the publication of the Annual Growth SurvéyGS), but before the EU

Council meeting and the start of the discussiortseanhational level.

An important aspect in this exchange and learmagfeach other would be the
creation of networks and partnership, also in vedfinding research partners in
order to apply for funding from the EU’s R&D buddegtorizon 2020).

“Space - and if necessary a review of the rulesor- ifinovative regional
(governance) models for regional development - reamation for good projects
in the form of incentives and guidance for parthgrs towards further
development and thus knowledge.” (Comment from glbaon respondent).

“Local stakeholders in different EU countries slibbihve more opportunities to
cooperate on projects, and to learn together ad #ach other's experiences.
This can help create an innovative network and ldgvesgions.” (Comment
from consultation respondent).

Concerning concrete mechanisms for exchange betwegpons, case studies,
peer reviews and sharing of data were mentioned th® interviewed
stakeholders. It was also suggested to look atmkehanisms used for the
employment and social strategies, and to also lusenstruments of mutual
learning through the Open Method of CoordinatioM(@©.

Some of the participants in the survey consultagdso provided additional
comments on how to make the learning experiences reffective. Remarks
include the call to include cultural exchange, dous transfer of practices and

37 Seehttp://lwww.eu2020goinglocal.eu
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experiences on cities and regions that are medgwgahilar as opposed to their
indiscriminate application.

3.4.4 The role of the Committee of the Regions

The role the CoR could play in this regard was spéte diverse; while some
interviewed stakeholders considered the CoR ampaortant arena for exchange
in relation to Europe 2020 (and that it consequyesitiould play a stronger role
in this regard), others pointed to the LRAs andirtl@ssociations as being
responsible for organising such horizontal learrangvities (and some pointed
to both). In any case, such networks should alsosbpported by the

supranational level (i.e., the EU), e.g., by taking and promoting and

disseminating regional experiences by the EU.

3.4.5 Conclusions

The interview and the stakeholder consultationsveldba strong support for
regional exchange of knowledge and good practicedosting the efficiency of
policy making and facilitating the implementatiorf the Europe 2020
objectives. It was acknowledged that the specifitmagons and set of
competences of different LRAs would not allow foickange between regions
from different countries on Europe 2020 in genebpait nevertheless national
and international exchanges between regions orerdiit thematic focus,
depending on their situation, was generally sedmeasgficial and fruitful. There
was no agreement on whether existing tools/forasaffcient, or whether new
mechanisms would be required. Nevertheless, somecret® proposals
regarding exchanges between regions included dadees, peer reviews and
sharing of data, use of the instruments of mutealring through the Open
Method of Coordination.

3.5 The Territorial Approach to Governance — Moving
Europe 2020 Forward

3.5.1 Is the current governance structure of Europe 2086livering?

The current governance architecture of the strabtegyreceived mixed reaction
In the consultation and in the literature debatéh@dugh Europe 2020 is seen as
an important shift from the Lisbon strategy in terof long-term policy vision,
by achieving a better balance between economidalsaad environmental
objectives, it is controversial whether a substdnthange in economic
governance has been brought about. On the one Handuropean Semester
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has initiated a policy process of much closer nwoimg of national policies,
going ‘beyond a simple regime of nominal rules amnote sanctions’
(Thillaye, 2013). On the other hand, concerns H@ean raised that the strategy
might dangerously suffer from the same ‘capabdikpectations gap’ as the
Lisbon Strategy, by setting ambitions too high,eesglly when Member States
do not implement them as a matter of priority (Teyé, 2013).

3.5.2 “Making it Happen: the European Semester”?

Theoretically, the new annual cycle of EU- poliayocdination, known as the

European Semester, should support the EU 202@&gyratnd accordingly the

strategy should be the benchmark for the natioeedmmendations issued to
Member States. However, in practical terms, thepieta set of Europe 2020

headline targets are not consistent with the gre@rimentioned in the Annual

Growth Survey (which is the starting point of thergpean Semester and the
real benchmark). This is especially the case fer&arope 2020 headline targets
on poverty and social exclusion, R&D and energy eidate action, which are

seldom reflected in the Annual Growth Survey anelyaaddressed in country

specific recommendations (Derruine and Tiedema@hl P

It has been argued in the literature that the atingovernance structure,
bringing together macroeconomic procedures (sudhastability and Growth

Pact (SGP) and the new Macroeconomic ImbalanceeBuve (MIP)) and the

Europe 2020 strategy within the European Semessrléd to undermining

long-term structural objectives at the expense hadrtsterm macroeconomic
stabilization priorities (Thillaye, 2013; Derruiraad Tiedemann, 2011). Since
failure to apply recommendations under the SGPMiRlis subject to financial

sanctions and early warnings in contrast to EurdP20 related objectives,
priority is likely to be given to stability considgions over long-term goals.
Furthermore, fiscal rules such as public expendittonstraints considerably
limit the capacity for reaching certain Europe 2Q3afgets. Based on a legal
analysis of the European Semester and insights ffanopean practitioners,
Thillaye (2013) concludes that the integrationlod strategy into the European
Semester poses a threat to long term objectivEsiafpe 2020.

The argument that the European semester, and tiosydar the policy responses
to the crisis integrated within its process, havershadowed Europe 2020 was
also raised by some of the interviewed stakehold&s an illustration
interviewed partners pointed to the fact that theuntry-specific
recommendations (CSRs) have predominantly beerséacon fiscal stability
and long-term fiscal sustainability, whereas ndwela market related issues
have more or less disappeared (such as thosedrétatke Europe 2020 targets
In the areas of climate change or poverty). Acaggdio the respondents this
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would lead countries with limited capabilities twclis on the short-term issues
related to the European Semester rather than thg-teym perspective of
Europe 2020.

Concerns over the unbalanced focus on more shont-é&@dd macroeconomic
policies were also expressed during the CoR conéexsToo much political
attention is given to banking sector reform anddisconsolidation, which are
necessary but not sufficient to create growth, avloither factors, decisive for
growth, are disregarded.{Fabian Zuleeg, EP&)

In addition to the above mentioned shortcomingateel to the contribution of
the European Semester to Europe 2020 Derruine aadkmann (2011) raise
the problem of accountability. According to the laars, national parliaments
and the European parliament play only a limiteck ralithin the European
semester, even though the two of them constitigarbst important source of
legitimacy. Other social partners are also largelgluded. Hence, the authors
argue that the European Semester only enjoys d&@t“d information” via
consultation with national parliaments and sociartpers without any
enforcement mechanisms being in place and withossipility for thorough
involvement of other stakeholders due to the tigletadlines set in the
Regulations. In this context, Delebarre notes atdpening session of the CoR
Seminar on the Future of Europ&Vith the upcoming European elections, it is
essential to ensure a democratisation of the Euxopeconomic governance
system through better involvement of the Parliamd@ local authorities and
the social partners in the European semestéMichel Delebarre, mayor of
Dunkirk, CoR member (PES/FR), political coordinatafr the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform§°.

The rather limited role of national/regional pami@nts in the European
Semester was also mentioned in the stakeholdewvietes. In relation to the
guestion on the democratic accountability of thegdts, the interviewed
stakeholders were generally not aware of the extenthich national and/or
regional parliaments were involved in the procedssetting a country’s Europe
2020 targets.

3.5.3 Has Europe 2020 led to increased communication ambperation
between different levels of governance?

The value-added of the strategy in terms of in@gasommunication and
cooperation is also subject to debate. A main pointriticism regarding the
current governance architecture of Europe 2020 dississed previously and

% Statement made at th&'ZoR Workshop on Reviewing the Governance of Eugfi0, 18 September 2013.
% Statement made at the CoR Seminar on the futukeiaipe 2020, 3 December 20h3Brussels.
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also evidenced by the interviewees and the respiside the consultation — is
the top-down approach in the design and implemientatf the strategy (Budd,
2013). As this approach is normally associated watidirectional flow of
information it tends to be less conducive to comitation and cooperation
between different levels of governance. IndeedA&Rire still largely and
systematically excluded from shaping and desigringope 2020 objectives
and policies in partnership with national governtage.g., planning of National
Reform Programmes (NRPS), joint decision-makingancrete policies), while
their role in implementation tends to be understatdthough the analysis of
the 2011-2013 NRPs shows improvements in acknowigdand promoting the
roles of LRAs in some countries, NRPs still tendlack understanding of
regional situations and existing institutional catgnces of LRAs and are often
short-term and anti-crisis oriented.

The lack of relevance of NRPs due to the limiteeblmement of LRAS is also
reflected in the outcome of CoR’s survey on theeseklagship Initiatives as
well as in the CoR’s textual analysis of the NBP®nly 28% of the participants
in the survey on the “Platform against Poverty &odial Exclusion’agreed that
NRPs adequately reflect and respond to the neetd&®A§s with respect to the
iIssues addressed by the flagship initiative. 36%hef participants stated that
their NRP responds to their local/regional needeelationto the policy areas
covered by the “A resource-efficient Europe” flaigsimitiative. Similarly, only
about one third of respondents were satisfied thighway the NRPs address the
objectives set by the “Innovation Union” flagshipitiative. The satisfaction
with the NRPs’ thematic coverage was higher for ‘thgenda for New Skills
and Jobs”, “Digital Agenda for Europe” and “Innaeat Union”, where about
half of the respondents expressed their contentm&he NRP sections
corresponding to the “Industrial Policy for the Gétisation Era” received the
highest satisfaction level (two-thirds of resportdgnStill, some criticism was
levelled at the lack of coherent industrial polfoy some countries being set up
in the NRPs, and, in particular, the limited refees to those regions and
technologies with the greatest development and etitign potential.

Some participants in the survey on “Youth on thev®fcattributed the lack of
relevance of their NRP to the limited consultateord cooperation taking place
between different levels of government. In paracuthey pointed to the lack of
strong local component of the measures prescrilbel@ruthe NRPs and their
abstract nature, which makes them difficult to iempént in a regional context:

“There is barely a local dimension contained in tN&RP” (Kose Council,
Estonia).

“0 External study “On the role of the local and regibauthorities in the Europe 2020 National Reform
Programmes: Analysis of the 2013 National ReforogPammes” Draft Final Note January 2014
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“[The NRP] gives theoretical answers/prescriptions, which aanrbe
implemented in practice.(Kantorjanos, Hungary).

“[...] NRP so far drafted by national governmeng, iegional and local
requirements taken into account only on limitedidgPreSov Autonomous
Region, Slovakid}.

At the same time respondents in the surveys ofldgship Initiatives showed a
clear desire for being more involved in the actiamsl policies related to the
Flagship Initiatives and contained in the NRPs.

Despite the rather limited involvement of LRAs imetdrafting of the NRPs,
outcomes from the CoR'’s survey consultations orstheen Flagship Initiatives
also suggest that the Europe 2020 framework hasome cases stimulated
cooperation and communication between differeneleof government. For
example, 73%of the LRAs stated that actions under the flagshipative
“Innovation Union” are carried out in partnershipithw different tiers of
government, such as the Ministry of Industry.

Results from the stakeholder interviews also showather mixed picture
regarding the effect of Europe 2020 on changed ocamation flows or
cooperation between different levels of governmgwetording to the interview
partners, the process of setting the Europe 202@tsaseems to have improved
communication and cooperation between LRAs andrdéwels of government
in a few cases (because countries depend on #wons to reach their Europe
2020 targets), although the extent of this may &y different across countries
(i.e. whether LRAs were really involved or just adk Examples of cases where
Europe 2020 did change something that were mertitwyeinterview partners
include Belgium (negotiations between the thre@oregon how to contribute to
the national target), France (dialogue betweensPamnd the regions), Italy
(LRAs influenced the targets in the area of clim&t®ange) and Spain
(Barcelona supported local actors in designingcpes) as well as Northern
Europe in general.

“! https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§¥guthonthemove%20survey.aspx
“2 hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§amovation-Union.aspx
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3.5.4 How to strengthen communication and cooperationween different
levels of government for Europe 20207

*  Multi-level governance and involvement of LRAsS

The recent literature on Europe 2020 highlights ithportance of multi-level
governance strategies towards improved communitaaoss different levels
of government and the involvement of the LRAs. dgméding a territorial
dimension into the governance structure of the BeIrd020 strategy is often
seen as an important precondition for achievingitteral cohesion and
delivering the results of the Europe 2020 objestiv&s it has been already
recognized in the Territorial Agenda 2020 (TA 2Q2&jopting a place-based
approach to policy making and developing geograglyi¢ailored interventions,
can help ‘unleash territorial potential through elepment strategies based on
local and regional knowledge of needs, and buildinghe specific assets and
factors which contribute to the competitivenessplzices’ (European Union,
2011a). As noted in TA 2020, using multi-level gmance instruments to
coordinate the actions of different levels of gowarce involved can allow
regions to ‘realize optimal solution for long-tedavelopment, and contribute in
this way to the achievement of the Europe 202Qeggyaobjectives’ (European
Union, 2011a).

The ESPON report points to the five main particllanensions of territorial
governance that can serve to achieve the objectfessnart, sustainable and
inclusive growth: (i) integrating relevant policedors; (ii) co-ordinating the
actions of relevant actors and institutions, paléidy considering multi-level
interplay; (iii) mobilising stakeholder participafi; (iv) being adaptive to
changing contexts; and (v) addressing the placeestesritorial specificities and
characteristics (ESPON, 2013a). The study emplasthat a territorial
approach to governance requires a new instituticaphcity since successful
territorial development cannot be achieved by adown public sector, but
would require the skills and resources of privatel &oluntary sectors. This
implies that a more inclusive and less hierarchagalroach to governance and
regional planning can be more conducive to proncotgperative networks and
partnerships.

Strong support for multi-level governance mechasisand improved
information flow among LRAs and other stakeholdees also evident in the
survey consultation. The third-most frequently stdd option for improving
awareness and ownership of the strategy was to gieormore multi-level
dialogue about the objective and design of thetegsiya while 82% of survey
respondents fully or substantially agreed that tHRAs’ contribution to
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achieving the strategy’s objectives could be stileeged through multi-level
governance agreements.

The majority of respondents also expressed theifidence that the Europe
2020 approach and implementation processes shautbine top-down and
bottom-up mechanisms with local regions being raczegl as a critical element.
Decision-making in Brussels is seen as too remdvenh local needs and
instead co-responsibility of EU and local level ippimakers and a true
participatory model should be applied, which regsiia more clearly defined
role for cities and other local authorities.

«  Signing of multinational government agreements

In line with the literature debate, the survey adtadion revealed a strong case
for the introduction of regional participation antbre bottom-up governance
approaches. Apart from the increased funding, sumespondents placed
considerable importance on the need of a clear@ritilen of the role of LRAS
(second most frequently selected option to increasreness and ownership of
the strategy at local and regional levels). Theso davoured an increase in
multi-level dialogue and assistance in coordinating measures and projects
under the umbrella of the Europe 2020 strategwdadition, the preferences for
enhanced coordination measures and strengthenezhaegarticipation were
also reflected in the strong support for multi-leg®vernance agreements.
Large majority of the participants expressed tlagireement that such policy
mechanisms can better enable and enhance theipbtemtribution of LRAs to
the Europe 2020 strategy’s goals of smart, sudtéerend inclusive growth.

» Strengthening dialogue between national and regiohagovernance
levels

The suggestions from the interviewed stakeholderglation to the changes to
be made during the upcoming revision of the Eur@@20 strategy concerning
the strengthening of communication and cooperdigtmween different levels of
government generally referred to strengthening dmogue between the
national and the regional levels. In particular theolvement of the national
level in multi-level governance (MLG) processes wasn as a weak point. The
already mentioned gaps in policy coordination betwthe national and the EU
level as well as within the EU level itself wereimged to as area of
improvement, as regions are facing difficultiesamaking commitments to help
implement EU policies coherent with national pagiand regulations. As such,
the discussions on how to better involve LRAs ia Burope 2020 strategy in
the course of its revision should not only takecplat the EU level in Brussels
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(between DG Regio, the CoR, LRA associations amerej but also in each
Member State, involving the relevant stakeholdéetb@national level.

« Involvement of LRAs at an early stage of the straigy’'s
implementation

Other suggestions by the interviewed stakeholdersluded an earlier
communication from the department producing thaddal Reform Programme
(although the question is whether this “communardtimerely means providing
LRAs with information or actually collecting ideaspstablishing supporting
structures for the local level to help them despgiicies, draw action plans or
identify the financial support they can call ondaroviding statistical support
to the LRAs.

Survey respondents made similar suggestions irrddgathe timing of LRAs
involvement in the implementation process of thatsgy. Implementation of
Europe 2020 is seen by respondents to be a mogetéom development goal
that is sensible and visible at local level. Impattherein is the participation of
LRAs from an early planning stage onwards such bo#t input and a sense of
ownership can be secured. If the EU-wide targetshef strategy are to be
achieved, LRAs also need to have a strengthene@mpimamonitor, implement
and enforce actions. A decentralized governanceoaph is favoured.

“Implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy is dasa& respect for the
subsidiarity principle, which ensures that policee defined and implemented
at the most appropriate level, so that decisiorsnat concentrated at a single
level of power. Respect for the subsidiarity pnokeiand multilevel governance
are, in fact, two inseparable aspects. It is nagdonpossible to ensure the
effectiveness of EU policies without greater invehent of all in the definition,
application and implementation of these polici@sline with this approach, the
intermediate subnational dimension needs to be tsédl advantage, as it is
becoming essential. The local dimension therefemines key for national and
regional policies, clearly demonstrating the impode of this subnational
representation, in that it meets the need to deveta preserve conditions of
economic and social wellbeing in the area. Thigpleap in both regions whose
economic development is lagging behind and in dgex regions, revealing
marked economic and social disparities and diffetevels of development.”
(Comment by consultation respondent)

 Exchanges of experiences

Additionally, exchanges of experiences (e.g. throwgse studies) between
LRAs in order to foster mutual learning was highted as area for better
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communication among the regions in the online chhason (also see section
3.4 on “Europe 2020- Can LRAs learn together” adjowsing the strategy to
learn and exchanging information and good practicesthe process of
implementing Europe 2020 measures was favoured ¥ and 89% of
respondents, respectively (statements 7 and 83. “horizontal learning” could
also be supported at the EU level and/or be adeddat the CoR.

“In order to promote the continued effect of the EQRO, it is important that
there be more exchange of knowledge and experignpelicy level in regions
and towns, and that the results thereof also bee rapplied in cooperation in
practice, via cohesion and structural funds. A gemdmple is the use of old
dumping grounds for industrial areas, city parksreation and wind and solar
energy facilities. In two successive cooperationjquts, a strategy was set up
and action plans drawn up for about 30 locatiorfee Europe 2020 strategy
gains strength as initiatives resulting from Eumpecooperation between
regions are also actually able to be implementéddmment by consultation
respondent).

* More activities at the national level needed for kiger involving LRAS

The important role of the national level also beeatiear in relation to the

qguestion on how to better involve LRAs in the Ew@®20 strategy process, for
which there was a clear call for much more ini@si being taken at the national
level (i.e., by the Member States). The role of ¢ level in general and the
European Commission in particular was seen as negd prominent in this

regard (the EC is already recommending — but cafumoé — Member States to
better involve LRAS, for instance in the prepanataf the NRPs; and a direct
communication between the EU level and the regisrisard to imagine). One

suggestion in this regard was to make use of theré&fesentations in the
Member States and organise “going local” eventsttugy with LRAS.

“Implementation of community policies currently @égmls on the development
of cooperation projects and exchanges in know-hdwchvare complex to plan
and get off the ground. By giving constant and esigle priority to multiple,
large-scale partnerships, more simple exchangesknoivledge and good
practices have been side-lined, because playersocabld make an essential
contribution to innovation are unable to contenthwhe technical complexity
of European programmes. It is important in futuce imtroduce European
programmes which are more accessible to everyomdyding smaller-scale
cooperation and exchange projects which could bera decentralised way by
the regions, in line with the subsidiarity prin@gl (Comment by consultation
respondent).
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Generally, it was pointed out that the forms of cmmication and cooperation
in place vary not only from country to country la$o between the target areas
(according to one study referred to by a stakehmpldwilti-level governance
(MLG) settings are very different in the area ofiabinclusion compared with
energy). As such, a generic discussion about howintprove MLG
arrangements may be too abstract.

 More consideration of the policy horizon at EU andegional level

Additionally, differences in the time-horizons oblgy making at EU and
regional level need to be taken into account. Artspolicy time-horizon at the
regional level, combined with administrative weasses that put LRAs behind
in “translating” EU initiatives for their local @umstances, may make some
LRAs feel as “victims” of a lot of EC initiativesThe Europe 2020 mid-term
review should therefore look into how the implenagioin of the strategy is
working at the regional level, and include somefféti for the LRAs to adapt
their strategies. For example, in relation to tpeaming financial instruments,
some additional 1-2 years would be necessary tordagions to make full use of
them.

. Other concrete recommendations

The greater involvement of LRAs in the formulatioh development policy
should allow them to define their goals for Eur@@20 in an integrated process
that is realistic and reflective of their individusconomic situation. A number
of ideas have been proposed for achieving a mowgnated approach of
European governance at a stakeholder workshop iseghiby the CoR> (i)
inclusion of a ‘governance’ chapter within the NMa&l Reform Plans; (ii)
increasing the visibility and participation of LRAsthin the EU policy cycle, in
particular in setting targets, drafting NRPs andiawing the strategy; (iii)
establishing Regional Reform Programmes as suppl@&me documents to
NRPs; (iv) raising awareness of Europe 2020 andeasing involvement of
LRAs in the policy cycle through the new Europeam8ster officers in MS;
and (v) establishing voluntary pacts between the EA¢mber States and
regional governance levels, which could set up iipdzenchmarks and targets
at a regional level.

“3The list reflects proposals made at the 2nd CoRKéfmp on ‘Reviewing the Governance of Europe 2020’
held on 18 September 2013 in Brussels.
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3.5.5 Conclusions

With respect to vertical cooperation and multi-legevernance, implementing
effective partnerships between different tires oveynment is essential for the
success of the Europe 2020 strategy. The revieiardtlre as well as insights
from the stakeholder interviews and consultationinppao the lack of
comprehensive multi-level governance as a mairofambnstraining the value
added of the Europe 2020 strategy. A number otimihs has been levelled in
particular at the top-down process underlying thheogean Semester — it tends
to reinforce a focus on short term and crisis-dadmolicies at the expense of
the long-term priorities laid down in the Europe@Gtrategy; it leaves national
parliaments, regional authorities and social pastiargely excluded from the
policy making process of Europe 2020 despite tipeiitical accountability,
valuable knowledge, local expertise and closer \oger of the needs of the
population.

A number of approaches for encouraging active @pdtion of regional
authorities in the EU policy cycle were identifistdough relevant research, the
stakeholder interviews and the"2CoR workshop on ‘Reviewing the
Governance of Europe 2020’ — namely involvementBAs at a very early
stage of the Europe 2020 governance process i(i.¢he drafting of NRPs),
introduction of multi-level governance agreementsvoluntary pact between
the EU, Member States and LRAs, promotion of muteatning and exchange
of experiences between LRAs, establishment of Efresentation in the
Member States, inclusion of a ‘governance’ chapiénin the National Reform
Plans or establishment of Regional Reform Prograsnia& supplementary
documents to NRPs. It was also made clear throhgrstakeholder interviews
that initiatives for increasing involvement and whoation of LRAs would be
more realistic in the national context either ire tform of consultation,
voluntary or binding agreements.

There might be less room for action at the EU Idoelnitiating a more intense
process of coordination with direct communicatio.RAs due to the practical
difficulties. A further point raised by the inteewed stakeholders was that the
revision of Europe 2020 is an opportunity to bettdtect on and adapt to the
different time horizon of policy making at regionkvel as compared to
national. We did not find a strong argument on Wwhetvoluntary or binding
agreements with regional governments would be pabfe. Some of the
interviewed stakeholders suggested that incentwmtbsch create competitions
between regions, might be helpful for more effesliivachieving certain goals,
but this argument was not left without doubts. Brtigular, concerns were
raised that this process might risk creating unecménsions between different
regions. In this line of reasoning, the use of p@essure and conditionalities at
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national level might not be the best way for boastihe efficiency of territorial

policies. Although conditionalities might createrteen incentives and increase
transparency in the policy-making process, the reéxte which this would

benefit all regions and directly translate into iceb improvements is

guestionable.

3.6 Financing Europe 2020

3.6.1 The severe impact of the economic crisis on Eur@@20 funding

The main financial obstacles affecting the impletagon of the Europe 2020
strategy at local and regional level are the pubkpenditure constraints and
low levels of business investment and activityhe tegions hit hardest by the
dual economic and financial crises, along with lihetations stemming from
the fiscal austerity measures that have been atgullin their wakeAccording
to the OECD, Since 2009 direct investment in subnational pubéctor in the
EU27 fell by 21%, with highest reductions beindPiGS countrie€”*. Given
the challenging budgetary climate, the Europe 2@20ets are seen by many
cities and regions as overly ambitious and unrealgie to the impacts of the
crises and the lack of adequate funding. In thihFéport on Economic, Social
and Territorial Cohesion (European Commission, 20fi@vas suggested that
EU funding plays a key role in maintaining stalilib public investment and
overcoming implementation challenges at nationatlleYet, the size of the EU
budget remains very limited and rather symbolie 2007-2013 EU budgetary
commitments represented only 1.12% of the EU’s &rigtional Income,
whereas national public spending varied from 35%%&6 of Member States’
GDPs in 2011.

Furthermore, two thirds of the budget is disburagd direct aid to farmers and
structural funds (Thillaye, 2013). In addition, Bud2013) points out that
cohesion funds are so small that they can hardigpemsate for the current
strain on public budgets. In light of the signifitdinancial resources expended
by the EU and its Member States to support thenGiizh and banking sector, the
funds for regional development remain comparativehall and, as the author
emphasizes, the need for greater integration b&twescroeconomic
governance and cohesion policy remains a pressing®0 The paper
furthermore argues that the commitment to induspadicy, effectively present

*4 Refers to Portugal, Itagly, Greece and Spain.

%5 Statement from Claire Charbdeputy Head of the Division for Regional Developniewlicy, OECD
expressed during 2nd CoR Workshop on Reviewingstieernance of Europe 2020 on 18 September 2013.

¢ According to Winslade (2010) ‘in just five montiMember States committed more to ad-hoc intervestin
banks (EUR 400 billion) than what is allocated td Eohesion policy for seven years (EUR 347 billion)
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in five of the seven flagship initiatives, ‘holdset promise of achieving greater
integration between macroeconomic governance anesoan policy’.

The interviews and consultation confirmed the sevepacts of the crisis on
LRAS’ efforts to meet the Europe 2020 objectivescérding to the interviewed
stakeholders, the crisis has had some major impactdRAs. Many pointed to
the dramatic cuts in sub-national budgets and cpesdly investment at the
local and regional level. Also, the volume of palgirivate partnerships (PPPs)
has declined over the past few years, not onlyusscaf the lack of capacities at
the LRA level, but also because banks are fundisg PPPs. However, it seems
that not all regions and even countries have b#entad equally; Greece, Italy
and Spain were pointed to as being among thodwhdtest, whereas in Sweden
the crisis did not deflect the regions much fromitlbusiness as usual”.

The majority of respondents to the consultatioruest more funds for carrying
out direct measures under Europe 2020 but only fiilB6 agree that Europe
2020 has prompted LRAs to make more use of innexdithancing tools.

The interviewees generally acknowledged that thesiscrhas made the
achievements of the Europe 2020 targets much miffieutt (also see the
recent publications from Eurostjt a sentiment, which is also fully reflected in
the 2011-2013 NRPs. In this regard, some interyiaitners agreed that the
crisis and also the responses within the EuropesneSter have overshadowed
Europe 2020, for example in the sense that the topspecific
recommendations (CSRs) have predominantly beentdismal stability and
long-term fiscal sustainability, whereas non-labauwarket related issues have
more or less disappeared (such as those relatbe Burope 2020 targets in the
areas of climate change or poverty) as it was etded earlier.

3.6.2 Has the crisis also helped Europe 2020?

Against the background of these pitfalls, Thillf2€13) argues that the role of
the EU budget in implementing the Europe 2020 atpatshould not be

underestimated, particularly in view of the substrefforts for increasing the

‘added value’ of EU money observed in recent yebrshis light, the author

points to two major developments: first, the subissh shift in the focus of the

budgetary framework from redistribution to longntemvestment, and second,
the expansion in the use of the EU budget as adgirey instrument (Thillaye,

2013).

47 SeeEurostat (2013)Sustainable development in the European Union 320@nitoring report of the EU
sustainable development strateguxembourg: Publications Office of the EuropeandsrandEurostat
(2013),Smarter, greener, more inclusive? - Indicatorsupmort the Europe 2020 stratedwuxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union
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Similar opinions were also expressed in the inewconsultation. Against the
general notion, it was argued that the crisis hdsadly helped Europe 2020,
and Europe 2020 has in turn helped Europe duriegtisis — or putting it in the

words of one of the interview partners: “if Europ@20 was not existing we
would urgently need it”. As such Europe 2020 isnsas a “reminder” of the

longer-term objectives that the EU is aiming fard aegions would take it much
more serious now by using it as guideline for degdn what things to focus
on, and for deciding on investment priorities. Mostthe regions would now

target the Europe 2020 objectives (not in termdigafres but in terms of the

direction), which would have changed the way regiarmork. For example, it

was suggested that due to Europe 2020 R&D invedtimesfallen less than it
would have without the strategy, indicating thatdfe may have a longer-term
benefit thanks to Europe 2020 than what would bectise without it.

3.6.3 The impacts of fiscal consolidation on Europe 2020

It was generally acknowledged in the interview attadion that fiscal
consolidation should not prevent the realisatiorthef Europe 2020 strategy’s
growth and social objectives. However, while somtrviewed stakeholders
argued that Europe 2020 has “fallen off the radar’that the consolidation of
national budgets and Europe 2020 are contradiatiach other or only go
together with difficulties, others argued that timtegration of growth and fiscal
objectives is actually what is done by the Europgamester.

The investments made at the sub-national level wettas regard seen as key to
put the EU back on the Europe 2020 strategy’s draMsiectives. However, the
severe cuts in the LRA budgets, together with thestraint given to LRAS to
have balanced budgets, both in combination withstheation of banks that are
themselves constrained for giving loans, would Itesm a situation of
“‘immobilism”. This would lead LRAs to cut their iegtments, in particular on
longer-term issues, also because the financiahaumy of LRAs would be cut
due to the policies taken at national and EU level.

In order to overcome this situation, it was suggedio distinguish between
different forms of debt, i.e. to free the discussiof investment from the
calculation of national debt. Disconnecting investin money from budgets
could spur investment at the LRA level, thus givirigAs the financial capacity
and autonomy for working towards achieving the dimbs objectives of
Europe 2020.
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3.6.4 The impact of a reformed Cohesion Policy

The Multi-annual Financial Framework (MFF) providése basis for the

multiannual spending programmes in respect to furas the EU budget. At

the heart of the new MFF for the period 2014 to@(32a reshaping of Cohesion
Policy as a delivery vehicle for achieving the Epg02020 objectives. To
achieve this, the allocation of funding under th&RMufor the period 2014 to

2020 includes three key elements: thematic conagort, focus on results and
incentives and conditionalities.

The allocation of funding programmes under the WfaF, coordinated by the
Common Strategic Framework (CSF), is based on elgaicy objectives

closely linked to the Europe 2020 agefidahe aim of ex-ante conditionality is
to secure a more targeted use of EU structuralsfamdl improve coordination
by concentrating national and regional authoritagivities on a limited number
of common strategic objectives. It has been reaamghithat ex-ante

conditionality can contribute to political projectseing pursued with more
persistence and commitment from politicians, relgssi of electorate cycles
(Heinen, 2013). Nevertheless, arguments for grgnktfember States greater
flexibility in setting of objectives have been eisfrom a subsidiary perspective
(Heinen, 2013). Furthermore, although it is gemgratcepted that aligning

Cohesion Policy with Europe 2020 can make importamitributions, it has

been pointed out that Cohesion Policy should notbhedened with the

unrealistic responsibility of promoting EU growtttherwise there is the risk to
lose sight of its founding treaty-based objecti{dendez et al., 2011).

Recognizing the merits of the principle of “conagatibn of means” to generate
critical mass and tangible impact, Bohme et al1(30evel criticism on the

grounds of the highly thematic approach adoptedth®y EU Commission.

According to the authors, concentration on a sitlgéamatic priority does not
ensure concentration of resources, but could, ercgmtrary, lead to dispersion
of means. This is particularly the case when theaneslefined broadly. Bohme
et al. argue that ‘issue-based’ concentration,innehich priorities are focused
on a small number of carefully selected issues|/dcbe much more efficient

than thematic concentration by mobilizing a sigrafit number of relevant field
actors and sectoral policies. Essential for theassgful implementation of such

8 The eleven thematic objectives specified in traftdESF regulation are: (1) Strengthening research,
technological development and innovation; (2) Emiragmaccess to, and use and quality of, informadioc
communication technologies; (3) Enhancing the cditipeness of SMEs, the agricultural sector (fag th
EAFRD) and the fisheries and aquaculture sectartffio EMFF); (4) Supporting the shift towards alow
carbon economy in all sectors; (5) Promoting clengitange adaptation and risk prevention and maragem
(6) Protecting the environment and promoting reseefficiency; (7) Promoting sustainable transjpod
removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructui@} Promoting employment and supporting labour
mobility; (9) Promoting social inclusion and comibatpoverty; (10) Investing in education, skillsdan
lifelong learning; (11) Enhancing institutional eagity and ensuring an efficient public adminiswati
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an ‘issue-based’ approach is the avoidance of imifarescription of solutions
and the development of strategies tailored to trexific profile of territories.
The report also puts forward methodological recommagions of how the
objectives of TA 2020 and Europe 2020 can bestigae in order for them to
reinforce each other and utilize synergies. Outeofram the CoR conferences
confirm the significant value added that such agresge can bring:

"Analysis of the interdependence between the BealtAgenda 2020 and the
Europe 2020 strategy, combined with an increasedufoon reducing
administrative burdens is bringing significant addealue." (Giorgio Perini,
Permanent Representation of Italy to the Europeaor).

The use of financial conditionalities and incensive the allocation of funds in
an effort to make policy more performance oriertted also been viewed with
criticism. In particular, several difficulties ihis approach have been raised: (i)
methodological challenges both in terms of meagucisusation and designing
appropriate indicators and targets; (ii) additionadiministrative burden,
especially in countries with low funding; (iii) m®iconservative and risk-averse
programme management and project selection; (sreased politicisation due
to potential for losing money; (iv) unfair penalima of lagging regions, which
tend to have weaker institutional capacity and narallenging and complex
programmes to administer; (v) difficulties in theagtical implementation given
the preparatory work needed to design and negahdteators and targets; vi)
undermining of effectiveness due to the little mbiE for sanctions; and (vii)
vaguely wording of ‘conditionality’ leading to Merab States implementing
measures in isolation, without integrating theno iat national growth agenda,
just in order to meet the relevant criteria (Hein&di 3; Mendez et al. 2011).

3.6.5 Excessive bureaucratic hurdles limit usefulnessfohds

The problem of limited utility of public funds hdseen exacerbated by the
complexity of grants procedures. There is a unaleagreement that procedures
and rules under Cohesion Policy need to be siredlifin particular those
relating to financial management and control. Othiglely accepted proposals
include ‘lighter administrative requirements foespgic types of interventions or
beneficiaries, a more flexible de-commitment rubel éhe facilitation of partial
closure’ (Mendez et al.,, 2011). Reducing the buremy in financial
management, control and audits is also perceivedkey measure for securing
a more strategic role of the EU Commission withioh€sion Policy. A
governance study on the administrative costs uyidgrla EU Cohesion Policy
revealed that costs are high, both with respetirte and share of funding (3-
4% of eligible expenditure) spent on EU Cohesioficgo(SWESCO, 2010).
Most of these costs are accounted for by programmaseagement functions, in
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particular for the project selection and the veafion of deliverables.
Nevertheless, these are still exceeded by admatisr costs of other EU
policies such as global and regional partnershag@mmes.

The complication related to the bureaucracy in slgstem for applying for

grants, as well as accounting procedures, has pesninently raised in the

series of CoR surveys over the seven Flagshipativieis. Participants in the
surveys had made a clear call for simplificatiord detter alignment of the

funding mechanisms for the EU Structural Funds pBedents have also asked
for the possibility to apply for multiple sourcelfonding simultaneously.

The issue of excessive bureaucratic hurdles iptbeess of fund allocation was
also raised by some of the participants in the esurmonsultation. Under the
funding theme, the reactions of respondents casubemarized as calling for
funding sources and application requirements beenradre transparent and
easier to access. In addition, eligibility criteshould be revised to allow for
smaller, simpler projects to be funded and in paldr projects that benefit
rural, demographically disadvantaged regions. Fumtivels were also seen to
be insufficient for implementing Cohesion Policyaig

3.6.6 Has Europe 2020 helped LRAs to more effectively maise of EU
funds?

The interviewed stakeholders consider the suppontiged by Europe 2020 to
more effectively make use of EU funds as ratheitéich and only 36% of
consultation respondents fully or substantially eegrwith this statement.
However, some of them expect this to change inrctimeing EU budget for the
period 2014-2020, with cohesion policy budget bemgre closely linked with
the Europe 2020 objectives (although this wouldniyaapply to beneficiaries
of Structural Funds).

“Implementation of the coming Structural Funds 201vill contribute to

Europe 2020.” (Comment by consultation respondeint).relation to this,

however, it was questioned whether the menu of ljgctives from which

Member States can choose when designing the pshipeagreements for the
EU’s cohesion policy 2014-2020 is actually in limeth the Europe 2020
strategy’s objectives.

The Structural Funds (ERDF and ESF) were clearlyntpd to as the most
important funding source from the EU level avaiabd LRAs. Other relevant
funding streams mentioned were mainly the EU’s amde budget (FP7,
Horizon 2020) as well as (mentioned only once eaC®SME (the EU
programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises@mall and Medium-sized
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Enterprises), the agricultural budget (rural depsient), and more innovative
funding instruments such as ELENA or JESSICA. Irs tregard also the
Commissions’ youth employment initiatflewas mentioned, complementing
the ESF with an additional € 3 billion as of thgipaing of 2014.

Some interviewed stakeholders generally pointeth&relevance of funding
streams from the national level, which may be mmone important (in terms of
amounts) than EU funding for some regions. Theegfthhe way the funding
from the national level is used cannot be ignoré@milooking at the actions at
LRA level towards meeting the Europe 2020 objestive

3.6.7 Better spending and capacity building

The central role of effective public investment times of tight budgets,
prolonged economic recovery and austerity plans leen highlighted by
experts in the literature (OECD, 2013) and parénig in the CoR conferences
“Public expenditure, including grants, has declinaad will continue to decline,
with investments being among the most affectedorsedhus, quality of
spending gains more importance and emphasis muspubeon efficiency.
Alternative sources need to be explored besidesesioh Policy, but also
existing instruments should be better used and Imediby LRAs.”(Prof. lain
Begg, LSE, Chatham Hous®)

In addition, participants in one of the CoR’s wdrps have pointed to the need
of developing measures of public investment efficiein order to have a visible
link between investment and output (e.g. by OECDRDSTAT or other
organisationsy*

A recent study developed by the Territorial Devetlept Committee (TDPC) of

the OECD sets out some key Principals to strengthemrffectiveness of public
investment across all levels of governments (OEZIIL3). These Principals are
applicable to all tiers of government (nationaljiomal and local) and highly

relevant to the problem of multi-level governandepablic investment. The

Principals in the recommendation are structuredraddhree main pillars- better
coordination, strengthened capacities and propendwork conditions. In more
concrete terms, the principal recommendations dedn in these pillars are
formulated as follows:

“9 European CommissioiYouth Employment Initiativé€€OM(2013) 144 final

%0 Statement made at th& ZoR Workshop on Reviewing the Governance of Eug29, 18 September 2013.

*1 Open Days Workshop "Europe 2020 implemented i yegion/city: debate with think-tanks" organised b
the CoR on the 26 September 2013 in Brussels.
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A. Co-ordinate public investment across levels of goveent and policies
This pillar emphasizes the importance of improviegtical as well as
horizontal coordination of programmes and policéesoss all levels of
governments in order to realise efficiency gainspgnding.

(1)

(2)

3)

Invest using an integrated strategy tailored tded#nt places

The value of a place-based approach in public inwest choices is
highlighted — investment strategies should takeo iatccount
“regional (or local) characteristics, competitive \ahtages,
growth, innovation, and job creation potential andnsideration
and considerations of equity and environmentalaoability ”, be

result-oriented, realistic, well-infformed and fordia looking.

Seeking and development of complementarities agoofisy and

programme sectors is also highly encouraged.

Adopt effective instruments for co-ordinating asramtional and
sub-national levels of government

Co-ordination is seen as a pre-requisite for idgnyg investment
opportunities and bottlenecks, ensuring adequatd & resources
and capacity for undertaking the investment, maragjoint

competences and creating trust among actors aterekf
government level. Some of the possible tools fogashlining the
co-ordination of investment across different goveents include:
“co-financing arrangements, contracts between Isvebf

government, formal consultation processes, natiaggncies or
representatives working with sub-national areasptirer forms of
regular inter-governmental dialogue”.

Co-ordinate horizontally among sub-national goveemts to invest
at the relevant scale

Strong horizontal coordination provides importaahéfits in terms
of investment in areas of positive spill overs,reased efficiency
through economies of scale and enhanced policyrgi@gsebetween
neighbouring sub-national governments. Possible houst for
coordination include‘contracts, platforms for dialogue and co-
operation, specific public investment partnershjpst authorities,
or regional or municipal mergers”.
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B. Strengthen capacities for public investment and prote policy learning
at all levels of government

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Assess upfront the long-term impacts and risksaibfipinvestment
Comprehensive assessments for investment selestionld look
into the long-term impacts and associated soamfyenmental and
political risks.

Engage with stakeholders throughout the investroyie

Public, private sector and civil society stakehaddshould be
involved in the design and implementation of pubhgestment
strategies to enhance social and economic valug,t@arensure
accountability. However, due care should be takeprevent the
disproportionate influence of vested interests.

Mobilise private actors and financing institutiorte diversify
sources of funding and strengthen capacities

This approach wilt'bring expertise to projects through better ex-
ante assessment, improved analysis of the marketeedit risks,
and achieving economies of scale and cost-effewsss.

Reinforce the expertise of public officials andtitmsions involved
in public investment

Some important mechanisms for achieving this ineledfective
human resources management, exchange of good cesacnd
strengthened cooperation and coordination amorfgrdift levels
of governments.

Focus on results and promote learning from expegen

Results-oriented investment strategies requickearly defined
policy goals, well-designed tendering proceduredfective
monitoring systems, high-quality ex-post evaluatiaregular
reflection on and upgrading of investment choieesive exchange
of information and on-going, mutual learning amormgtors
involved in public investment”.

C. Ensure proper framework conditions for public invesent at all levels of
government

9)

Develop a fiscal framework adapted to the investnudajectives
pursued
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Intergovernmental earmarked grants and co-finanamgngements
are seen as very appropriate when it comes tcsiegleconomies
of scales and aligning priorities across differeetvels of

governments, promoting risk sharing and resourcelinp

Enabling sub-national governments to exploit trmwn revenue
raising potential and participate in co-financingaagements is
also recommended.

(10) Require sound and transparent financial managenagrat! levels
of government

Some good practices for budgetary and financiabat@bility
include ‘accurately costing public investment plans, reffegthem
in budget strategies and allocation processesndjtthem into a
medium-term budget framework and duly considerimggiterm
operating and maintenance costs”.

(11) Promote transparency and strategic use of publiccprement at
all levels of government

Procurement systems should be transparent, competénd
monitored in order to insure the efficient and wifected use of
funds.

(12) Strive for quality and consistency in regulatorysteyns across
levels of government

This principle calls for the pursuit of high-qugliand coherent
regulation across levels of government with theafse-ordination
mechanisms and assessment of costs and benefitmewf
regulations, including the cost of compliance f&®RAs.

To summarise, the guidelines for more efficientlpuinvestment put forward
by OECD emphasize once again the crucial role ofdination of policies and
programmes and promotion of mutual learning acadiskevels of government.
In terms of financial management, the recommendatdraw attention to the
importance of good practices in fiscal decentrabsa public procurement and
regulatory quality for strengthening public investm

Concerning the changes that would be required latioa to funding Europe
2020-related actions, the suggestions from theniie@ed stakeholders were
broadly in line with the above elaborated princgpdlhe proposed amendments
were mainly concerned with better directed funding capacity building.
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In relation to the first point, it was highlighteldat the discussion should shift
(and is actually shifting) from “more funding” tobétter spending”. An

interview partner pointed out that in the past nadghe money given to LRAs
was used for infrastructure projects (such as mgldoundabouts). With the
increasing pressures on budgets due to the cesisytries should much more
concentrate on funding in a focused way. As suuh use of the money would
need to be agreed ex-ante, and it would also ievblard choices for some
LRASs (in this regard it was pointed out that no¢vregion would need to have
a nanotech centre or a regional airport).

Apart from better spending, the interviewed stakedss highlighted that much
stronger efforts would need to be put on capaciiydimg at the local and
regional level, in particular concerning the useirgfovative financing tools.
Support structures would be needed that help LR¥srcome the lack of
knowledge on how to mobilise EU funds, including BRDF and the ESF. The
province of Barcelona was mentioned as an examglerav support was
provided to LRAs in order for them to develop aaficial tool for their

communes in cooperation with the EIB.

3.6.8 Innovative financing tools considered as very impanmt, but lack of
capacity is still a problem

Innovative financing tools were generally deemedvay appropriate by the
interviewed stakeholders, because they would helgetthink the role of

finance, moving away from a “grant mentality” (mamgions are still caught in
the traditional ways of grants and public procurethéowards more market-
based instruments. This would require LRAs to thmkch more about the
iImpacts of the different investment choices, evalhturesulting in a stronger
testing of the business model and the life-cyclstx@s well as to a stronger
guarantee of delivery of the results.

Although innovative financing tools were deemed@s appropriate by almost
all interview partners, the survey consultationeaded the limited role Europe
2020 has played in encouraging the uptake of thieaecial sources. 51% of the
respondents expressed limited or no agreement twéhstatement thatThe
Europe 2020 strategy has prompted local and redianghorities to make more
use of innovative financing todlsThis does not preclude the possibility that
LRAs are using such tools, only that the Europeld2€tPategy is not the driving
factor behind it.

“Europe 2020 is of key importance to local authestin providing a range of
measures to support job creation and economic drowfith support, Local
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authorities could add value and make good use mdvative financing tools.”
(Comment from consultation respondent).

Insights from the stakeholder interviews providensgossible explanation for
the mismatch between the overall high perceivedevahd the actual low level
of implementation of innovative financing tools. e'tack of capacities at LRA
level was pointed as a major obstacle towards ademoengagement in such
financing tools. LRAs would need trained staff memswith the capacity to
understand the market and to contract to thirdiggras such, more capacity
building through e.g. the European Commission @& Huropean Investment
Bank (EIB) would be needed (the EIB’s PPP exped&@re was mentioned in
this regard), as well as more dissemination a@wife.g., at the EU Open Days;
also the CoR workshop on PPPs was mentioned) tocsts® projects and
activities funded through alternative funding stnsa The need for capacity
building for improving the efficiency of public speing was also highlighted
during the CoR conferences and workshops:

“The government settings should support growthnfiliemess and efficiency.
More fiscal autonomy at the regional level can helwpvided it does not
generate perverse effects. Also, investing in adinative capacity is needed as
choosing effective spending is difficul{ifans Naudts, European Commission,
DG ECFIN, Economic Analyst — Euro area economiatetyyj-.

During one of CoR’s workshop raising capacity bwi¢gdin regions and local
contexts was also recognised as a key issue farriagssufficient funding for
Europe 2020. The use of new financial instrumemisomplementarity with EU
grants was very much favoured, although the needétter employment of
existing instruments by LRAs was also highlightd.

The various forms of borrowing depend to a largeem®ixon the capacity to
finance it. In view of the need of government dnestguarantees for enabling
borrowing of LRAs, some interviewed stakeholdersoalpointed to the
heightened risk of off-balance sheet public deltjctv might discourage the
uptake of these financing tools.

According to the interviewed stakeholders, somentaes (like Poland) have
been quite successful in using these innovativieungents, whereas others (like
France or Sweden) have been more reluctant. Re&soties may include the
view that LRAs should not be reliant on private mgnn order to be able to
implement Europe 2020 actions (in particular ine@mof crises), as this is

°2 Statement made at the 2nd CoR Workshop on Rewvigthin Governance of Europe 2020 on the 18th of
September 2013.

%3 Open Days Workshop "Europe 2020 implemented i yegion/city: debate with think-tanks" organised b
the CoR or26 September 2013 in Brussels.
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considered as a public responsibility. In this semsivate money is seen as the
“cream on the cake”, i.e. extra money that doe®wount” as much as public
money. Apart from the problem with the lack of adisirative capacity and the
general reluctance to borrowing, the divergenceoinditions for financing was
also recognised as a main obstacle for the uptakaovative financial tools in
the CoR conferences:

“Currently the main problems do not relate to fimgad means, but rather to
divergences. Those are linked to: 1) regions lagdiehind in implementing
Europe 2020; and 2) different patterns of productgpecialisation, with some
sectors open to high international competition. rEhare divergent conditions
to investment: the difference in the cost of bomgwis very high between the
regions both in the public and private sector@Maria Jodo Rodrigues, ISCTE-
IUL Lisbon University Institute and ULB, policy ather to the European Union
on European economic polici&t)

To reduce these new types of divergences and titdte coping with shocks,
Rodrigues points to the need of much strongerunstnts such as a banking
union and a solidarity mechanism in the euro at@aics, which are already on
the agenda of the European Council.

3.6.9 Conclusions

Funding, including the criteria for allocating fusydnonitoring their spending,
and evaluating project impacts remain topics afnse interest and a diversity
of views. The multitude of obstacles faced by LRAsaccessing and using
funds — reduced government budgets, pressure @l fonsolidation efforts,
inadequate EU financial support, conflicts of skiertn crisis-management
measures and fiscal sustainability against longrtepriorities, excessive
bureaucratic hurdles in grant application proceslurecreate difficulties and
delays in achieving the Europe 2020 goals and ead to suboptimal results
due to either non-existing or insufficient fiscaéams or inefficient allocation of
resources. LRAs and other stakeholders have esqudbeir expectations that
the reformed Cohesion Policy will give a new momemtfor achieving the
Europe 2020 objectives by more closely aligning allecation of EU funding
with the strategy’s agenda and effectively conaimg national and regional
authorities’ activities on a limited number of commstrategic objectives. There
IS an increasing consensus that emphasis on ae%plased” approach in the
allocation of funding is essential. Nevertheles, fiands still constitute a too
small fraction of overall spending in order to Haeato compensate for the
reduced financial resources available to implenh&#As’ policies under Europe

** Statement made at the CoR Seminar on the futukeiafpe 2020 on 3 December 2GaBrussels.
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2020. The use of financial conditionalities andeimitves in the allocation of
funds under the CSF has also been subject toat tmintroversy. Furthermore,
complex systems for acquiring EU funds pose antiad@il burden for LRAs. It
has been highlighted that during times of stridtatty measures and shrinking
public expenditures it is of particular importanite optimize the quality of
spending and to place emphasis on policy efficiesyploring supplementary
sources of finance, besides Cohesion Policy, amduraging the involvement
of the private sector in securing financial supgwave also been proposed as
important alternatives. Despite the generally grempport for the usefulness of
innovative financing tools for meeting Europe 2Qstf)ectives, the role of the
strategy in this respect seems to have been limiteéd lack of institutional
capacity at regional level as well as difficult@sreluctance to government or
other forms of borrowing were identified as mairsi@tles towards the more
wide-spread uptake of these alternative formsrafrfcing.

3.7 Policy Recommendations

Based on the synthesis of the results from thenentonsultation with LRAs
and the stakeholder interviews, it is possible toawd some policy
recommendations that could — from the viewpoint LldRAs and related
stakeholders — increase the success of the EurOpé &trategy. The most
important of these policy recommendations, whicluld¢ofeed into the
discussions of the upcoming mid-term review of therope 2020 strategy,
include the following:

(1) Better involve LRAs in designing and implementing he Europe 2020
strategy through ...

> ... a participatory process involving the EU Comnossand Member
States as well as the LRAs, and which defines thede LRAs more
clearly in the further review/development of the@pe 2020 strategy and
its implementation;

» ... involving LRAs in multi-level governance arrangemts for the
planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluatodrEurope 2020; as
a prerequisite, LRAs need to be better informedutbmw they can
contribute to Europe 2020 (e.g. through “going lowarkshops);

» ... strengthened guidelines and positive pressurth®EU Commission
on Member States to consult with LRAs when prepgatime National
Reform Programmes (NRPs) and when setting up thend?ahip
Agreements (PA); and through a stronger regionaledsion in these
policy documents in order to increase their releedior LRAS;
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> ... inviting regions to prepare “Regional Reform Aagmes” or similar
strategic documents, to be taken into account wineparing the NRP;

> ... better involving the sub-national level in thergpean Semester, such
as taking into account the divisions of powers inithlember States in
the Annual Growth Survey and in particular in theurdpean
Commission’s country-specific recommendations;

(2) Develop a true territorial approach to Europe 202Ghrough ...

» ... the use of available evidence and expert andipoaer knowledge on
how the diversity of European regions in terms @fig-economic and
demographic starting points, specialisations/competadvantages and
development potentials, can be better taken intmwad regional when
defining/revising the Europe 2020 targets;

» ... increased focus on a path of positive change pgmosed to static
guantitative targets in determining progress aiore level, which offers
the less-developed regions a more positive viewpoin their self-

evaluations;

» ... increased opportunities for horizontal (crossaegl) learning and
information exchange, promotion of cooperation le&twinter-dependent
regions;

» ... reflecting on the interdependence and alignménthe objectives
between the Territorial Agenda 2020 and the Eug§j#0 strategy;

(3) Combine bottom-up and top-down planning to ...

> ... take advantage of the dynamics, the capabil@resthe willingness of
local and regional players to engage with all lsvel achieve effective
multilevel governance,;

» ... further develop the larger, overall vision for rBpe at EU and
Member State levels while seeking systematic imot ideas from LRAs
on how they can contribute to achieving it;

» ... further improve the alignment of EU objectivesldanding streams;

» ... improve policy coordination vertically and horgally;

» ... better training of LRA officials on the strategyobjectives and tools
to achieve them (including available sources otfiing);

(4) When introducing regionally differentiated targets...
» ... follow a nuanced approach for allocating the ¢tsgio the regions,
basing the choice of the model (concentration,rizate, catch-up) on the

starting points, specialisations and possibilinéghe regions in relation
to each target;
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> ... review the national Europe 2020 targets basedthersituations and
specialisations of the regions, taking into accdhatspecific situations of
border regions; and accordingly update the EU-letegfets where
appropriate;

» ... ensure that adequate indicators are availabteatltav monitoring the
Europe 2020 targets at regional level, to provi®Ak with the necessary
statistical basis for taking evidence-based deassio

(5) Improve access to funding through ...

» ... better aligning overarching European strategsesh{ as Europe 2020)
with the budget cycles and the electoral cycles;

» ... facilitation of capacity building for LRAs in oed for them to be able
to better tap into more innovative financing toois; this regard, the
European Investment Bank (EIB) could play an imgiatrtole;

> ... encouraging more efficient public investment l@entifying and
building synergies and improving coordination betweEU, Member
State and sub-State (local and regional authorpglicies and
programmes focused on delivering Europe 2020, osief mutual
learning across all levels of governments, prongoiad practices in fiscal
decentralisation, public procurement and regulatpiality;

(6) Promote initiatives and tools for exchange of goodractices and
mutual learning ...

» ... across different levels of government and acragsonal borders to
improve the flow of information on current and pasbjects across
different levels of government and, if possibleoas national borders, so
that a learning process can take place.
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4 Detailed Analysis of Findings from the
Broad Consultation of Local and
Regional Authorities

With the mid-point of the Europe 2020 strategy megrthe Committee of the
Regions conducted a broad consultation among timeb@es of the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform to collect information on howet strategy is working on
the ground and what the challenges are with regpettlivering the strategy’s
objectives.

The consultation consisted of a survey, which wassiated into 22 languages
(aside from English) and distributed to local aedional authorities and other
stakeholders. The survey contained 12 statements carestions (in the

following survey items) that covered how the Eur@@®20 strategy’s approach
to indicator selection and target setting, impletagon, governance and
funding is being perceived at the local level arfthirxcould be done to improve
it in the course of the mid-term review. The survegs implemented with the
help of the INTERREG IV C programme and ran frorB&ptember 2013 — 11
November 2013. It yielded a total of 1,059 validpenses?

The following sections present the findings of thigrvey analysis in five
subparts. The first part looks at who the respotsdare and which country and
region they come from. In the second part we p®wadietailed analysis of each
survey item. In the third we review the responses jjoint analysis and with
respect to the associations (correlations) that ddtween the survey items and
with respect to auxiliary characteristics of thep@ndents’ regions such as per
capita GDP, unemployment and poverty rates, edutatiachievement and
investments in research and development. The fosettion furthermore
analyses the consultation’s results with respecteweeral hypotheses of how
Europe 2020 is affecting local and regional plagramd decision-making. The
final section examines and summarizes the addit@mmaments provided by the
respondents.

The responses to the survey do not constituteraseptative sample of all local
and regional authorities. At the same time and hes riext section shows,
participation in the survey spanned all but one Hember State and the
majority of NUTS2 regions. Together with its resjadte sample size, the
survey's findings combined with the results of #takeholder interviews (cf.

5 The list of contributors can be found lattp:/portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys/§gueestionnaire--
-Towards-a-mid-term-assessment-of-Europe-2020-filtenstandpoint-of-EU-cities-and-regions.aspx
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section 5) and a comprehensive research of puioisat including studies
conducted by the Committee of the Regions yieldottoad and detailed picture
of the current state of the Europe 2020 strategyithpresented in section 3 of
this report.

4.1 Response Rate and Distribution of Responses

In total 1,059 valid responses to the consultati@ne included in the analyses
below. A response was considered valid, if at least response field was filled
out. In a few cases respondents appeared to haessaa the survey two times.
These cases were examined and (i) the most compkgiense was retained if it
appeared that the respondent did not complete tiiner @ttempt or (ii) both

responses were retained if the respondent partigcpa two distinct capacities
(e.g., as the representative of an NGO and asdheé of a local authority). Two

responses originated from non-EU Member Statese-fllm Switzerland and

one from Bosnia and Herzegovina. A total of 252 0eses came from other
territorial stakeholders, including universitie0(}, authorities at higher than
NUTS2 level (97) and private individuals or commn(54). The following bar

chart €igure ) shows the distribution responses by respondeagosy. The most

responses originated from lItaly (167), followed3pain (94) and Portugal (57).
The fewest number of responses were received frolgaBia, Croatia and Malta
with 4 responses each. All EU-28 Member Statesrapeesented with the
exception of Luxembourg.

Responses by EU Member State and other categories (total = 1,059)
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Figure 1: Overview of the distribution of responsedy respondent category.
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The 1,059 responses represent 194 European NUT&hseand chartigure 2

shows the distribution of NUTS2 regions by EU Memistate. Additional
findings on the distribution of responses at sutienal level (NUTS2) is given
In sections 4.3 and 4.4.

Number of NUTS2 regions represented in the responses from EU28
countries
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Figure 2: Representation of NUTS2 regions by EU Meber State (alphabetic order).

4.2 Analysis of Individual Statements

Statement 1: The Europe 2020 strategy’s objectivasge led local/regional
authorities to improve their priority setting withegard to sustainable and
inclusive growth-oriented policies, and thus help#tem to make measurable
progress.

4% 204
® Fully agree
O Substantially agree
@ Agree to a limited extent

m Do not agree at all
0,
40% NG answer N= 1,039; Missing=20

Slightly more than half (57%) of all respondentflyflor substantially agreed
with the statement, while 41% of respondents agoedylto a limited extent or
not at all.
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Statement 2: The Europe 2020 strategy could ben&bim a combination of
bottom-up and top-down planning and target settinghis approach would
make it possible to consider specific local and icaal characteristics rather
than just targets set at national or EU.

2%

1%

®E Fully agree

O Substantially agree

E Agree to a limited extent
m Do not agree at all

o No answer

N=1,034; Missing=25

Nearly half of all respondents (48%) fully agreg¢hathe statement and another
37% substantially agree with it. Only 1% does ngitea at all. Thus, there is
broad and strong agreement among the respondeatsthté Europe 2020

strategy could be improved through a combinatiobatfom-up and top-down

planning and target setting.

Statement 3: Further territorial differentiation otthe Europe 2020 targets at
the level of regions would make implementation easand thereby make the
strategy more useful.

1%

=N\

= Fully agree
O Substantially agree

D Agree to a limited extent

m Do not agree at all

@ No answer N=957; Missing=102

Again, the majority of respondents (77%) suppoxtingy more attention to a
territorial level and see it as a means to makentpementation of the Europe
2020 strategy easier. In contrast, 12% of respusdagree to a limited extent
and 10% do not agree at all.
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Statement 4: With regard to the revision of the Eyre 2020 strategy and
setting territorially differentiated targets, theoflowing principles of multilevel
governance should be respected: full information dnconsultation;
stakeholders' involvement; responsiveness.

0% 3%

= Fully agree

O Substantially agree

T Agree to a limited extent
m Do not agree at all

@ No answer N=1,032; Missing=27

There is nearly universal agreement among the nelgmas on the need for
respecting the above principles with 88% of respeotsl fully or substantially
supporting the statement.

Statement 5: The individual contributions made biiet regions and cities
towards meeting the targets set at Member Statellskiould follow a ...

 balancing model
e concentration model
e catch-up model

1%

@ Balancing model
m Concentration model
@ Catch-up model

5]
No answer N=1,046; Missing=13

The distribution of responses indicates roughlyatqupport for the first two
models and somewhat less support for the catchagem
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Statement 6: The setting of targets should takessdborder interdependence
between regions into account (e.g. commuter flowsyss- border economic
cooperation, concentration of clusters with croseflder agreements etc.

1% 2%

m Fully agree

O Substantially agree

@ Agree to a limited extent

m Do not agree at all

O No answer N=1,033; Missing=26

43%

Eighty-seven percent of respondents indicate tlmasseborder connections
should be taken into account and express a strogfgrpnce for target-setting
strategies that connect regions on the basis adimity and interconnectedness.

Statement 7: Local and regional authorities can makee of the Europe 2020
strategy to benchmark their own progress and excgargood practices more
effectively.

m Fully agree

O Substantially agree

@ Agree to a limited extent
® Do not agree at all

o No answer N= 970; Missing=89

Europe 2020 is perceived as a good instrument nchHreark the work of the
LRAs and to exchange good practices with 74% opaedents fully or
substantially agreeing with the statement. Sevanpeecent agreed to a limited
extent and only 1% disagreed completely.
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Statement 8: Learning from one another, sharing eeqences and swapping
examples of best practice between regions with lsimthallenges could help
them to meet the Europe 2020 objectives.

0% ~3%

33%

E Fully agree

O Substantially agree

@ Agree to a limited extent
m Do not agree at all

m
No answer N=1,031; Missing=28

The sharing of best practices and experiences batvagions with similar
challenges is seen as a useful strategy to readiutope 2020 objectives by
56% of respondents who fully agreed with the stat@mand another 33% who
agreed to a substantial degree.

Statement 9: The potential contribution of localégional authorities to the
Europe 2020 strategy’s goals of smart, sustainadtel inclusive growth could
be greater if multi-level governance agreements gvergned with their
national governments.

2% 3%

m Fully agree
O Substantially agree
@ Agree to a limited extent

® Do not agree at all
41%

@' No answer N=1,031; Missing=28

The majority of respondents believe that multi-legevernance agreements
could lead to greater contributions by LRAs to thieategy’'s three main
objectives (82% fully or substantially agree witle statement).
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Statement 10: The Europe 2020 strategy has promptszhl and regional
authorities to make more use of innovative finangrtools such as revolving
funds, public-private partnerships, pension fundvastments, etc.

® Fully agree

O Substantially agree

I Agree to a limited extent

m Do not agree at all
B No answer N=926; Missing=133

This statement received the highest share of alitesponses with 51% of r
espondents expressing limited or no agreementth@lstatement. This does not
preclude the possibility that LRAs are using sueblg, only that the Europe
2020 strategy is not the driving factor behindTite statement also has a high
non-response rate of 13%.

Statement 11: Which of the following measures coulelp to increase
awareness and ownership of the Europe 2020 strateggong local and
regional authorities?

*  More funding for carrying out direct measures;

* A more clearly defined role for cities and regioms implementing the
strategy:

More multi-level dialogue about the objective andsign of the strategy;

»  Better and more direct communication on Europe 2026m the EU and
national governments;

 Assistance in coordinating measures and projectsdan Europe 2020
headlines, working against the current trend towardmultiplying
terminology, and avoiding using tools designed iBrussels”.

« Changing the name of the Europe 2020 strategy tolphéocal and
regional players identify with the strategy.
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600 550 548 N=1,033; Missing=26

based on at least 1

500 choice

400 H More funding

B LRA role more clearly defined

300 ® More multi-level dialogue

B More direct communication
200

m Coordination of measures and projects

100 H Change name of strategy

26

No answer

The two most frequent responses (selected 550 4Bdifses, respectively) are
the need for more funding and a more clearly defirode for LRAs. These are
seen as the best optionsitcrease awareness and ownership among LRAs. In
contrast, a change of the strategy’s name is oaloured by only 32
respondents.

4.3 Joint Patterns

It is also of interest to examine whether therearg patterns in the responses
across survey items or with respect to other secamomic characteristics of

the regions. We therefore examined if survey itegsponse patterns correlated
with one another.

We found that:

 The same participants who agreed with the statethahEurope 2020 has
helped LRAs in the planning and priority-settinten 1) also tended to
agree that Europe 2020 has promoted the use o¥atime financing tools
(item 10).

 The survey questions addressing issues of regyoddferentiated targets
and the processes by which to derive and implertiesmh (items 2, 3 and
4) showed a positive correlation. A total of 85%re$pondents favour a
combined top-down and bottom-up approach to plapamd target setting
(item 2), 77% agree that further territorial ditatiation of targets would
make the strategy’s implementation easier (iterar®) 88% of respondents
agree that stronger multi-level governance primdplsuch as full
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information and consultation, stakeholder involveinand responsiveness
are needed in this process (item 4).

* There is strong positive inter-item correlation fi@m 11, i.e., participants
often selected the same pair of options as mosoritapt for increasing
awareness and ownership of the Europe 2020 stratewmpng local and
regional authorities

Using additional statistical tools it was also fduhat the respondents viewed
several survey items as relateshie 1shows which of the items 1-10 were found
to be inter-relatec®

tem1 | Item2 | Item3 | Item4 | ltem5 | Iltem6 | Item7 | Item8 | Item9 Itig]
Item 1 X X
Item 2 X X X X
Item 3 X X X X X X
Item 4 X X X X X
Item 5 X
Item 6 X X
Item 7 X X X
Item 8 X
Item 9
Item 10

Table 1: Summary of survey items that are not indepndent of each other according to the observed
answer frequencies.

Note: cells marked with an X identify the pairssofvey items that were found
to have similar answer patterns.

4.4 Spatial Analysis

The 1,059 responses represent 194 NUTS2 regiomse St is known that
Europe 2020 is delivering different results andatiregy varying challenges
across the European regiofisit is useful to examine what, if any, spatial

% Item 11 is excluded due to its different, multipleice structure.
°" See, for example, Committee of the Regions, 20hd Monitoring Report on Europe 2020 (availabigie
athttps://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Site CatlaEtocuments/Third%20CoR%20report.pdEcessed 9

84



patterns can be identified in the responses baseldenr distribution by NUTS2
region. To do this, the answers from respondents tthe same NUTS 2 region
were averaged.

Overall, there is limited evidence for particulgpasal patterns. Respondents
from Romania, Bulgaria, the Balkans, Ireland areNlordic countries appear to
be more supportive of the statements containedarstirvey. Regions in central
Europe such as in France, Germany and the Beneluxtres as well as in the
UK have a more mixed opinion depending on the issue

Among the strongest findings was a geographic iffeation with respect to
the three proposed models for allocating territoiargets. For many
respondents from the more peripheral regions irojair the catch-up model
seemed preferable (e.g., from northern Scandin&®aatugal, southern Italy,
parts of Greece and north-eastern Poland). Theeotration and balancing
models found acceptance throughout the EU but withcclearly differentiating
dimension such as urban or rural character.

“The individual contributions made by regions and cities
towards meefing the targets set at Member State level
should follow a balancing, concentration or catch-up model®

Response to Statement 5
NUTS 2 regions s
l:l balancing model

- concentration model

- catch-up model

Map 1: Average response by NUTS 2 region for suryagtem 5 on the choice of model for allocating
territorially differentiated targets.

December 2013) and European Policy Centre (EPQ).ZBurope 2020: Delivering Well-being for future
Europeans (available onlinelatp://www.epc.eu/documents/uploads/1103_challeegmpe_issue 20.gdf
accessed 9 December 2013).
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The question of whether territorially differentidtéargets should take cross-
border interdependence into account (statementa) generally agreed by the
majority of respondents (see Section 3). The mapvshthat the respondents
from many border-regions on average support thea idtrongly or very
strongly.

"The setting of targets should take cross-border interdependence between regions into account
(e.g. commuter flows, cross-border economic cooperation, concentration of clusters with cross-border agreements, ete.)”

g

Response to Statement 6
NUTS 2 regions

- Fully agree & f
l:l Substantially agree

l:l Agree to a limited extent

- Do not agree at all

Map 2: Average response by NUTS 2 region to survaiem 6 on the role of cross-border interdependence
in the setting of regionally differentiated targets

Multi-level governance agreements (statement 9) &sind very widespread
support, in particular in the regions in the Noith Portugal, central Italy and
much of Eastern Europe (including the eastern regad Germany).
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"The potential contribution of local / regional authorities to the Europe 2020 strategy’s goals
of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth could be greater
if multilevel govemance agreements were signed with their national governments "

Response to Statement 9
NUTS 2 regions

- Fully agres " f
I:l Substantially agree

I:l Agree to a limited extent

- Do not agree at all

Map 3: Average response by NUTS 2 region to survaiem 9 on the use of multi-level governance
agreements in achieving the Europe 2020 goals.

Potential underlying drivers of survey responses

In addition to examining statistical and spatiasasations between multiple
survey items, it is possible that there are undgglyommonalities among the
regions that contribute to the responses in theesurThese could be socio-
economic factors such as per capita income, theposition of the local
economy, the poverty and unemployment situatioreaucational attainment
levels. Depending on the interplay between theskeiying characteristics, the
respondents may have different attitudes, expeggnaad opinions regarding the
Europe 2020 strategy, its implementation to datetha path forward.

However, it was found that there is very little redation between the survey
items and selected auxiliary socio-economic vaesbbs shown in the
correlation matrix irrable 2Table 1
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GDP per | Percentat | Unemployment R&D Ve
Survey . : . education
item capita risk of rate of 20-64 | investment among 30-34
0

(PPS) poverty year olds (% GDP) year olds
ltem 1 0.08 -0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.05
Item 2 0.06 -0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.04
Item 3 0.05 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 0.01
Item 4 0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.04
Item 5 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.02
Item 6 -0.01 -0.05 0.03 0.00 -0.02
Item 7 -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.05 0.05
Item 8 -0.02 0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.05
Item 9 -0.02 0.00 -0.05 -0.02 0.03
Item 10 0.09 -0.09 0.03 0.11 0.12
Item 11 (a) 0.09 0.09 0.02 -0.02 0.02
Item 11 (b) 0.16 -0.07 0.06 0.13 0.10

Table 2: Spearman rank correlation coefficients beteen the survey items 1-11 and the auxiliary varidbs
(at NUTS2 level)

None of the correlations is large enough in absotetms to be considered
significant. The strongest relationships existsMeen the second choice in item
11 (measures to increase awareness and ownershifileoone hand and per
capita GDP (r=0.16), R&D investments (r=0.13) aediary education among
30-34 year olds (r=0.10). Item 10 (use of finanaratruments) correlates
positively with R&D investment (r=0.11) and tergaeducation among 30-34
year olds (r=0.12).

European Cohesion Policy and convergence objectives

The EU's regional policy covers all European regidout is differentiated,
primarily according to their economic situation. the 2007-2013 funding
period, the EU regional policy used three objedtiieedetermine support levels
and sources: Convergence, Regional competitiveaesls employment, and
European territorial cooperation.

The largest share of regional policy funding isidatéd to regions falling under
the Convergence objective, which covers regionk yér capita GDP less than
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75% of the EU average. Phasing-out regions areethitat used to fall under the
Convergence objective but no longer do due to tdesical decline in EU-wide
per capita GDP resulting from the accession opti@er new Member States in
2004 and 2007. Regions that used to be covered dneleonvergence criteria
but are now above the 75% threshold within the Eddbreceiving "phasing-
in"  support through the Regional competitivenessd aemployment
objective. Finally, the regional competitivenessd aemployment objective
covers all European regions that are not coverdtidy¥onvergence objective.
Looking at the distribution of responses for eatlthe 11 statements (sesle
3), the results are generally similar across the fegion groups. However, a
few differences are noted. Regions in the phasirig{®@O) group tend to
respond less favourably to statement 3 than thensgin the other three
categories but better on statement 7. Phasing-ip r@gions stand out on
statement 6 expressing noticeably less agreement.s@@tement 10 the
convergence regions (Conv) show more support orageethan the other three
groups.

Statement
Average | 4 | 5 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| 8| 9 10 11
answer score
Conv 221|157|1.67|1.50| 1.85| 1.67| 1.86| 1.50| 1.74| 2.55| 2.44
PO 22811721182/ 1.61|1.72| 1.61|1.69| 1.56| 1.78| 2.75| 3.00
P 223/1.71|1.64|1.48|1.81|1.90| 1.84| 1.58| 1.79| 2.73| 2.78
RCE 2.37|155|1.67|1.46| 1.88| 1.70| 1.84| 1.48| 1.70| 2.73| 2.58

Table 3: Average response (1=fully agree, 2= subsiizally agree, 3=agree to a limited extent, 4=do rio
agree at all) for each type of region (Conv= convgence region, PO= phasing-out region, PlI=phasing-in
region and RCE=Regional Competitiveness and Employemt region)

The greatest difference in response distributionoied between regions in the
PO and regional competitiveness and employment |Rf@tips for statement 4
with the former responding the least favourablylevkie latter agreed the most.
In addition, PO regions have the least agreemerdgtaiement 10 while Conv
regions have the most. All four groups trend prefeiarget-allocation model

between the balancing and the concentration medti, more support for the

latter (statement 5).

Urban-rural differences
Using the new European urban-rural typology we dtsuked at whether
respondents coming from more urban or rural reg@ah®lUTS2 level) showed

different response patterns in the survey. Sineetypology classifies regions
into predominantly urban, intermediate and predamily rural areas at NUTS
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3 level, we transferred the typology with some lo$saccuracy to the higher
NUTS2 level. The resulting cross-classification sfirvey item response
frequencies and urban-rural classification is showrble 4

Differences in the response patterns between wahdrrural regions of at least
20% were observed for all survey items except ife(target allocation model)
and item 10 (financing tools). The least divergebeéween urban and rural
occurred in the “Fully agree” answer categorieslevidifferences was most
frequent in the “Agree to a limited extent”.

urban- . . . . . . . . . .
answer rural item | item | item | item | item | item | item | item | item item
category typology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 PU 15% | 41% | 34% | 55% | 30% | 38% | 27% | 55% | 40% 10%
1 IN 14% | 43% | 35% | 47% | 38% | 39% | 31% | 49% | 35% 8%

1 PR 19% | 46% | 40% | 47% | 33% | 35% | 26% | 47% | 38% 10%
2 PU 28% | 38% | 33% | 24% | 32% | 33% | 38% | 22% | 28% 19%
2 IN 37% | 31% | 36% | 27% | 31% | 36% | 34% | 28% | 36% 21%
2 PR 33% | 26% | 29% | 28% | 31% | 40% | 34% | 29% | 33% 21%
3 PU 38% 5% | 10% | 4% | 22% | 12% | 15% | 5% | 14% 32%
3 IN 32% | 11% | 8% | 10% | 17% | 9% | 14% | 7% | 13% 35%
3 PR 29% | 11% | 10% | 7% | 21% | 7% | 18% | 7% | 10% 29%
4 PU 4% 0% 1% 1% NA 1% 1% 1% 2% 16%
4 IN 3% 1% 2% 0% NA 1% 1% 0% 2% 12%
4 PR 4% 0% 0% 0% NA 1% 1% 0% 2% 14%

Table 4: Cross-tabulation of item response frequenes and urban-rural typology.

Notes: Answer categories are: 1= fully agree, 2startiially agree, 3= Agree to
a limited extent, 4=Do not agree at all. Urbanduategories are:
PU=predominantly urban, IN=intermediate, PR=pred@mtly rural. Yellow

shading shows differences between PU-PR respotisznsaof at least 20%.

The largest absolute difference between predoniynanban and rural regions
was observed for item 2 (combination of bottom-ugd #op-down approach).
While 38% of respondents from urban regions sulisignagreed with this
approach only 26% of rural respondents did. Inlrareas, more than double the
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share of respondents agreed only to a limited éxteith the statement
compared with respondents from urban areas.

Item 5 concerns the models for allocating target$ @answer option 1 refers to
the balancing model, option 2 to the concentratimdel and option 3 to the
catch-up model. Preferences between respondemtsurioan and rural NUTS2
regions differed only very little. Both groups fawed the balancing and
concentration models nearly equally. The catch-ugdeh followed with an
approximate 10-point margin in both cases.

4.5 Broader Hypotheses

As part of the joint analysis we also reviewed tl@sultation responses with
respect to several hypotheses formulated by then@ittee of the Regions.

Hypothesis 1. A large number of LRAs play a majoarp in meeting the
Europe 2020 objectives and targets.

To collect the evidence for this hypothesis, wesider statements 1, 7 and 10:

Statement 1 The Europe 2020 strategy’s objectives have laxhlicegional
authorities to improve their priority setting wittegard to sustainable and
inclusive growth-oriented policies, and thus helpkeem to make measurable
progress.

A4

Statement 7 Local and regional authorities can make use efEarope 202(
strategy to benchmark their own progress and exgh@good practices more
effectively.

Statement 10 The Europe 2020 strategy has prompted local agiomal
authorities to make more use of innovative finagciools such as revolving
funds, public-private partnerships, pension funekgiments, etc.

The three statements examine the extent to whehedpondents agree that the
Europe 2020 has provided impulses to prioritise gh@nvth and development
objectives emphasized by the strategy and to tap mew or innovative
financing tools to achieve them. In statement 1 &0d the majority of
respondents agree substantially or to a limitedréxivhile 74% of respondents
in item 7 agree fully or substantially that the &g 2020 strategy allows LRAs
to benchmark their performance to the strategytgets.
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Analysing statements 1 and 10, we notice that lgote an active role to the
Europe 2020 strategy, and both receive not fullyisfectory responses.
Comparing statements 1 and 7 it can be seen tatRIAs perceive the Europe
2020 strategy as a positive tool to benchmark amthange good practice. It
seems that the problem is not the usefulness dttinepe 2020 strategy but the
role of LRAs. LRAs see themselves as drivers @ngie in the Europe 2020
framework, and will not agree on playing a passigk in sustainable and
inclusive growth oriented policies.

Hypothesis 2: A bottom-up planning approach for awvised Europe 2020 is
feasible and could involve only limited top-dowrrelctives. The Europe 2020
strategy could be revised to have bottom up plamgnamd target setting for a
series of indicators (e.g., employment rate, eatyool leavers, etc.) driven by
regions and a more top down approach for other iodiors (e.g. R&D
investment) driven by the national/EU level.

This hypothesis is reflected in statement 2 andived overwhelming support.
It could not be tested which of the indicators tespondents would prefer to
specify at national and territorial levels, respay.

Statement 2 The Europe 2020 strategy could benefit from alwoation of
bottom-up and top-down planning and target settifilgis approach would
make it possible to consider specific local andaegl characteristics rather
than just targets set at national or EU.

Hypothesis 3: There is scope for some form of regibtarget setting within a
certain range and with some flexibility. Not all ggons should contribute
equally to all targets and objectives.

This hypothesis is composed of two parts: the fisstcerns the possibility to
develop a process for regional target settingsdo®nd refers to the
contribution of the different regions. Evidence fioe first part is given in the
responses to statement 3 and the second by thensespto statement 5.

Statement 3 Further territorial differentiation of the Euro@620 targets at the
level of regions would make implementation easret thereby make the
strategy more useful.

Statement 5:The individual contributions made by the regiond aities
towards meeting the targets set at Member Stagt $&ould follow a ...

» Balancing model, whereby all regions aim to ciwite equally towards
meeting the national targets;
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» Concentration model, whereby the best-performaggons agree to contribute
more towards meeting the national targets thateggwell-positioned regions

* A catch-up model, whereby the worst-performingjoas try harder to meet
the national targets.

Hypothesis 4: Target setting should not stop at dexrs; cross-border
innovation clusters should be taken into account.

This hypothesis is fully reflected in the respongestatement 6 and has
received substantial and full support from morentBaut of 10 respondents.
Thus, target-setting and benchmarking would nedxkteiewed not only
through a national lens but with greater emphasisgoplaced on regional
similarities and development paths.

Statement 6:The setting of targets should take cross-borderdependence
between regions into account (e.g., commuter fl@nass- border economic
cooperation, concentration of clusters with crossdbr agreements etc.)

Hypothesis 5: Ensuring effective partnerships witegional participation and
multi-level governance agreements is much more imtpot to the Europe
2020's success than to reinforce peer pressure aeodditionalities at national
level.

Although no statement in the consultation addreggssypothesis directly, we
can use the findings for hypothesis 4 in conjumctwith the responses to
statement 11. The latter permits an evaluationo®f many respondents felt the
need for a better definition of the role of LRAs. addition, statement 4 also
highlights the importance of multi-level governasteategies towards improved
communication across different levels of governnaamt the involvement of the
LRAs.

Respondents to item 11 saw most frequently the feradcreased funding and

a clearer definition of the role of LRAs. They afswoured an increase in multi-

level dialogue and assistance in coordinating tleasures and projects under
the umbrella of the Europe 2020 strategy. Moreadicemmunication is seen as
less relevant and a change of the strategy’s namenly supported by 32

respondents.

These measures are also reflected in statemenhidhws supported fully or
substantially by 88% of respondents.
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Hypothesis 6: LRAs make good use of the Europe 26&@tegy for
benchmarking and the exchange of good practice.

Statements 7 and 8 can be used to examine if,didtaw well, LRAs use the
Europe 2020 strategy for benchmarking and exchgrgiiod practices.

Statement 7 Local and regional authorities can make use e@ftrope 2020
strategy to benchmark their own progress and exgghgood practices more
effectively.

Statement 8 Learning from one another, sharing experiencessarapping
examples of best practice between regions withiairahallenges could help
them to meet the Europe 2020 objectives.

We find evidence in support of the hypothesis, bseatatement 7 is fully and
substantially supported by 74% of respondents tatdreent 8 by 89% (with a
greater share fully agreeing with the statement).

Hypothesis 7: A lot more can be done to tap intoused financial sources for
future investments such as pension funds, PPP, artlders. Regions have a
key role to play.

This hypothesis is confirmed to a limited extenty answers to statement 10
(25% agree fully, 39% substantially).

Statement 10:The Europe 2020 strategy has prompted local agidnal
authorities to make more use of innovative finagdools such as revolving
funds, public-private partnerships, pension funekgiments, etc.

4.6 Analysis of Additional Comments

Approximately a quarter of respondents provided roemts in the last survey
guestion (item 12). Entries such as “NA”, “-” ordrfurther comment” were
excluded from the analysis, leaving 258 commentstal. All comments were
translated into English and then analysed with eespo their content. This
gualitative analysis found that the majority of eerks fall into the following

broader themes.

*  Approach to developing and implementing Europe 2020

* Funding tools, amounts and criteria for distribaotim help achieve the
Europe 2020 objectives;
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 Information and awareness raising in regard to g@ird020 at local and
regional levels;

*  Sharing of information and knowledge,;

*  Suggestions for additional indicators and metrics.

The respondents made suggestions for how to makeafdhese themes more
practical and effective:

The Europe 2020 approach and implementation presessould combine top-
down and bottom-up mechanisms with local regionmdgoeecognized as a
critical element. Decision-making in Brussels isrs@s too removed from local
needs and instead co-responsibility of EU and |ématl policy-makers and a
true participatory model should be applied, whigdguires a more clearly
defined role for cities and other local authorities

Implementation of Europe 2020 is seen by resposdenbe a more long-term
development goal that is sensible and visible ealléevel. Important herein is
the participation of LRAs from an early planninggt onwards such that both
input and a sense of ownership can be securetie lEt-wide targets of the
strategy are to be achieved, LRAs also need to hastengthened power to
monitor, implement and enforce actions. A deceiziedl governance approach
Is favoured.

Under the funding theme, the reactions of respotsdean be summarized as
calling for funding sources and application requesats be made more
transparent and easier to access. In additionbiilkg criteria should be revised

to allow for smaller, simpler projects to be funded in particular projects that
benefit rural, demographically disadvantaged regjidtunding levels were also
seen to be insufficient for implementing Cohesiofidy goals.

Within the information and awareness-raising theraspondents argue that the
objectives of Europe 2020 are still not adequatdynmunicated to LRASs.
There is a perceived need to educate and train @dfieials, avoid “Brussels
language” and to communicate and transmit inforomatnore effectively.

Exchange of best practices and other forms of iegrand knowledge is

generally seen as useful, although this theme asacherized by comments on
how to make the learning experience more effeclReamarks include the call to
include cultural exchange, to focus transfer ofctices and experiences on
cities and regions that are measurably similarpg®eed to their indiscriminate
application.
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Finally, the comments included several suggestionadditional indicators and
action areas. These are health and well-being atali, anti-corruption
measures, ethnic and minority rights protectioweal as high-speed Internet.

The following Table 5 sShows an enumeration of comments according tcethes
broad themes. Comments may be counted in multieleeés.

Summary of comments by thematic area

Approach to Europe 2020, governance and the... 55

Implementation and coordination of Europe 2020 48
Funding mechanism, amounts and eligibility...
Information and communication, awareness rising...
Sharing of best practices and knowledge,...
Additional indicators and metrics

Comments on the consultation

Other

0 10 20 30 40 50

Table 5: Summary of comments received according tine main themes.

4.7 Conclusions from the consultation

The consultation confirms the findings of previoassessments by the
Committee of the Regions on the extent to whichogear2020 is achieving its
desired objectives. The more than 1,000 respongeotsde an overwhelmingly
affirmative statement toward the greater involvetmeh local and regional
authorities in all stages of planning, implementegd monitoring/enforcing
Europe 2020 related actions. The role of LRAs isnsas under-recognized,
under-valued and under-formalised. Multi-level goace agreements, greater
visibility and strengthened power are seen as meamsprove the role of LRAs
with respect to Europe 2020. This is not to say tifka respondents do not see an
important role for Europe as a source of impeturgcton, financial support,
knowledge and cooperation. Therefore, a combinaifcdiwp-down and bottom-
up approach to developing objectives, setting targad implementing actions
Is favoured.

Differentiated territorial targets are preferredthg majority of respondents but

they differ in how they should be allocated. Thushile territorially
differentiated targets would provide more flexityiland responsiveness to local
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and regional needs, which could lead to a strorsgeise of ownership and
ambition, the actual allocation model requires Hart dialogue among the
stakeholders.

Funding, including the criteria for allocating fugydnonitor their spending, and
evaluating project impacts remain topics of intemgerest and a diversity of
views. Overall, Europe 2020 does not seem to hawestbd the use of
innovative financing tools and the comments are tnomcerned with the
mechanisms involved in allocating funding from tB& to the local level.

Bureaucratic red tape and heavy administrative dngdduring the application
and the project cycle are often cited as hindrateweshieving the actual work.

A majority of respondents also agreed on the needbre information sharing
and better communication between the different Ifev&@ government. A
significant number of comments focused on Euro@02ibt yet having reached
local levels. The strategy should be better compatad and local policymakers
be trained in the strategy. In a similar vein, oesfents agree to share
knowledge and best practices in a way that promdtes learning and
cooperation. For example, city clusters and cr@enal regional cooperation
were named as means to promote the effective smaatproject knowledge
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5 Detailed Analysis of Stakeholder
Interviews

This part summarises the answers received duriagrias of interviews with
stakeholders that were conducted in October andeiber 2013. As a main
purpose of the interviews was to complement the LédAsultation with an
“external perspective”, the interview partners wamt from LRAS, but from
other important stakeholders in the Europe 202@g®®, such as the European
Commission, Think Tanks, Associations of LRAs andademics (having
published relevant analyses).

The questionnaire used for the interviews was pegpan the basis of a desk
research carried out between July and October®2@t@®! is included in Annex

4. The analysis presented here is based on intesvigith 11 stakeholders

carried out between 17 October and 4 DecemberAjseex 3).

A purpose of the interviews — carried out in a setmictured manner — was to
draw a comprehensive picture on various aspeciseceko Europe 2020. As a
consequence, depending on the expertise of theviete partner, different
guestions were discussed with the different staklens, and for some of the
guestions a comprehensive picture had already ederiga certain point in time
so that these topics were not dealt with any moibsequent interviews.

5.1 Do the Europe 2020 Strategy Objectives provide
sufficient Guidance?

Overall limited added-value of the Europe 2020 s&gy for LRAS

The added-value the Europe 2020 strategy as a Wiagdrought to LRAS in
general seems to be rather limited. This is man@gause the strategy targets —
due to their aggregated nature — are rather sebigladevel targets that do not
primarily address the regional and local level éma& mainly relevant for the EU
as a whole. To a certain extent this perceptioa afgplies to the targets set at
national (Member State) level.

%8 Part of the desk analysis was carried out undeCR order form 4735 “Towards a mid-term assessofen
Europe 2020 from the standpoint of EU cities angiaes”.
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Reasons for the limited added-value include the lmwolvement of LRAS, ...

The interviewed stakeholders mentioned a coupleeatons for this limited
benefit of the Europe 2020 strategy for LRAs. Imeliwith the already well-
known criticism raised by the CoR and others, #w that the targets have been
negotiated at the national and the EU level withint involvement of LRAS
was mentioned, as well as the limited involvemdnLiRAs in the process of
developing the annual NRPs. As such, when it contesthe practical
implementation of Europe 2020, LRAs are receiviaggets “out of the sky”
(i.e. having been set in a top-down process) tbhattahecessarily help them in
designing their own policies in the areas of smaustainable and inclusive
growth.

... gaps in policy coordination between the EU ancethational level ...

In addition, there exist gaps in the strategy’segoance in relation to policy co-
ordination between the EU and national level amdrtational and sub-national
level. At the national level, the ministries co-mating national policies with
EU policies (i.e. the ones “talking to Brusselsi¢ aisually not the ones that are
responsible for co-ordinating specific thematiciggeb between the national and
the sub-national levels.

... as well as discrepancies between EU policies.

Policy coordination however also seems to be imgibterat the EU level. Many
initiatives put in place since the adoption of gteategy are not directly in line
with its objectives, in particular in the area otcml policies. This is also the
case with the European Semester which mainly coatéls macroeconomic
policies and fiscal consolidation. Although a rdcemtiative by the European
Commission on strengthening the social dimensionth&f Economic and
Monetary Union (EMUY’ goes in the right direction by proposing a scoaetio
of five additional indicatof$, it creates a juxtaposition of indicators and étsg
that may be confusing not only for Member Statesaiso for LRASs.

Moreover, Directives adopted by the different Ewap Commission DGs are
not always in line with the objectives linked witle funding streams directed to
LRAs (e.g. through the ERDF). As a consequence, $ B& sometimes facing
discrepancies (e.g. national objectives not in lvith EU objectives, or EU
priorities in one area not in line with priorities other areas) when it comes to
the practical implementation of policies.

*¥ European Commissio&trengthening the social dimension of the Econ@mitMonetary Union
COM(2013) 690 provisoire

% These indicators include: unemployment rate, youtemployment rate & NEETS, household disposable
income, poverty rate, income inequality.
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The situation seems to be different in relatioth® so-called “20-20-20" targets
in the area of climate change and energy, whicmgede well-known also to
LRAs, with many networks and projects on the ldeaél. However, since these
targets have already existed since 2608is not clear how much of this
visibility can actually be attributed to the Eurd}@?0 strategy.

Are the mistakes of the Lisbon strategy being rejgebin Europe 20207

Concerning the main points of criticism describeldovee, a few of the

interviewed stakeholders see the mistakes made ha s$et-up and

implementation of the Lisbon strategy repeateddorope 2020. The points of
criticism mentioned with regard to the Lisbon Stpt— some of which can also
be found in the so-called Kok-Report from 2604 included: insufficient

integration of the strategy in the European syst&m, many targets, lack of
involvement of LRAs, distance between ministriealKing to Brussels” and

those “talking to LRAS”. However, other interviewestiakeholders see clear
improvements in relation to the Lisbon strategychstewer targets or a better
integration of the strategy into the European systbus making it more visible
at the LRA level.

Europe 2020 has nevertheless been taken up by gleoaf regions

A couple of LRAs seem to have been able to uséetivepe 2020 strategy (or
some of its priorities, targets or flagship initr@s) for their own purposes.
However, on the one hand these appear to be redlmtswere already
acquainted with the work at the EU level, and, lo@ other hand, regions that
were already leaders in specific fields beforeatieption of Europe 2020 (such
as Flanders, Brandenburg or Bavaria). In the lathse, this means that regions
have taken up Europe 2020 as an opportunity tareentvhat they were doing
before. Moreover, it is unclear to which extenteavfregions may have used
their “response” to the strategy (such as the ineatf a regional Europe 2020
strategy) as a means for supporting their own rediagenda (that sometimes
goes counter the interests of the respective ratgovernmenty.

On a positive note, the interviewed stakeholderphemized the usefulness of
the Europe 2020 priorities and targets for provgdyuidance to the regional and

®1 European CounciEnergy and climate change — Elements of the fioaigromise17215/08, 2008

®2 Report from the High Level Group chaired by Wim K&lacing the challenge - The Lisbon strateqy for
growth and employmentlovember 2004

% For example, the regions of Flanders and Wall@B&gium) or Catalonia (Spain) are well-known fiming
towards more autonomy from the central governmadtaae at the same time among the few regions that
have set up regional Europe 2020 strategies,
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local level, in particular in the time of the cashelping LRAs to apply a more
strategic approach towards longer-terms objectwebtargets important for the
future provision of public services (such as heath and pensions). However,
it has to be noted that this provision of guidamas been mentioned as a
theoretical case only (by stakeholders not speakimgoehalf of a LRA); a
comparison with the online consultation with LRAsow/s that this point of
view is actually shared (fully or partly) by abd&in% of the LRAs.

Usefulness of the five strategy targets dependghmnspecific situation on the
ground

Concerning the relevance of the five Europe 2024dlee targets for LRAs, it

was commonly acknowledged that this mainly dependghe competences the
LRAs have for the policy areas in question as aslthe actual situation on the
ground. In principle all five targets (on employmeR&D, climate change,

education and poverty) were seen as having importagional aspects;

however, since policy responsibilities are spreay differently across the EU

(between the national and sub-national levels),aitteal room for manoeuvre
for LRAs varies considerably from country to coyntr

Overall, out of the five targets, the one on R&Dswgenerally considered as
being the most relevant for LRAs, mainly becausthefimportant set of actions
that LRAs can undertake at regional level in order promote smart
specialisation and R&D. In contrast, the povertgéh was seen as most distant
to LRAs due to the fact that social policies temdiall into national competences
and LRAS’ responsibilities in this area seem talbkegated or shared with other
institutional levels. For the education target, tmmon sense was that it
depends on the country in question; here, Belginch$pain were mentioned as
examples for countries where regions have a lanfjeence because of their
competences in this area. The picture was lessstensfor the other targets. In
particular for the energy targets — depending @nsibecific situation (“starting
point”) of a region — big potentials were seen lfi&tAs (e.g. for investments
supported by the EIB).

A general observation was that regions that aréopeing well in a specific

target area do so because they had an already mgloel regional (or also
national) starting point, whereas the poorer regjiane facing challenges in
relation to all five targets. Also, because LRAg&veot involved in the setting
of the targets in the first place, many of themauky slowly becoming aware of
the Europe 2020 objectives, so an increase indleance of the targets for
LRAs can be expected in the future, also due tofé#we that EU funding

(through the Structural Funds and the ESF) willyom the coming period

(2014-2020) be aligned with Europe 2020.
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Involving LRAS in planning and target setting woulchake the strategy
objectives more realistic

Concerning planning and target setting, a betteoluement of LRAs through
the combination of top-down and bottom-up procesess generally perceived
as helpful for making targets more realistic anastimore likely to be reached,
in particular in countries with a high degree otelatralisation. By setting up
regional development strategies, plans or roadriagisare the product of a real
dialogue with LRAs, the conditions and possibiiten the ground can be taken
into account. These documents would consequendytifg pathways towards
targets that are reachable for LRAs, taking intooaat the situations, capacities
and legal frameworks under which LRAs are working.

These dialogues should however not only take plesteveen the national and
the sub-national levels, but also within the regiothrough involving other
actors such as businesses and civil society, iarda set up arenas/structures
for dialogue that are not always influenced by plétical cycle, thus avoiding
that the implementation of these strategies orlandisrupted by elections.
This means that also regions themselves have toneeactive and to develop
their own consultation mechanisms for involving négegional/local) actors.
Apart from that, space for a closer relation betweke regions and the
European Commission was identified, as the comnadioic between these two
levels is not fully satisfactory.

Other improvements suggested in relation to thenoqaag mid-term review of

the Europe 2020 strategy were made with respeatiotnitoring and evaluation.

Concerning monitoring, more and better statistiosil be needed, in particular
at the regional level, in order for LRAs to betterderstand their situation and
where they are in relation to the Europe 2020 targe addition, evaluations
would need to be conducted on the reasons why sniige strategy targets
cannot be reached, in order to see how existingipsland instruments at the
EU and national levels need to be changed or dedigo that they better
support LRAs in designing their own policies in trespective Europe 2020
target areas.

In relation to the question on the democratic antahility of the targets, the
interviewed stakeholders were generally not awdrdhe extent to which

national and/or regional parliaments were involuedhe process of setting a
country’s Europe 2020 targets. In this regard i weentioned that also the role
of national/regional parliaments in the Europeamé&ster is rather limited.
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No clear-cut picture concerning the introduction ahallocation of Europe
2020 targets at the regional level

There was no strong argument from the interviewieleholders towards the
breakdown of the Europe 2020 targets to the regjiemal. The idea of having a
third level (EU and national targets complementath wegional target) was
generally considered as interesting or helpfulifmolving LRAS in planning
and target setting, for better understanding thepatities between regions
(relevant for sharing experiences and best prajticand for increasing the
ownership of the strategy at the regional level.weleer, the practical
implementation of this idea raised some concerrene@lly, due to the huge
variety concerning the competences, the startinghtpoas well as the
skills/capacities (technical and strategic) actbgsregions (and also within the
regions across each of the five target areas),attieal process of setting
numeric figures for each target for each regiors-wall as implementing the
relevant policies at the local/regional level — wseen as very difficult to
achieve. As a consequence, such a process may$ibléefor some countries,
while it would not work for others.

A few interview partners highlighted the emergisgue of metropolitan areas,
pointing out that urban areas have very differdatting points in terms of
available resources and infrastructure comparekd mital areas, which adds to
the already high complexity and variety of situai®@f LRASs.

In any case, it was pointed out that the procedsredking down the national
targets to the regional level would need to talke@lbetween the national and
the sub-national level, i.e. without involving tBeiropean Commission, whose
recommendations to the Member States are alreagly a& too intrusive by
some. However, also the capacities at the natitavall to carry out such a
targeted and focused process with regions weretiqoed. In particular, LRASs
that do not yet have established any EU contaetsmare or less dependent on
the information received from the national levebnfi LRA associations or other
actors; this situation was pointed to as potemtgdk point.

A few interviewed stakeholders pointed to the penthip agreements that are
currently being prepared in view of the cohesioticgoprogrammes in the
upcoming 2014-2020 EU budget. In these agreementsete actions to deliver
the Europe 2020 objectives will be set out, anteéds to be seen whether these
commitments wouldn’t actually include targets fbe tregional level, not only
concerning the five Europe 2020 headline targetsal®o in relation to the new
social objectives proposed by the Commis¥ion

64 SeeEuropean Commissio&trengthening the social dimension of the Econ@métMonetary Union
COM(2013) 690 provisoire
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A nuanced mix between concentration and catch-updebseems to be most
appropriate for allocating regionally differentiag targets

Concerning the choice of “theoretical model” behthe allocation of targets
(balancing, concentration or catch-Upjhere was a common understanding that
there is no “one size fits all” approach. While thedancing model was seen as
most unrealistic (due to the existing inequalibetween regions), a mix of the
concentration and the catch-up model was considesedost appropriate. Some
of the targets are about strengths (e.g. R&D), avbihers are about weaknesses
(e.g. employment or GHG emissions); therefore, annad decision needs to be
taken for each target, also taking into accountsiiecialisations of the regions
as well as a look at the highest “return on invesith For example, regions
with already very high employment rates will findhiarder to contribute even
more towards the national target than regions vather low employment rates.
Similarly, in the area of GHG emissions the wormstf@rming regions may find

it easier to cut emissions. In contrast, for the[R&rget bigger contributions
can be expected from regions that already have@adocus on this area.

Overall, it was acknowledged that the catch-up rhaaeild contribute most to
convergence and cohesion across the EU (thus atuyesterritorial
inequalities), whereas the concentration model diddtter fit to the objective
of competitiveness but would at the same time smeethe disparities in the
respective areas (e.g. R&D). This model would tloeee need to be
accompanied by other policies aimed at “equalisatiacross Europe. One
option for this would be to look into the succeastdrs of the leading regions
and share their experiences and best practices thatiother, less developed
regions (a process which was mentioned to have edorkell for example in
Poland).

With regards to the question whether regional targbould be binding, it was
questioned whether this would really help achigwe mational- and EU-level
targets. As even the national targets are not bgdt would be difficult to
argue why this should be the case for the regionak. Also, the question was
raised how the non-performing regions should beighad (i.e. what are the
sanction mechanisms at hand), and whether the tidmeof the change
(improvement!) wouldn’t be more important than i@ag a fixed number.

There was no clear answer in relation to the goestn how to ensure that
regional targets actually add-up to the national amther to the EU targets.

% Balancing model:all regions aim to contribute equally towards rirepthe national targetspncentration
model: the best-performing regions agree to contributeenimwards meeting the national targets than the
less well-positioned regionsatch-up model:the less well-performing regions try harder to trihe national
targets.

104



Perceptions in this regard were that regional targeouldn’t add up, mainly
because regions don’t necessarily share the saodips as the EU level, and
that a closer collaboration between LRAs and thational governments would
surely help in this regard. Another suggestion wasurn around the whole
process, i.e. to start from the level of ambitibattis realistic for the regions,
and to add up these regional targets to the natamthEU levels.

In relation to cross-border interdependencies, ecame clear from the
interviews that this is an important aspect duéheohuge variation concerning
situations and capacities between the regions ewtnn national borders. In

this regard, the example of the “renewable enetdimget was highlighted:

while it doesn’t seem to make sense for each regioMember State to invest
money into renewables, it would be much more féadibtake a look at the EU
as a whole and work towards a coherent approaemtifging the locations

where e.g. investments in wind parks would maketsesse.

5.2 Governance and Implementation

More communication and cooperation between diffetdavels of government
because of Europe 20207?

The process of setting the Europe 2020 targets sdemhave improved
communication and cooperation between LRAs andrdéwels of government
in a few cases (because countries depend on #ggons to reach their Europe
2020 targets), although the extent of this may &y different across countries
(i.e. whether LRAs were really involved or just edk Examples of cases where
Europe 2020 did change something that were merttibyeinterview partners
include Belgium (negotiations between the thregoreggon how to contribute to
the national target), France (dialogue betweensPand the regions), Italy
(LRA’s influenced the targets in the area of climathange) and Spain
(Barcelona supported local actors in designingcped) as well as Northern
Europe in general.

How to strengthen communication and cooperation Wween different levels of
government for Europe 20207

The suggestions from the interviewed stakeholderglation to the changes to
be made during the upcoming revision of the Eurdp20 strategy generally
concerning the strengthening of communication amdperation between
different levels of government generally referredstrengthening the dialogue
between the national and the regional levels. miqudar the involvement of the
national level in multi-level governance (MLG) pesses was seen as a weak
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point. The already mentioned gaps in policy coaton between the national
and the EU level as well as within the EU levetlitsvere pointed to as area of
improvement, as regions are facing difficultiesamaking commitments to help
implement EU policies coherent with national pagiand regulations. As such,
the discussions on how to better involve LRAs ia Europe 2020 strategy in
the course of its revision should not only takecplat the EU level in Brussels
(between DG Regio, the CoR, LRA associations ahers} but also in each
Member State, involving the relevant stakeholdeth@national level.

Other suggestions included an earlier communicafrem the department
producing the National Reform Programme (although question is whether
this “communication” merely means providing LRAs thwiinformation or

actually collecting ideas), establishing supporstwictures for the local level to
help them design policies, draw action plans ontifie the financial support
they can call on, and providing statistical suppothe LRAS.

Additionally, exchanges of experiences (e.g. thlowgse studies) between
LRAs in order to foster mutual learning was highted as area for better
communication among the regions themselves (als® s#ction x.4 on

“Exchange of experiences” below). This “horizont@hrning” could also be

supported by the EU level and/or be advocated &yCR.

Generally, it was pointed out that the forms of cmmication and cooperation
in place vary not only from country to country [a$o between the target areas
(according to a study, multi-level governance (MLSgjtings are very different
in the area of social inclusion compared with epergAs such, a generic
discussion about how to improve MLG arrangementg lbeatoo abstract.

More activities at the national level needed fortte involving LRAS

The important role of the national level also beeattear in relation to the

qguestion on how to better involve LRAs in the Ew@®20 strategy process, for
which there was a clear call for much more inti@$ being taken at the national
level (i.e. by the Member States). The role of Hi¢ level in general and the
European Commission in particular was seen as ness prominent in this

regard (the EC is already recommending — but cafumoé — Member States to
better involve LRAS, for instance in the prepanataf the NRPs; and a direct
communication between the EU level and the regisrisard to imagine). One

suggestion in this regard was to make use of therdfftesentations in the
Member States and organise “going local” eventsttogy with LRAS.

In relation to raising awareness about the Eurdj#0 Xtrategy, it was pointed
out that this is already quite high in regions tbah identify or already work
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with the strategy’s objectives. However, there @&s® some countries or LRAs
that have a rather critical view on Europe 2020 doedifferent political
ideologies.

Additionally, differences in the time-horizons oblgy making at EU and
regional level need to be taken into account. Artspolicy time-horizon at the
regional level, combined with administrative weadses that put LRAs behind
in “translating” EU initiatives for their local @umstances, may make some
LRAs feel as “victims” of a lot of EC Iinitiativeslhe Europe 2020 mid-term
review should therefore look into how the implenation of the strategy is
working at the regional level, and include somefféti for the LRAs to adapt
their strategies. For example, in relation to tpeaming financial instruments,
some additional 1-2 years would be necessary oragions to make full use of
them.

Concerning the six pre-defined options in relatiorincreasing awareness and
ownership at the local and regional 1&ebption 6 (changing the name of the
strategy) was commonly considered as useless, piimhd (better multi-level
dialogue) was only mentioned a few times. From dtkeer four options,
“Assistance in aligning actions and projects uniglerope 2020 headlines” was
considered most helpful, while the other threemysiwere mentioned more or
less equally (when aggregating the answers receik@u the interviewed
stakeholders), as shown in the Figure below.

5,3
5 .
4,3
4,0
4 3,8
3 1 2,5
2 .
1 .
0,0
0 T T T T T
(1) Funding (2) Clearer role  (3) Multi-level (4) Direct (5) Aligning (6) Changing
dialogue communication actions name

% (1) More funding for implementing direct actiotf2) A more clearly defined role for cities and 1@ in the
implementation of the strategy; (3) A better midtrel dialogue about the objectives and the desfghe
strategy; (4) A better and more direct communicatia Europe 2020 from the EU and national goverrsyen
(5) Assistance in aligning actions and projectsanrielirope 2020 headlines; (6) Changing the nantieeof
Europe 2020 strategy to increase the identificatiolecal and regional actors with the strategy.
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5.3 Access to Funding is still an Issue

Europe 2020 doesn’t seem to have helped LRAs toaraiffectively make use
of EU funds

The interviewed stakeholders consider the supponiged by Europe 2020 to
more effectively make use of EU funds as ratherntdich However, some of
them expect this to change in the coming EU buflyethe period 2014-2020,
with cohesion policy budget being more closely édkwith the Europe 2020
objectives (although this would mainly apply to egaaries of Structural

Funds). In relation to this, however, it was questd whether the menu of 11
objectives from which Member States can choose fvamen designing the
partnership agreements for the EU’s cohesion pd&i@¥4-2020 is actually in

line with the Europe 2020 strategy’s objectives.

The Structural Funds (ERDF and ESF) were clearlyntpd to as the most
important funding source from the EU level avaiabd LRAs. Other relevant
funding streams mentioned were mainly the EU’s aede budget (FP7,
Horizon 2020) as well as (mentioned only once eaCSME (the EU

programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises@mall and Medium-sized
Enterprises), the agricultural budget (rural depslent), and more innovative
funding instruments such as ELENA or JESSICA. Irs tregard also the
Commissions’ youth employment initiatR/ewas mentioned, complementing
the ESF with an additional € 3 billion as of thgipaing of 2014.

Some interviewed stakeholders generally pointeth&relevance of funding
streams from the national level, which may be muone important (in terms of
amounts) than EU funding for some regions. Theegftlhhe way the funding
from the national level is used cannot be ignoré@milooking at the actions at
LRA level towards meeting the Europe 2020 objestive

Better spending and capacity building would be récpal

Concerning the changes that would be required latioa@ to funding Europe
2020-related actions, the suggestions from theniie@ed stakeholders were
mainly about better directed funding and capaaityding.

In relation to the first point, it was highlighteldat the discussion should shift
(and is actually shifting) from “more funding” tobétter spending”. An

interview partner pointed out that in the past nadghe money given to LRAsS
was used for infrastructure projects (such as mgldoundabouts). With the

57 European Commissioiouth Employment Initiativ&OM(2013) 144 final
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increasing pressures on budgets due to the cesisytries should much more
concentrate on funding in a focused way. As suuoh use of the money would
need to be agreed ex-ante, and it would also ievblard choices for some
LRAs (in this regard it was pointed out that noésvregion would need to have
a nanotech centre or a regional airport).

Apart from better spending, the interviewed stakeds highlighted that much
stronger efforts would need to be put on capaciiydimg at the local and
regional level, in particular concerning the useirofovative financing tools.

Support structures would be needed that help LR¥sroome the lack of
knowledge on how to mobilise EU funds, including BRDF and the ESF. The
province of Barcelona was mentioned as an examgierav support was
provided to LRAs in order for them to develop aaficial tool for their

communes in cooperation with the EIB.

Innovative financing tools considered as very impamt, but lack of capacity is
still a problem

Innovative financing tools were generally deemedvay appropriate by the
interviewed stakeholders, because they would helgetthink the role of

finance, moving away from a “grant mentality” (mamgions are still caught in
the traditional ways of grants and public procurethéowards more market-
based instruments. This would require LRAs to thmlkkich more about the
impacts of the different investment choices, evalhturesulting in a stronger
testing of the business model and the life-cyclstc@s well as to a stronger
guarantee of delivery of the results.

However, the lack of capacities at LRA level is ajon obstacle towards a
broader engagement in such financing tools. LRAsIl&vaneed trained staff
members with the capacity to understand the maaket to contract to third
parties; as such, more capacity building through the European Commission
or the European Investment Bank (EIB) would be ede(the EIB's PPP
expertise centre was mentioned in this regardvels as more dissemination
activities (e.g. at the EU Open Days; also the Qaoitkshop on PPPs was
mentioned) to showcase projects and activities ddndhrough alternative
funding streams.

According to the interviewed stakeholders, somentrtes (like Poland) have
been quite successful in using these innovativieungents, whereas others (like
France or Sweden) have been more reluctant. Re&sotitss may include the
view that LRAs should not be reliant on private mpnn order to be able to
implement Europe 2020 actions (in particular ine@&mof crises), as this is
considered as a public responsibility. In this sempsivate money is seen as the
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“cream on the cake”, i.e. extra money that doe®wount” as much as public
money.

5.4 Exchange of Experiences as Key Aspect for LRAS

More horizontal dialogue at the regional level,ilfating learning from each

other and exchanging experiences and good practiaes considered as very
important aspect for LRAs in the framework of ther@&pe 2020 strategy.
However, while some interview partners referredatdew already ongoing

Initiatives, other questioned whether the appraerimstruments that would
facilitate such an exchange already exist.

The interview partners also made a distinction ketw cohesion policy
(including Structural Funds) and Europe 2020; foe former, exchange is
already taking place (e.g. through the EU Open [@ayke EU cross-border co-
operation programmes). For Europe 2020 the sitmatay be more difficult
because of the variety of situations and competerate the LRA level.
Therefore, it may not be possible to have an exghdretween regions from
different countries on Europe 2020 in generalhis sense it would make sense
to organise such exchanges between regions witl@nsame country, or for
specific topics (such as lifelong learning) foricets from different countries
but facing similar situations (also related to ih&a of “benchmarking”).

Concrete examples of initiatives for exchange betwé&RAs included the

INTERREG “EU2020 going local” projetand the CoR workshop on public
private partnerships (PPPs). Additionally, in threaaof climate change and
energy a number of projects and networks wouldt etishe local level, trying

to integrate the “20-20-20" targets into the woflcities and regions, including

sharing of best practices and even organising congos between cities in this

area. In Sweden, the Swedish Association of Locathdrities and Regions

(SALAR) is organising regional conferences with L&RAupported by the

European Commission, the national level and tharmsing region in order to

showcase and discuss the steps and activitiegdayut under the Europe 2020
strategy. The timing of these meetings is also mamb; as such, the next
regional conference organised by SALAR will takegd in February 2014, i.e.
after the publication of the Annual Growth SurvéyGS), but before the EU

Council meeting and the start of the discussiortseanhational level.

58 Seehttp://www.eu2020goinglocal.eu
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An important aspect in this exchange and learmagfeach other would be the
creation of networks and partnership, also in veéfinding research partners in
order to apply for funding from the EU’s R&D buddetorizon 2020).

Concerning concrete mechanisms for exchange betwasgons, case studies,
peer reviews and sharing of data were mentioned th® interviewed
stakeholders. It was also suggested to look atmkehanisms used for the
employment and social strategies, and to also lusenstruments of mutual
learning through the Open Method of CoordinatioM(@©.

The role the CoR could play in this regard was spéte diverse; while some

interviewed stakeholders considered the CoR ampaortant arena for exchange
in relation to Europe 2020 (and that it conseqyesitiould play a stronger role
in this regard), others pointed to the LRAs andirtl@ssociations as being
responsible for organising such horizontal learraggvities (and some pointed
to both). In any case, such networks should alsosbpported by the

supranational level (i.e. the EU), e.g. by taking and promoting and

disseminating regional experiences by the EU.

5.5 How has Europe 2020 been affected by the Crisis?

In contrast to the topics above, this question (rig.see Annex 4) was rather
influenced by the discussants of the CoR workshiogisl so far (in July,

September and at the Open Days in October) tharditénature. At these

workshops a few panellists and participants exgaessoncerns about the
Europe 2020 strategy being “side-lined” or “overdhaed” by the current focus
on short-term political actions as a response ® dh-going economic and
financial crisis (e.g. in the European Semester, the country-specific

recommendations, etc.). The aim therefore was tthdu explore this issue
during the interviews.

Crisis had severe impacts on LRAs, and has made dbkievements of the
Europe 2020 targets more difficult

According to the interviewed stakeholders, theigrisas had some major
impacts on LRAs. Many pointed to the dramatic aatsub-national budgets
and consequently investment at the local and regjienel. Also, the volume of
public private partnerships (PPPs) has declined theepast few years, not only
because of the lack of capacities at the LRA lebat, also because banks are
funding less PPPs. However, it seems that noteglions and even countries
have been affected equally; Greece, Italy and Spaire pointed to as being
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among those hit hardest, whereas in Sweden the drtsnot deflect the regions
much from their “business as usual”.

It was generally acknowledged that the crisis haderthe achievements of the
Europe 2020 targets much more difficult (also $eerecent publications from
Eurostat’). In this regard, some interview partners agréed the crisis and also
the responses within the European Semester havehag®wed Europe 2020,
for example in the sense that the country-spe@itommendations (CSRs) have
predominantly been about fiscal stability and ldeegn fiscal sustainability,
whereas non-labour market related issues have ondess disappeared (such as
those related to the Europe 2020 targets in thasacé climate change or
poverty). This would lead countries with limitedpedilities to focus on the
short-term issues related to the European Semedsftesr than the long-term
perspective of Europe 2020.

On the other hand, it was argued that the crisssacéually helped Europe 2020,
and Europe 2020 has in turn helped Europe duri@gtisis — or putting it in the
words of one of the interview partners: “if Europ@20 was not existing we
would urgently need it”. As such Europe 2020 isnsas a “reminder” of the
longer-term objectives that the EU is aiming forgd @aegions would take it much
more serious now by using it as guideline for degdn what things to focus
on, and for deciding on investment priorities. Mostthe regions would now
target the Europe 2020 objectives (not in termdigpfres but in terms of the
direction), which would have changed the way regiarork. For example, it
was suggested that due to Europe 2020 R&D invedtimesfallen less than it
would have without the strategy, indicating thatdpe may have a longer-term
benefit thanks to Europe 2020 than what would kbectise without it.

The impacts of fiscal consolidation on Europe 2020

It was generally acknowledged that fiscal consaimhashould not prevent the
realisation of the Europe 2020 strategy’s growtth social objectives. However,
while some interviewed stakeholders argued thab 212020 has “fallen off the
radar”, or that the consolidation of national budgand Europe 2020 are
contradicting each other or only go together wifffialilties, others argued that
this integration of growth and fiscal objectivesaistually what is done by the
European Semester.

The investments made at the sub-national level wetlgs regard seen as key to
put the EU back on the Europe 2020 strategy’s drabjectives. However, the

% SeeEurostat (2013)Sustainable development in the European Union 32f@nitoring report of the EU
sustainable development strateguxembourg: Publications Office of the EuropeandsirandEurostat
(2013),Smarter, greener, more inclusive? - Indicatorsupmort the Europe 2020 stratedyuxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union
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severe cuts in the LRA budgets, together with thestraint given to LRAS to
have balanced budgets, both in combination withstheation of banks that are
themselves constrained for giving loans, would ltesa a situation of
“immobilism”. This would lead LRAs to cut their iegtments, in particular on
longer-term issues, also because the financiahauty of LRAs would be cut
due to the policies taken at national and EU level.

In order to overcome this situation, it was sugggdio distinguish between
different forms of debt, i.e. to free the discussiof investment from the
calculation of national debt. Disconnecting investin money from budgets
could spur investment at the LRA level, thus givirigAs the financial capacity
and autonomy for working towards achieving the dimbs objectives of
Europe 2020.
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Annex 1: Questionnaire used for the broad
online Consultation

Questionnaire

“Towards a mid-term assessment of Europe 2020 fromgtandpoint of EU
cities and regions

Background

The mid-term review of Europe 2020, the EU's grostifategy, is due to start
next year. The progress made to date is not satsfaand the Committee of
the Regions (CoR) is determined to address albfadtindering its delivery by
bringing the standpoint of European cities andarginto the debate.

To this end, the CoR has launched a wide-rangimgutation of the EU's local
and regional authorities with the help of the INTRERG IV C programme to
check the extent to which the following statememftect a need to rethink
Europe 2020 and collect further ideas and comments.

In replying to the following 12 questions you alltlhe CoR to use and publish
the information gathered. The names and affiliaiohrespondents may also be
appended to documents published by the CoR.

The findings of this consultation will be used tapport a CoR Political

Declaration on Europe 2020 and a Mid-term AssessReport, to be presented
on 7 and 8 March 2014 at the Summit of Europeae<iand Regions in

Athens. The results of this survey will also betmdrthe CoR's communication
to the 2014 Spring European Council, where theegjra orientations for the
revision of Europe 2020 are to be set. The CoR aldb communicate these
results to the European Commission and the EuroPedrament, ensuring that
all the institutions involved in the revision praeseare well informed about the
needs of local and regional authorities.

The findings of the monitoring work carried out By CoR in 2012-2013
suggest that:

 Europe 2020's objectives and headline targets,ott BU and national
level, were not always appropriate given the acsitaation and potential
of the EU's cities and regions. Sometimes, othg¢gatives, indicators or
gquantitative targets would have been more apprapria
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* In general, the National Reform Programmes, whiasgnt the Member
States' policies for overcoming the obstacles targnsustainable and
inclusive growth, do not take into account existiagitorial differences or
the actual scope of policy actions carried out bgal and regional
authorities in most of the fields relevant to thedpe 2020 objectives;

 This state of affairs is a consequence of the mprdapproach taken by
Member States in setting their national targets iandne of the reasons
why the latter lack ambition and do not measureaphe EU's Europe
2020 headline targets. It appears that there haen mo systematic
attempts to exploit the untapped resources of théilavel governance
agreements that are possible when different lesefgovernment work in
partnership;

 Moreover, local and regional authorities throughting EU have felt the
severe impact of austerity policies on their apilib carry out the
investments needed to provide the conditions foarsnsustainable and
inclusive growth. In fact, many of those surveygdle CoR report a lack
of resources to support the investments needdtkeiretevant policy fields.

Identification box

Name, surname

Email address

Local/regional authorities you belong to
Position

Disclaimer

Privacy StatementThe follow-up to your contribution requires thatuyo
personal data (name, contact details, etc.) beepsed in a file. All answers to
the questions are voluntary. Your replies will bepkfor a period of 5 years
after the receipt of your questionnaire. Should ya@quire any further
information or wish to exercise your rights undexgRlation (EC) No 45/2001
(for example, to access, rectify or delete yourajjaplease contact the data
controller ateurope2020@cor.europa.dfinecessary, you may also contact the
CoR Data Protection Officerdéta.protection@cor.europa)etyYou have the
right of recourse to the European Data Protectiope8sisor at any time
(www.edps.europa.g@u Aggregated data from all questionnaires may be
transmitted to CoR rapporteurs and other EU insting for information.
Should you not agree to this, please inform us racgly.

Please reply to the following statements by selesyj one of the choices
below
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1. "The Europe 2020 strategy’s objectives have ledlloegional authorities
to improve their priority setting with regard to $ainable and inclusive
growth-oriented policies, and thus helped them taken measurable
progress."

Please tick one of the boxes below:

O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

O Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all

2. "The Europe 2020 strategy could benefit from a daation of bottom-up
and top-down planning and target setting. This aagh would make it
possible to consider specific local and regionahu@cteristics rather than
just targets set at national or EU level. In doisg, the revised strategy
could better address all the obstacles to smarstasnable and inclusive
growth in the country, making measures already dpetaken by
local/regional authorities more effective."

Please tick one of the boxes below:

O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

[0 Agree to a limited extent
0 Do not agree at all

3. “Further territorial differentiation of the Europ020 targets at the level
of regions would make implementation easier andethe make the
strategy more useful.”

Please tick one of the boxes below:
O Fully agree
O Substantially agree

O Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all
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4. "With regard to revision of the Europe 2020 strategnd setting
territorially differentiated targets, the followingractices of multilevel
governance should be respected: full informationd aconsultation;
stakeholder involvement; responsiveness to en&atecbntributions from
regions and cities are taken into account at akgsts of the policy
process."

Please tick one of the boxes below:
O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

O Agree to a limited extent

0 Do not agree at all

5. “The individual contributions made by regions aniiesi towards meeting
the targets set at Member State level should folaw”

Please finish the above statement by ticking orteebptions below:

O balancing model, whereby all regions aim to contebequally towards meeting
the national targets

O concentration model, whereby the best-performirgjores agree to contribute
more towards meeting the national targets thateggewell-positioned regions

O catch-up model, whereby the worst-performing regitny harder to meet the
national targets

6. "The setting of targets should take cross-bordezrdgpendence between
regions into account (e.g. commuter flows, crosslo economic
cooperation, concentration of clusters with crosse®r agreements, ett.)

Please tick one of the boxes below:
O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

O Agree to a limited extent

O Do not agree at all

7. “Local and regional authorities can make use ofEueope 2020 strategy
to benchmark their own progress and exchange go@dtipes more
effectively’

Please tick one of the boxes below:

O Fully agree
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O Substantially agree
[0 Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all

8. "Learning from one another, sharing experiences awapping examples
of best practice between regions with similar avadjes could help them to
meet the Europe 2020 objectives."

Please tick one of the boxes below:

O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

[0 Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all

9. "The potential contribution of local/ regional auwttities to the Europe
2020 strategy’s goals of smart, sustainable andusigce growth could be
greater if multilevel governance agreementwere signed with their
national governments — i.e. agreements settngimon deadlinesfor
coordinating and integrating actions by all the eeant stakeholders at
different levels of government, angint steering and monitoring
arrangements’

Please tick one of the boxes below:

O Fully agree

O Substantially agree

[0 Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all

10."The Europe 2020 strategy has prompted local amgloreal authorities to
make more use of innovative financing tools suchrea®lving funds,
public-private partnerships, pension fund investiagetc."

Please tick one of the boxes below:
O Fully agree
O Substantially agree

[0 Agree to a limited extent
O Do not agree at all

122



11"Which of the following measures could help to @ase awareness and
ownership of the Europe 2020 strategy among locat aegional
authorities?"

Please select the two things that you considee tmbst important.

OO More funding for carrying out direct measures

O A more clearly defined role for cities and regiamémplementing the strategy

O More multi-level dialogue about the objectives aegign of the strategy

O Better and more direct communication on Europe 2@2éh the EU and
national governments

O Assistance in coordinating measures and projeadsruBurope 2020 headlines,
working against the current trend towards multipdyi terminology, and
avoiding using tools designed in "Brussels"

O Changing the name of the Europe 2020 strategy o loeal and regional
players identify with the strategy.

12 Do you have any other comments or clarificatiorspegially in terms of

ways to improve the revision and implementatiorEofope 2020 (max.
500 characters)?

| would like to receive further information fromettfCommittee of the Regions
about monitoring of Europe 2020.

O Yes, please send it to the following email address

O No

Thank you for sharing your opinion with the CoR
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Annex 2: List of interviewed Stakeholders

The study authors would like to thank the followistakeholders for their
contribution to the report through personal or ghtene interviews (listed in
alphabetical order):

* Annika Ahtonen, (European Policy Centre (EPC), BE)

* Prof. lain Begg (London School of Economics, UK)

 Mona Bjorklund (European Commission, Secretariateébal)

« Claire Charbit (OECD)

o Claire Dhéret (European Policy Centre (EPC), BE)

«  Santiago Loranca Garcia (European Commission, D@l&ment)

 Helena Gidlof (Swedish Association of Local Authi@s and Regions
(SALAR), SE/BE)

« Jorge Nunez Ferrer (Center for European PolicyiSsudCEPS), BE)

 Frédéric Vallier (Council of European Municipalgieand Regions
(CEMR), FR/BE)

« Antonella Valmorbida (Association of Local DemogracdAgencies
(ALDA), IT/BE)

e John Walsh (European Commission, DG Regional Pplicy
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Annex 3. Questionnaire used for the
Stakeholder Interviews

The following questionnaire was used for the in@mg, although it has to be
noted that due to the semi-structured nature ofirttexview not all questions
were discussed with each stakeholder.

1. In your opinion, has the Europe 2020 strategy bnbagyadded-valueto
local and regional authorities?

a. Ifyes, how?
b. If not, why not?

2. | would like to ask you more specifically about thestrategy targetsin
the areas employment, education, research and atinay poverty and
social exclusion, and climate change and energywhat extent do you
think that these 5 key targets have helped locdlragional authorities to
set or improve their policies in the area of smswstainable and inclusive
growth?

a. Which one(s) do you consider most relevant to loegional
authorities?

b. Which ones are difficult to relate to for local/regal authorities?

Could you give an example?

o

3. What is your view on the currergpproach to planning and target
setting?

a. Is it feasible and appropriate? Are you happy wikle level of
government at which decisions are being currendgetop-down)?

b. What is your view on the possibility of setting gats in a more
cooperative way, that is in cooperation betweeredght levels of
government (combination of top-down and bottom-up)?

c. To which extent have national and regional parliat®édeen involved in
the process of setting a country’s Europe 202G @sliand targets?

d. What changes would you recommend to be made ircdhese of the
upcoming mid-term review of the strategy in the igles and
implementation of the strategy? And what would e role of the local
and regional authorities in it and the value addd#dmulti-level
governance?
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4.

oo

7.

Progress on the Europe 2020 targets is currenthsored at the EU and
national levels only. The pros and consbogaking down the Europe
2020 targets to the regional and local levare currently being discussed.
What is your opinion about this?

What are theconditions under which the allocation of local/regional
targets makes sense?

How can the allocation of local/regional targetsntobute to the
achievements of the overall objectives at the Eemodevel?

Should local/regional targets bending?

In your opinion, how cawgross-border interdependencege taken into
account when setting local/regional targets?

My next question relates to thprocess by which the targets were
specified, in relation to both the selection of thdicators and the setting
of the target levels.

In your opinion, has this process led to more, Hame or less
communication between the different levels of government?

Has this process led to more, the same ordeeperation between the
different levels of government?

Could you give an example?

Let's stay with the topic otooperation and communication between
different levels of governmentfor a moment:

What forms of cooperation and/or communication #houn your
opinion, be strengthened during the revision of therope 2020
strategy?

Which types that you are aware of are already workiell?

Which additional policy processes — if any — shooédcommunicated/
coordinated with different levels of government?

More specifically:

What could be areas for better cooperation betwieeal/regional
authorities?

What would be areas for better cooperation betvtleemational and the
local/regional level?

What would be promising areas for better coopenaltietween the EU
and local/regional level?

The Europe 2020 strategy is still running until Q0 your opinion, what
should be done tbetter involve local and regional authoritie®
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a. What, in your opinion, should be done to increasaraness at the local
and regional level?

b. What, in your opinion, should be done to increasaeayship at the local
and regional level?

- More funding for implementing direct actions

- A more clearly defined role for cities and regioms the
implementation of the strategy

- A better multi-level dialogue about the objectivaasd the design G
the strategy

- A better and more direct communication on Europg02@om the EU
and national governments

- Assistance in aligning actions and projects underofe 2020
headlines

- Changing the name of the Europe 2020 strategy toease the
identification of local and regional actors witletktrategy?

—h

U

c. What should be done to increasabition at the local and regional level
in terms of contributing to the success of thetsgw?

8. Funding is a critical element to make the Europ2(26trategy a success.
In your opinion, how has the stratelggiped to more effectively make use
of EU funds?

a. Which funding sources do you consider most relevarbcal/regional
authorities?

b. If the availability and/or accessibility of fundeesstill a problem in your
eyes, what changes would you recommend to be n@atleaslocal and
regional authorities have the resources they needmplement the
actions outlined in their NRPs?

c. Could you give an example?

9. Has the Europe 2020 strategy helped local and mageuthorities tanake
more use of innovative financing toolssuch as revolving funds, public-
private partnerships, pension fund investments? etc

a. If yes, how appropriate is this in your opinion?

b. If no, how could local and regional authorities mdietter use of them?

c. How should other levels of government support loaatl regional
authorities in accessing innovative funding sou?ces
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10. How - if at all — do you think that Europe 2020gslocal and regional
authorities that are facing similar challengegxohange experiences and
learn from one another?

a. What should be done to enable such exchangeseanding so that
local and regional authorities can better tack&rtbhallenges under the
Europe 2020 strategy?

b. Could you give an example?

11. How havemarket pressures and fiscal consolidation policieaffected the
implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy?

a. Would you say that these issues are more impoaiahor constraining
for Member States than Europe 20207

b. What does this mean for regions? Are they morectdteand/or more
encouraged by Europe 2020 than the national level?

12. Do have any additional comments on how the Eurd&® Ztrategy could
be improved and implemented?
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