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INTRODUCTORY SESSION 
Having welcomed all the delegates, Mr Gerhard Stahl, General Secretary of the Committee of the Regions, 
began by reminding his audience of the seminar’s objective i.e. to establish a long-lasting, wider dialogue on 
the principles of territorial cohesion and regional involvement in European policies. Mr Gerhard Stahl noted, 
in this respect, that the organisation of this seminar within the Committee of the Regions follows on directly 
from the Committee of the Regions’ ongoing work to defend these principles. The meeting provides an 
opportunity that is all the more interesting given that the attention of all should focus on issues that are still 
outstanding as regards the next programming period (earmarking and partnership principle) and on the 
discussions that are already beginning with regard to the post-2013 future for regional policy.  

Mr Xavier Gizard, General Secretary of the CPMR, saw the seminar as the continuation of the CPMR’s fight 
since January 2000, led in close cooperation with European institutions, to safeguard the cohesion policy in 
the 2007-2013 programming period. Although satisfaction is fully justified on this point, the seminar is 
designed as a reminder of the need for vigilance when considering the conditions for regional association. 
The introduction of territorial cohesion remains essential, for two reasons. Firstly, it is vital to retain the 
regional dimension of any involvement of the Structural Funds despite the more fragile position of this 
dimension as a result of a semantic shift introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam which defines regional 
policy as cohesion policy. Secondly, emphasised Mr Xavier Gizard, the regions have to respond to the 
timetable established by the publication of the White Paper on the 2008-2009 budgetary review and the 
preparation of the structure of European policies after 2013. Monitoring the programming for the 2007-2013 
period today, especially as regards the application of the governance model in this programme, must be 
taken as an initial opportunity to contribute to the proposals and the future positions of the regions on the 
checkerboard that is the EU. 

After specifying the practical conditions for the preparation of the seminar and, by the same occasion, 
thanking all the regional staff who have made such a vital contribution to studies and surveys carried out 
prior to the seminar, Mr Philippe Cichowlaz, Director with responsibility for the cohesion policy within the 
CPMR, recalled the observation that led to the organisation of this seminar. The abandonment of 
infraregional zoning for non-convergent regions on the one hand and the priority given to the objectives of 
competitiveness and innovation on the other suggest adaptation as a result of the conditions under which 
the 2007-2016 programme is to be implemented. This exchange of experiences and discussions with the 
relevant DGs will aim to find out whether the conditions for partnerships and mechanisms for territorial 
equity will be sufficiently innovative to meet the challenges of the future programming period. 

As Deputy Director General of DG Regio, Mr Jean-Charles Leygues gave a preamble to this seminar by 
expressing a twofold regret – first of all, he regretted the way in which States have been flexing their muscles 
in a test of strength rather than implementing the policy contract proposed by the Commission at the start of 
negotiations. The aim of these negotiations was to strengthen the allocation of appropriate responsibilities at 
regional level in terms of strategies, management and control of the use of the cohesion policy. With regard 
to the territorial dimension in the future programming period, Mr Jean-Charles Leygues admitted that more 
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effort on the part of the Commission to better differentiate between the objectives of Convergence and 
Competitiveness might have improved the territorial articulation between the Lisbon Strategy and the 
cohesion objective. However, Mr Jean-Charles Leygues concluded by highlighting the rooms for manœuvre 
and action left to the regions on the eve of the  future programming period by the relatively rapid decisions 
taken on financial perspectives and the flexibility introduced into the regulations. He invited the regions to 
be proactive within their national frameworks and set themselves up as forces demanding proposals and 
management in the implementation of European policies within their territories.   

In his capacity as representative of the governmental delegation for the Austrian presidency of the European 
Union, Mr Roland Arbter concluded the session by taking a wider look at the notion of territorial cohesion. 
In a brief presentation of the Austrian experience of governance and the territorial application of Structural 
Funds, Mr Roland Arbter was careful to remind his audience that the concept of territorial cohesion still 
remains vague in current discussions on the definition of a natural strategic reference framework. And yet, 
he said, the notion is nevertheless the subject of particular attention on the part of the Presidency since it was 
perceived as a methodological tool that would both encourage prospects for territorial development and 
measure the impacts of intervention from the cohesion policy. In addition to the seminar organised by the 
Presidency itself in June 2006, Mr Roland Arbter described the various events that gave greater depth to 
territorial cohesion, in particular the publication, scheduled for the second semester 2006, of various ESPON 
projects and the informal interministerial meeting to be held in May 2007 during the German Presidency.  

SESSION II 
BENCHMARKING: THE EXPERIENCES OF THE REGIONS IN NATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS 

All the papers from regional experts have been summarised in a way that highlights the results of the 
exchange of experiences for each of the three policies considered at the seminar. This document, which is 
available only in English, forms Schedule 2 of these Minutes. 
The report includes both the presentation of seminar speakers (the following table gives a comprehensive list 
of names) and contributions from regional experts in countries that were not represented at the seminar 
(Estonia, Ireland, Portugal and Romania). The main lines of the summary are based on the principal 
problems that came to the fore in the questionnaires which enabled us to provide all those attending this 
seminar with a list of topics for consideration and in-depth analysis. 

List of Regional Speakers 
Round Table 1 

Negotiations in Italy and Spain 
Italy  Mr Lucio PESETTI 

European Affairs Department, Giunta Regionale, Regione Marche 
Spain  Mrs. Ana REPULLO GRAU 

Department of External Relations, Generalitat de Catalunya 
Round Table 2 

Negotiations in Denmark, Finland and Sweden  
Denmark  Mr Michaël KOCH LARSEN 

Senior advisor, Regional Development, Danish Regions 
Finland Mr Esa HÄLME 

Executive director of Regional Council of Päijat-Häme 
Sweden Mr Ulf JOHANSSON 

Chef de Service, Department for Regional development, Swedish Association of local 
authorities and regions 

Round Table 3 
Negotiations in France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

France Mrs. Marie-Pierre MESPLEDE 
Aquitaine’s representative in Brussels  

Netherlands Mr Bert ROONA 
Representative of North Netherlands Provinces 

United Kingdom Mr Steve BARWICK 
Director of Policy, Scrutiny and Europe, North West Regional Assembly 
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SESSION III 
RESULTS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR COHESION AND OTHER RELEVANT POLICIES 

Mr Vasco Cal, Member of the office of the Commissioner for Financial Planning and the Budget, provided 
information on the short, medium and long-term implications of the discussions on financial prospects for 
the architecture and implementation of EU policies.  
Mr Vasco Cal began by reminding the meeting that the financial data published by the Commission now 
translate the overall budgets adopted by interinstitutional agreement into current prices. The main effect of 
this conversion was to value the financial contribution to cohesion at 347 billion euros compared to 308 
billion in 2004 prices.  
Mr Vasco Cal then insisted on the importance of the current negotiations on new financial regulations which, 
despite a procedure simplified by the Commission may not achieve the objective of 1st January 2007 as the 
date of effect because of the delays in discussions within the European Parliament. The Commission 
nevertheless hopes that everything will be ready in order to avoid a repeat of the situation that led the 
Member States and Regions to work with two sets of financial regulations at the beginning of the 2000-2006 
programming period. 
Finally, Mr Vasco Cal referred to the budgetary review clause resulting from the compromise on financial 
prospects for 2007-2013, making it mandatory to consider as of now the consequences of the financial and 
political debate that will begin in 2008-2009 and requiring States to focus on both the resources and the 
expenditure of the European Union. As indicated by Mr Vasco Cal, the scope of the expected review 
suggests an issue that is all the more important given that, at the heart of the debate, is the question of 
whether or not to redefine the principle of subsidiary. Mr Vasco Cal then invited the regions to take action 
today to ensure that their roles and responsibilities are defined in the same way as the roles and 
responsibilities of the European Union and its Member States with regard to post 2013 programming.  

After setting the issue in its historical context, Mr Joern-Uwe Lerbs, Unit Head at DG Agriculture, described 
the structure of the Community’s rural development policy for the next programming period. Among the 
main rural development issues for 2007-2013 was the need to take full account of the financial reduction of 
the new Fund (the final agreement on the budget was 20 billion euros less than the Commission’s proposal). 
This translates, in particular, by a 35% drop in credits for Member States in EU15. The use of the Fund must, 
then, comply with a twofold requirement – strategic implementation and full complementarity with the 
other Community instruments available in rural territories (e.g. cohesion and environmental policies). Mr 
Joern-Uwe Lerbs expressed a hope that the guidelines for the drafting of national strategy plans will 
encourage Member States to begin reflecting on the rural development policy earlier than they may 
otherwise have done.  
Mr Joern-Uwe Lerbs also wished to emphasise the fact that the flexibility introduced in the choice of 
measures (only the agro-environmental measure scheduled in Axis 2 is mandatory) must also meet this 
objective by encouraging creativity and synergy among all local players in their search for solutions that 
meet local needs. There should also be room for manœuvre in the application regulations currently being 
discussed by the Commission, the Rural Development Committee and the Member States.  
In conclusion, Mr Joern-Uwe Lerbs referred to a few areas that deserve greater consideration in 2007-2013, 
including the improvement of assessment methods, the development of analyses of demographic and 
environmental trends in rural territories and the efforts required to facilitate the use of the LEADER bottom-
up approach.  

Reminding the meeting of the growing importance of innovation in the renewal of the Lisbon Strategy in 
2005, Mr Nikos Pantalos from the Innovation Policy Development Unit within DG Enterprise presented the 
Programme for Innovation and Competitiveness (PIC) in greater detail.  
Over the 2000-2006 period, the programme has been frequently and successfully applied in the regions. Mr 
Nikos Pantalos highlighted the PAXIS initiative based on an exchange of experience and the introduction of 
an innovative strategy for the regions. It has funded over one hundred innovative projects in European 
regions.  
With regard to the next step for the European regional innovation sector, within the framework of PIC 2007-
2013, Mr Nikos Pantalos specified that the general direction will aim to encourage stronger cooperation 
between the regions for the purposes of implementing innovative programmes in the common interest. 
According to Mr Nikos Pantalos, only close cooperation (especially of a political nature) between regional 
stakeholders in innovation will actually achieve a sustainable dynamic for innovation and initiate true 
rapprochement between universities, regional and local administrative bodies and the private sector. 
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Mr Nikos Pantalos rounded off his presentation by announcing the publication, in 2007, of a regionalised 
version of the European “scoreboard” of performance and innovative measures. At present this does not 
exist for individual Member States.   

SESSION IV 
POLITICAL CONCLUSIONS 

After briefly reviewing the subjects that will spearhead the CPMR’s activities over the next few years, Mr 
Xavier Gizard, General Secretary of CPMR, drew the meeting’s attention to the concern of Regions which, 
having battled against the renationalisation of resources allocated to cohesion, are now having to face up to 
national reappropriation of power in the management of Structural Funds. In Mr Xavier Gizard’s opinion, 
there is obvious, increasing ambiguity in a regional policy whose name explicitly presupposes the 
association of Regions but for which the condition of implementation sometimes seems to be limited to the 
distribution of twenty-five national budgets with no attempt to determine either the forms of automatic, 
stable association for regional players nor clear principles for territorial application.    

Having presented Mr Claudio Martini’s apologies for his absence, Mr Antonio Fonseca Ferreira, in his 
capacity as a member of the CPMR’s Political Bureau and President of the Lisboa e Vale do Tejo Region, 
thanked Mrs. Danuta Hübner, Mr Albert Bore and all the speakers for their contribution to the success of the 
seminar. While on this subject, he praised the part played by the analysis of the added value of the 
conditions of implementation in the achievement of European policies and asked delegates to bear in mind 
the good examples of regional association identified during this exchange of experiences.  
Although there is no doubt that innovation applies to the principle of partnership, the optimum involvement 
of all players will nevertheless continue to demand, in many Member States, an effort of imagination and the 
overcoming of old institutional rivalries that are still too numerous to ensure the intelligent, pragmatic 
implementation of the Lisbon Strategy.  
The initial information gleaned on the 2007-2013 programme, concluded Mr Antonio Fonseca Ferreira, does 
not remove the current significant necessity for clarification of the roles of each individual to ensure that the 
territorial impact of European policies finally becomes fully operational. 

As a result of his assiduous attendance at all the sessions in the seminar, Mr Albert Bore, President of 
COTER within the Committee of the Regions, began by remarking that many of the main conclusions drawn 
from the seminar corroborated the concerns already expressed by the Committee of the Regions with regard 
to the future programming period.  
As far as the association of regions is concerned, Mr Albert Bore highlighted the results of a recent study 
carried out by the Committee on the mechanisms of consultation implemented during the drafting of 
national reform programmes. Like the regrets expressed by most regional experts with regard to a process 
that is more a formality than a real dialogue, this study showed that only 15% of regional and local 
authorities questioned were satisfied with the consultation process implemented in their respective Member 
States. Although the responsibility for better involvement of the Regions undoubtedly lies mainly with the 
States, Mr Albert Bore called upon the Commission to act as a driving force and a support for the Regions to 
enable them to acquire greater standing in the implementation of European policies.  
Turning his attention to the subject of territorial cohesion, Mr Albert Bore came back to a number of regional 
experiences described during the seminar and called for greater vigilance with regard to the uses made of 
co-funding in certain States. As already stipulated in a recent report, the Committee of the Regions wishes to 
remind people that the Structural Funds should not, under any circumstances, be used by the States to 
support actions that are more concerned with national competitiveness than cohesion. Based on this twofold 
observation, Mr Albert Bore then expressed his wish to see the introduction of a new cohesion policy, based 
on a more strategic structure, a policy that would be obliged to refrain from a more specific definition of the 
principles of partnership and dynamic subsidiarity. Mr Albert Bore went on to remind the meeting that the 
Committee of the Regions will shortly be issuing a more precise definition of the conditions required for a 
concrete tripartite commitment and, at the same time, will be inviting the CPMR to bring its experience and 
its proposals to bear on this work. 
Mr Albert Bore finished by mentioning the setting up of a working group within the Committee of the 
Regions, mandated by the Commission to carry out a study of the motivating effects of the Structural Funds. 
This analysis, which is desired by the Commission, will seek to show beyond all doubt the extent to which 
the cohesion policy can help to develop potential in EU regions by enabling various stakeholders to play a 
leading role.  
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In response to the latent pessimism of the earlier political conclusions, Mrs. Danuta Hübner, Commissioner 
in charge of the cohesion policy, wanted to remind the meeting that these disappointments and concerns 
should be a source of inspiration and mobilisation when looking to the future. Considering, for a moment, 
the real value of the territorial dimension of the cohesion policy helps to heighten awareness of this point.  
According to Mrs. Danuta Hübner, the territorial dimension must be much more than a conceptual tool 
designed to adapt policies and resources to the specific characteristics and requirements of territories and, by 
doing so, it must avoid an uneven regional development which would reduce the potential for overall 
growth. By going beyond this and implementing specific mechanisms, significant territorial cohesion can be 
achieved. In other words, territorial cohesion will depend as much on the identification and acceptance of 
territorial priorities as on the obligation to provide good governance to assist in the decision making process 
and the management of interventions from the Structural Funds in the various territories. 
Coming back to the conclusions drawn from the day, Mrs. Hübner admitted that there remained numerous 
inadequacies when it came to the implementation of the future cohesion policy, as was obvious from the first 
observations made about the twenty or more national strategic reference frameworks already submitted to 
the Commission for examination.  
With regard to the principle of partnership, the results remain qualified on the eve of the programming 
period. Although the respect for the principle of partnership in all Member States deserves to be praised, the 
approach to the selection of conditions still remains much too heterogeneous in terms of cooperation quality 
and the diversity of the members of the partnership. 
Again considering territorial cohesion, Mrs. Danuta Hübner regretted that, given the current state of 
negotiations and programming, this aspect is not more extensively taken into account by Member States in 
their national strategic reference frameworks. There are three considerations required in this respect. Firstly, 
it is becoming urgent to reinforce the strategic link between developmental priorities (innovation, 
accessibility) and specific territories (urban, rural, peripheral etc.). Secondly, the final documents should 
shed a more obvious light on the urban problem which has featured very little in programming documents 
up to the present time. Finally, in her third point, Mrs. Danuta Hübner answered the States which indicated 
that the territorial cohesion measures would be fully integrated into operational programmes. Although she 
does not consider this arrangement to be damaging to the final objectives with regard to the implementation 
of the Structural Funds, Mrs. Danuta Hübner nevertheless pointed out that it would not be an acceptable 
solution. By developing the territorial cohesion aspect solely in operational programmes, States were at risk 
of ignoring the very substance of territorial cohesion which lies in the coordinated awareness of territorial 
inequalities at every level of programming and implementation.  
In conclusion, Mrs. Danuta Hübner reminded the meeting that the failure of the Lisbon process over the last 
few years could undoubtedly be explained, in part, by the weakness of the regional dimension in the 
principles of partnership and the territorial application of the Structural Funds. Although meetings such as 
this seminar merely serve to prove the level of involvement of the Regions and the hope of short-term 
success for their claims, the ambition of the Regions should not be restricted to the promotion of a multi-
level partnership and territorial cohesion.  
In the future, said Mrs. Danuta Hübner, it is to be hoped that the Regions will take a firmer stance on the 
involvement of regional and local levels in the drafting of European policies at the very highest level. 
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BENCHMARKING SEMINAR ON REGIONAL POLICY,  
THE EAFRD AND REGIONAL STATE AID 

 
TERRITORIAL COHESION AND THE REGIONAL-NATIONAL 
PARTNERSHIP FOR THE 2007-2013 PROGRAMMING PERIOD 

31 May 2006 – Brussels 
 

Meeting venue: 
Committee of the Regions, room BEL 52  

 
AGENDA 

 
8.45-9.00 Welcome of delegates  

 
9.00-9.45 

Session I : Opening 
 
 Welcome address by Mr. Gerhard Stahl, Secretary General of the Committee of the Regions 

 
 Introduction to the seminar: objectives and state of play by Mr Xavier Gizard, General Secretary of the 

CPMR and Mr Philippe Cichowlaz, CPMR Director in charge of cohesion. 
 
 The challenges of delivering regional policy for the 2007-2013 period, by Mr Jean-Charles Leygues, 

Assistant Director General, DG Regional Policy. 
 
 Views from the Austrian Presidency on territorial cohesion, by Mr Roland Arbter, Member of the 

executive delegation for the Presidency of the EU. 
   

Session II  
Benchmarking: Account of experiences by regions on the negotiations at national level 

 
9.45-10.45 Negotiations in Spain and Italy 
 
9.45  Presentations of two regional experiences by: 
 - Mr. Lucio Pesetti, Head of European Policies Office, Giunta regionale, Regione Marche (It) 

 - Ms Ana Repullo Grau, Department of External Relations of Catalonia (Es), 
   
10.30  General Debate  

 10.45-11.15: Coffee break 
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11.15-12.30 Negotiations in Denmark, Finland and Sweden 
 
11.15 Presentations of three regional experiences by: 

- Mr. Michael Koch-Larsen, Senior Advisor, Regional Development, Danish Regions (DK) 
- Mr  Esa Hälme, Executive Director of Regional Council of Päijat-Häme (FI) 
- Mr Ulf Johansson, Head of Unit, Department for Regional Development, Swedish Association of 

Local Authorities and Regions (SE) 
 
12.15 General Debate 

 

12.30-14.00: Lunch on site 

 

14.00-15.00: Negotiations in France, Netherlands and United Kingdom 
 
14.00  Presentations of four regional experiences by:  

- Ms  Marie-Pierre Mesplède, Head of Office, Bureau Aquitaine Europe (FR) 
- Mr  Bert Roona, Representative of the North Netherlands Provinces (NL) 
- Mr Steve Barwick, Director of Policy, Scrutiny and Europe at the North West Regional Assembly 

(UK) 
 

 
15.00   General debate 
 
 

15.15-16.45 
Session III: State of play and outlook for cohesion and related policies 

 
15.15 General outlook: What are the lessons to be learnt in the medium to long term? 
 
 Introduction  by Mr Xavier Gizard and Mr Philippe Cichowlaz 
 

- Mr Joern-Uwe Lerbs, Head of Unit, DG Agriculture, 
- Mr Nikos Pantalos, Innovation Policy Development, DG Enterprise 
- Mr Vasco Cal, Member of the Cabinet of the Commissioner for Financial Programming and Budget  

 
16.30  General debate 
 

16.45-17.30 
Session IV: Political conclusions 

 
16.45 Speech by Mr Antonio Fonseca Ferreira, President of Lisbon and Tagus Valley Region, Member of 

the CPMR Political Bureau 
17.00 Speech by Mr Albert Bore, Chair of COTER Commission of the Committee of the Regions. 
17.15  Closing speech by Mrs Danuta Hübner, Commissioner in charge of regional policy. 

 
 

17.30: End of proceedings 
 

Simultaneous translation in French, English, German and Italian. 
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REGIONAL STATE AID - 31 MAY 2006, BRUSSELS 

TERRITORIAL COHESION AND THE REGIONAL-NATIONAL 
PARTNERSHIP FOR THE 2007-2013 PROGRAMMING PERIOD 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The following document includes three summary reports dealing with the issues of governance 
and territorial cohesion within the three main policy areas that the seminar aimed to analyse, ie  

- the Regional Competitiveness and employment Objective, 
- the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), 
- the Regional State Aid (RSA) provisions. 

This work is mainly based on the collected answers to questionnaires that were designed to offer a 
framework for improved transferability of experiences from one Member State (MS) to another.  
Their specific goal has been to identify, within various MS and their regional contexts, the relevant 
practices and on-going challenges raised by the future implementation of the three policies. It was 
then completed by the contributions of the regional experts that were invited to present the 
specific experiences and approaches of their regions during the seminar.  

The study covers 12 Member States: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. All these countries 
were not necessarily represented in the seminar. 

Taking into account the current state of play of negotiations within all MS, this study consists of a 
preliminary feedback whose data will have to be confirmed in the coming months through 
adoption of the regulations and the agreements between MS and the European Commission.   
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THE REGIONAL COMPETITIVENESS AND EMPLOYMENT OBJECTIVE 

INVOLVEMENT OF REGIONS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SF 

A - The future partnerships at regional level 

In all MS concerned by the study, regions were consulted during the preparatory phase of the programming 
period 2007-2013.  
These consultations were organized in different forms, raising several issues in terms of concrete impacts on 
the recognition of regions as specific institutional partners and on the integration of their contributions into 
the future programming process. 
Indeed, two aspects have to be taken into consideration in order to assess the significance of these 
consultations in affirming relevant regional governance: 

- Firstly, what place was attributed to the regions, according to their institutional and political weight 
or not, among the other actors consulted?  

- Secondly, what were the concrete points of these consultations and to which extent were they 
expected to influence the definition of partnerships and the preparation of the NSRF or OPs? 

The two following tables convey some preliminary answers to these questions.  

Table 1:  
Regional involvement in early negotiations or the launching of the programming period 2007-2013 

Forms of the consultation Aims of the consultation  
Direct dialogue 

between the State and 
its regions 

Multilateral dialogue, 
including an organization 

where regions are 
represented 

 

DK  X 
 

- recommendation of decisions regarding 
implementation of the Objective  

FI X  - Participation in programming the EFRD and 
preparing the regional OPs.   

FR X X - information and preparation of the regional OPs 
EE  X Not specified 
IRL X  - designation of the regional assemblies in charge of the 

management of the two regional OPs 
- launching of preparation of the new programmes 
- Consultation of regional assemblies regarding the 
NSRF.  

IT X X - information and common discussions on 
implementation of future partnerships  

NL  X - information and consultation on the NSRF 
PT  X - preparation with the socio-economic actors of 

regional development strategies 
RO  X - definition of regional and sectoral OPs 
ES X  - consultation and information on the objective 
SE X   - dialogue on implementation, management structure 

and programming 
UK X X - Consultative documents and regional responses built 

through regional meetings including socio-economic 
partners.  

 Key highlights: 

- In the cases of multilateral dialogues, in the most current situations, regions are represented by an 
association, such the Association des Régions Françaises (ARF) in France or the Dutch provinces in 
Netherlands. In Denmark and Romania, regions were respectively parts of the Growth Fora and Regional 
Development Agencies that also include representatives from business and educational sectors as well as 
members of local authorities. 
- In Sweden, the national-regional dialogue was established with a “National Focus Group” which is 
considered as a consistent step forward in improved cooperation between all the regions and the State. 
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Nevertheless, it played a major role in defining regional policy (with, besides, strong opposition between 
regions and the State) but was much more informal regarding the elaboration of the NSRF. Besides, the final 
decisions were taken by ministers without really taking into account the regions’ points of view. 
- The case of Italy has to be stressed with a consultation with significant goals organized at two levels: an 
institutional one, comprising the state, regions and local authorities and a larger one opened to social 
partners. Besides, the elaboration of the NSRF was decided in February 2005 when an agreement between 
regions and the State was established to specify its different stages. In short, the process was based on the 
contribution of regional and national levels which respectively proposed draft strategic documents through 
enlarged partnerships. These first orientations were then discussed within Technical roundtables and 
working groups (each composed by central, regional and local authorities as well as socio-economic partners 
regarding the roundtables) to reach an agreement on the NSRF and its regional extensions.  

Table 2:  
State of play of the future partnerships: Role of regions 

Place and weight of regions  Members of partnerships 
Active Consultative 

DK Multilateral partnership involving 
- the 6 Growth Fora, 
- Central organizations: Confederation of Danish 
Industries, Confederation of Danish Employers, 
Danish Confederation of trade Unions, Local 
Government Denmark and Danish Regions 

As Parts of Growth Fora.  

FI Multilateral partnership involving regional and 
local authorities and various interest groups.  

Participating in 
programming and 
implementing regional OPs 
of EFRD.  

 

FR Multilateral partnership including regional 
authorities. 

Depending on relations between regional authorities and 
devolved authorities in regions 

 / specific arrangements 
EE Not defined yet  Probably same role as local 

authorities and their unions. 
Mutual partners of Ministry. 

IRL Strong partnership  
- between the State and regional authorities and 
assemblies 
- including social partners (business, tradings, 
farming and NGO interests) 

  

IT Well advanced, including the State, regional and 
local authorities and socio-economic partners 

As management authorities 
of regional OPs 

 

NL Regular dialogue between the state and regions and 
other possible stakeholders (e.g cities) 

As programming and 
management authorities of 
regional OPs for the ERDF. 

 

PT Multilateral partnerships including: 
- CCRD 
- local authorities 
- socio economic partners 

 As devolved agencies 

RO Not defined yet 
But probably establishment of regional-national 
partnerships 

Likely to be  

ES No concrete partnership  As parts of delivery system. 
SE Not defined yet. 

But probably core partnership between the State 
and Nuts 2 regions 

 Likely to be, wish of a 
stronger political 
representation in the future 
structure 

UK Strong regional-national partnerships in 
preparation of OPs, steering committees and 
delivery system. 

  

Key highlights 

As regards opinions on a potential progress in the involvement of regions in partnerships compared to the 
previous period, 
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- it is judged as similar concerning situations in Denmark, Finland, Italy, Netherlands and Portugal, 
- it is considered as significant in Ireland (with new regional competences in managing and 

preparation functions) as well as in Romania, if confirmed. 

The case of Denmark calls for attention for two reasons. Firstly, there is a strong gap between the process 
through which the early negotiations and decisions on the future implementation of regional policy were led 
(which hardly involved the regions and then only at a late stage) and the nature of partnership that was 
finally agreed upon, which, in contrast, give satisfactory room to the regions. Indeed, The Danish Growth 
Fora prove to be a primary example of an extended dialogue through a large partnership. It gathers 20 
regional actors, all nominated from local authorities (6), regional authorities (3), representatives from local 
trade and industry (6), knowledge institutions (3) and labour market parties (2). 

In France, the nature of partnerships strongly depends on the political relations between the devolved and 
decentralized bodies, even if a minimal role is generally attributed to regional authorities. A delegation of 
powers, partly in the sense of the experience led in the Alsace region since 2002, is likely to be proposed to 
other regions. Indeed a system of Global subsidies is currently envisaged that would propose to regions to 
have management responsibilities for a part of the ERDF allocation. 

In each institutional and organisational set-up, regions are in a large majority considered to have sufficient 
resources to maintain or increase their involvement within the partnerships. The most significant of these 
appeared to be human (qualified human resources) and financial resources. In some countries, like Italy and 
Sweden, recent institutional arrangements have brought stronger political influence to regions in their 
involvement in regional development through responsibilities regarding structural funds.  
It has to be noticed that some processes led regions of the same MS to build institutional or financial 
arrangements. Two examples would be the constitution of a Regional monitoring Committee in Finland 
(combining the resources from the South Finland Alliance comprising 7 Nuts III level regions) or the Irish 
case where technical assistance funding is provided to regional assemblies and authorities by local 
authorities at Nuts IV level. 
Romania is the only country where regions are bound to need more human, financial and political resources 
in order to face greater responsibilities. 

B - The different stages of implementation of cohesion policy 

1) Programming arrangements within the MS: the level of programming of the OPs 

If the importance given to the regional level had to be assessed on just one criterion, this certainly would be 
the one referring to the decisions taken on the levels of intervention of operational programmes.  

The following table reflects the levels at which the OPS are currently planned to be designed in each MS.  

Tables 3 & 4:  
Levels of programming and management of the structural funds 

ERDF 
Management authorities  Level of programming 

arrangements for OPs State Sub-national level 
DK 1 national OP National Agency for Enterprise and 

Construction 
 

FI National and regional OPs Ministry of Interior  Regions (participation in programming)
FR Regional OPs Devolved regions Alsace region 
EE 4 national OPs* Ministry of Finances + 1 Ministry per OP  
IRL 2 regional OPs  Regional assemblies 
IT Regional OPs  Regions 
NL 4 regional OPs  Regions  
PT Regional OPs  CCDR, government agencies in 

regions * 
RO Intention to set up regional 

sectoral OPs 
 Government agencies of concerned 

Ministries 
SE National programme Two national authorities with regional 

supporting offices. 
 

UK Not yet clear 
* The institutional system of the MS needs to be taken into account: no regional level in ES (ES=1 Nuts II level zone), 
devolved institutions in PT. 
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ESF 
Management authorities  Level of programming 

arrangements for OPs State Sub-national level 
DK 1 National OP National Agency for Enterprise 

and Construction 
 

FI 1 national OP with a regional part Ministry of Labour Regional state authorities 
FR 1 national OP with devolved 

regional parts 
Ministry of Employment and 
social affairs 

Devolved regions (with 
responsibility for 80% of the ESF 
allocation) 

EE 1 national OP Ministry of Finances + 1 Ministry 
responsible for social policy 

 

IRL 1 national OP Dept of Enterprise, Trade and 
Employment 

 

IT Regional OPs  Regions 
NL 1 national OP Ministry of Social Affairs  
PT 1 national OP Ministry of Education and 

Employment 
 

RO Not concerned yet 
SE 1 national OP Not specified 
UK Not clear yet 

Main comments 

We can identify three categories of regions on the basis of their compared responsibilities in the future 
implementation of the structural funds: 

- some regions have similar role regarding the ERDF and the ESF: consultative as for Denmark, 
Estonia and in a sense Portugal (where besides we might stress a regression of the regional 
implementation of structural policies as, during the previous period, CCRD had managing functions 
for the ESF); active in the prime example of Italy. 

- some regions have distinctive roles whether they deal with the ERDF or the ESF, as for example 
regions in Finland, Ireland and France.  

- the regions of the Netherlands whose situation is unique in having a strong active role in the 
management of the ERDF but being excluded from any dialogue on social policies and the ESF. For 
the coming programming period, Dutch regions have not been consulted nor informed whereas the 
associations of municipalities have.   

Key highlights 

In introducing its proposals, the Commission also insists on the specific responsibilities to be given to 
regions as regards financial management, for reasons relating to efficiency: “Within the partnership, the 
primary responsibility for the concentration of financial resources on the measures required in order to 
eliminate economic, social and territorial disparities at a regional level will be given to the regions.”  

A parallel can easily be drawn between the information given on regional responsibilities (or not) for the 
programming and management of the ERDF and the fact regions have been consulted (or not) with regard to 
their specific financial responsibilities.  
Indeed, whereas Danish and French regions were not informed by the State of possible financial 
responsibilities, regions of all the other MS have been at least consulted and even sometimes been given 
specific responsibilities on this basis. For example, in Ireland, representatives from regions were designated 
as members of the monitoring Committees; in the Netherlands, the regions prepared through regular 
meetings the financial allocation on the priority axes.  

As regards the ESF, it was also stressed that, besides the largely shared scheme of implementation of the 
fund at national level, regions are directly or indirectly involved in the field of social and employment 
policies.  
Indeed, apart from Portugal where social polices are restricted to the Ministry, regions of all MS concerned 
here have made legal or organizational arrangements in order to aid discussions on social and employment 
policies. In Denmark for example, laws and departmental orders are submitted to the Association of Danish 
regions that responds after consulting the regions. Involvement here is part of a larger consultation opened 
to social partners by the EU special parliamentary Committee for labour market and social affairs. Irish 
regions can also participate in Discussions Fora that are led at national level on matters relating to social and 
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employment policies. In France, if we cannot talk about close dialogue between the State and regional 
authorities on this matter, it has to be stressed that, to some extent, regional parts of the ESF take into 
account the strategies led by regional authorities in accordance with their decentralized powers on 
professional training. 
In some countries, these dialogues are all the more significant in that regions have initiated, on their own or 
collectively, regional or local development strategies including social and labour dimensions. This is actually 
the case in Denmark, France and Ireland, and also the Netherlands where strategies involve cooperation 
with Unions represented in the regional and local authorities, regional and local operators in the field of 
social and employment initiatives or just regional and local authorities. There is nevertheless no definitive 
commitment up to now that those sub-national strategies will be taken into account by the authorities 
responsible for programming. 

2) The involvement of regions in other types of partnerships 

As concluded in the Commission report in November 2005 entitled “Partnership in the 2000-2006 
programming period: Analysis of the implementation of the partnership principle”, monitoring the 
implementation of the Structural Fund programmes was one of the most visible signs, during the 2000-2006 
period, of the involvement of partners, especially in terms of voting equity between the various partners 
within the Committees. 

What will be the role given to regions in monitoring committees for the future programming period? Here 
are a few indicative answers… 

Table 5:  
Regions within the monitoring Committees 

 Representation of regions  Rights 
DK Yes 

As members of the Growth Fora 
Same rights as representatives of the State. 

FI Yes, probably Membership rights 
FR Yes Membership rights 
EE No  
IRL Yes 

Representatives of regional assemblies 
Politicians will be full members 
Directors will be advisors 

IT Yes Presidency and secretariat 
NL Yes Membership rights 
PT No  
RO 
SE 
UK 

 
Not clear yet 

IMPLEMENTATION OF TERRITORIAL COHESION CRITERIA 

A - Through the eligibility zoning for the Regional Competitiveness and Employment Objective 

Article 6 of the proposed regulation defines a general rule on eligibility for Funds within the framework of 
Objective 2: “zones eligible for funding through the Structural Funds under the terms of the Regional 
Competitiveness and Employment Objective are those not covered by Article 5, paragraphs 1 and 2 (ie 
Convergence zones).” 
When the Community budget was passed on 16th December 2005, the Council retained various criteria for 
the calculation of the budget allocated to each Member State. This sum was equivalent to the sum of the 
share of each of its eligible regions. The criteria, which are subject to specific weighting, are as follows: 

1) total population (x 0.5), 
2) with regard to NUTS III regions with an unemployment rate higher than the average of all NUTS III 
regions, the number of people unemployed (x 0.2), 
3) the number of jobs required to reach a 70% employment rate (x 0.15) 
4) the number of workers with a low level of education (x 0.1) 
5) population density (x 0.05) 

Comparing the GDP/capita in the region and the average GDP/capita in regions in the same group, a 
weighting of +/- 5% is implemented to take account of relative regional prosperity. 
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The Commission recently deemed that the application of these criteria was not relevant when calculating 
regional budgets within each Member State. With regard to the indicative distribution of funds per objective 
forwarded to Member States in January 2006, it listed the following as regional indicators: 

- total population within the region, 
- regional population density, 
- with regard to NUTS III regions with an unemployment rate higher than the average of all NUTS III 
regions, the number of people unemployed, 
- GDP/capita in the region. 

Each of these criteria is subject to national weighting, which varies from one State to another depending on 
the distribution of the criteria within each State. A safety net of +/- 25% is added (in relative terms) in 
amounts of funding allocated to the regions for the 2000-2006 period. 

In that sense, the point of our enquiry was: 
- firstly, to identify how far the regions have been involved in the discussions on the eligibility zoning 

and on territorial cohesion within their states – Table 6 , 
- secondly, to get some initial information on the envisaged zoning procedures for the future 

programming of the SF – Table 7. 

Table 6:  
Information and mechanisms of discussions on the zoning criteria between the MS and their regions 

The following table shows in its first column the MS where regions have been informed of the criteria 
indicated by the European Commission. The second column refers to the mechanisms of discussion or 
consultation that have been set up in some countries on the matter of eligibility zoning. 

 Regions informed Mechanisms of discussions/ negotiations 
DK No No 
FI Yes No 
FR No No 
IRL Yes Not known 
IT Yes Yes - Between regions and between regions and the State 
NL Yes Yes 
ES No  
SE Yes Not known 
UK No Not known 

Key highlights 

Information on the indicative eligibility zoning settled by the European Commission was actively forwarded 
by the State to their regions in Ireland and in Italy. Regions of Finland and the Netherlands were also 
informed but indirectly and quite late on. 

Concerning consultation mechanisms, it should be pointed out that: 
- As far as Finland is concerned, some slight modification will be applied to fit in with the Finnish 

context but apparently without any mechanism of discussion at the sub-national level. 
- In the Netherlands, the on-going discussions deal with the wish of the State to apply the criteria 

used by the Council for the MS, precisely to allocate money to the most prosperous regions. 

Table 7:  
Chosen criteria 

 Criteria 
DK - Inhabitants in the peripheral areas: 45%, 

- Share of inhabitants: 40%, 
- Share of unemployed people: 10%, 
- Persons without a qualified education: 5%. 

FI - GDP/capita in 2001-2003, 
- unemployment rate, 
- unemployment rate of young people, 
- net migration in 2002-2004;  
- rate of passive and active population, 
- employment rate, 
- level of education (share of university and polytechnic degrees among the population) 
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FR - Regional population and density, 
- Unemployed people at least national average, 
- Regional GDP per capita, 
- ERDF/ESF regional breakdowns for 2000-2006 (25% safety net)  

IT - Total population : 45%, 
- Density (inverse of population density): 45%, 
- Population Nuts III with unemployment rate at least group average: 10%, 
- Regional GDP: 33% 
- ERDF/ESF regional breakdowns for 2000-2006 (50% safety net) 

NL - total population: 0.5, 
- number of unemployed people: 0.2, 
- number of jobs needed to reach 70%: 0.15, 
- educational level: 0.1, 
- low population density: 0.05, 
- relative regional prosperity: +5%/-5% 

UK Two proposals from the State: 
- use of Berlin criteria (population, unemployment, level of employment below the 70% Lisbon limit, 

number of employed people with a low level of education, density) 
- use of Lisbon-oriented criteria (taking into account needs/levels of innovation, entrepreneurship, 

accessibility and prosperity).  

Key highlights 

Along with these indicators, respondents were asked to assess the effects of this initial and indicative 
distribution with regard to a territorial and/or cohesion approach.  

In Denmark, the chosen distribution of funds promises to be quite equitable in the sense of territorial 
cohesion, allowing concentration in peripheral areas. Indeed, along with having the highest weighting in the 
general criteria, 35% of the total allocation is earmarked for the peripheral areas. Peripheral areas are defined 
as municipalities with an income lower than 90% of the average and a demographic development lower than 
50% of the average. 

As regards Finland, the eligibility procedure is due to guarantee a coherent territorial approach at the 
national and regional/local levels. It was also highlighted that the criteria were actually chosen through a 
comparison of the regions and sub-regions with each other.  

In France, the application of safety nets on regional breakdowns (30% for the ERDF; 40% for the ESF) will 
mainly guarantee the stability and the cohesive approach of European support in the regions.  

In Italy, the effects of the new eligibility procedure under EC terms is well-judged as being coherent with the 
objective of concentration of cohesion policy (the distribution is clearly divided between regions)  as well as 
maintaining a consistent level of funds thanks to the safety net.  

In the Netherlands finally, the chosen criteria refer to those that were decided by the European Council for 
the distribution of Structural funds between MS. This choice directly stems from the will of the State to 
allocate European funds to the stronger zones with the highest absorption capacities. With the current 
system, the main regional breakdown will go to the West region which is actually the richest of the 
Netherlands. This led to strong opposition from the regions that considered the criteria of the European 
Commission to be more in line with the purpose of the Structural Funds and to foster territorial cohesion.  

B - Definition of thematic and territorial priorities within the NSRF: a support to territorial cohesion? 

With regard, more precisely, to the continued objective of cohesion at regional level, the territorial 
dimension is covered by a number of specific conditions on the drafting of NSRF contents: 
* Article 25 paragraph 3: “The strategic section of the NSRF specifies, for the Convergence and 
Competitiveness and Employment objectives, the strategy retained (…), detailing the thematic and territorial 
priorities.” 
* Article 25 paragraph 4: “With regard to the Convergence and Competitiveness and Employment objectives, 
the operational section includes the list of operational programmes and the indicative annual allocation from 
each Fund per programme, ensuring an appropriate balance between regional and thematic actions.” 

The following table proposes a short overview of the priorities listed within NSRFs and OPs of MS 
concerned, when already defined. 
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Table 8:  
Criteria - Thematic and/territorial priorities and level of applications 

 Criteria/Priorities Level of application 
DK Drivers of competitiveness: human resources, innovation, 

entrepreneurship, ICT. 
National 

EE Regional development National 
FI Territorial and thematic priorities. 

 
Regional 

FR Drivers of competitiveness (earmarking) National 
IRL Territorial criteria with distinctive priorities addressed to the 2 

NUTS II regions 
National/ regional 

IT Both thematic and territorial priorities (urban zones, natural-
handicapped territories) 

Regional 

NL Priorities based on national economic policy Regional and local levels 
PT Thematic priorities: promotion of competitiveness drivers, 

promotion of territorial and business competitiveness and attraction 
of FDI, social cohesion, territorial and urban specialisation, 
administration efficiency. 

Entirely at national level 
Partly at regional levels 
(competitiveness and territorial 
enhancement) 

UK Territorial and/or thematic priorities, as chosen by the regions. Regional 

Main comments 

Both Ireland and Italy appear to have fostered a concrete territorial dimension within their NSRF, ie taking 
into account the specificities of their sub-national levels and territories in the definition of especially 
designed priorities or measures co-financed by the Structural Funds. In Italy for example, regional strategic 
frameworks are specifically set up between regions and the Ministry of Economy and Finance in order to 
match each region’s needs or development strategy.  

In Spain, though not specified, the envisaged distribution of funds is expected to give rise to a certain 
imbalance between regions. The State has proposed to minimise the gaps between regions eligible under the 
competitiveness and regional employment Objective through the allocation of the technological fund. This 
fund was initially allocated to the country in order to compensate the consequent loss of allocated cohesion 
fund resulting from the implementation of the new programming period. Due to compensate both the 
financial loss and the deficit of active innovation and research policies in the country, the use of the fund is 
nevertheless judged irrelevant as insufficiently decentralized (only 10% of it will be given to regions). The 
fund will be allocated on a redistributive rather than dynamic basis. 
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THE EUROPEAN AGRICULTURAL FUND FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

INVOLVEMENT OF REGIONS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EAFRD 

A – Current definition of the programming framework 

According to the regulation of 20th September 2005, MS have had to choose the method of programming the 
EAFRD, either through a national programme covering the entire territory or through a series of regional 
programmes. 
The alternative has paved the way in the MS for distinctive EAFRD programming schemes, as conveyed in 
the following table which lists the programmes and the related management authorities within the MS 
covered by our consultation. 

Table 1:  
Levels of programming and management of the EARFD 

Management authorities  Type of programming 
State Sub-national level 

DK National programme completed with local 
strategies 

Directorate for Food, 
Fisheries and Agro Business
Danish Agency for Forestry 
and Nature 

 

EE National programme Ministry of Agriculture   
FI Regional programmes Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry 
 

FR National programme with devolved regional 
parts 

Ministry of Agriculture and 
Fisheries 

Exception of Corsica region 

IRL National programme Dept of Agriculture  and 
Food 
Dept of Community Rural 
and Gaeltacht Affairs 

 

IT Regional programmes  Regions 
NL National programme combining 12 regional 

programmes 
Ministry of Agriculture, 
Ministry of Spatial Planning

4 politicians from regions 

PT National programme Ministry of Agriculture  
ES National programme combining 17 regional rural 

development programmes 
  

SE National programme Ministry of Agriculture, 
National Agency for 
Agriculture 

Devolved administrative 
boards. 

UK National programme with regional parts Dept for Environment, 
Food and Rural Affairs 

 

Although in all countries except Denmark, meetings or documentation were organized on the future 
introduction of the EAFRD for the intention of regions, the choice of programming procedures has not 
necessarily been supported by consultations with regions, even in cases consisting partly of regionalised 
schemes, e.g Finland.  

Table 2 actually takes into account the recent consultations that were led by the MS regarding the EAFRD, as 
far as the choice of programming and the preparation of the National Strategic Plans were concerned. 
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Table 2:  
Regional involvement in the EAFRD issue 

 
Consultation on the choice of programming Consultation  in the drafting of the NSP  
Y/N Aims of the consultation Y/N Aims of the consultation 

DK N  Y Information on the administrative set up 
EE Y Elaboration of the programme Y Elaboration of the programme 
FI N  Y Regional prospects. 

Strong involvement in the early 
negotiations, then dialogue closed by the 
State. 

FR Y Information Y Information 
IRL Y Information Y Regional written submissions 
IT Y Negotiation of the regional programmes Y Negotiation of the regional programmes 
NL Y Agreement on the regional 

implementation 
Y Information and regional input in 

regional programmes 
Responsibilities of provinces under axes 2 
& 4. 

PT N  N  
ES Not 

specified 
 Y Representation of the CCAA to the STAR 

Committee. 
SE N  Y Informal discussions on programming 
UK Y Definition of regional priorities Y Information through guidance on writing 

regional implementation plans 
Definition of regional priorities and 
territorial criteria for allocation. 

N.B.: In all MS concerned by the study, the NSPs are currently being drafted with submission to the EC and 
final adoption due to happen in summer 2006 in most cases. In Denmark, the definition of the NSP has 
suffered delay since the decision of the EC in December 2005 to reduce EAFRD funding in the country. 

Main comments 

Drawing a parallel with the chosen type of programming, two cases are drawn to our attention: 
- In Estonia first, local authorities play a consistent role in the elaboration of the programme although 

it is designed and managed at national level. This participation was built on the constitution of a 
steering committee bringing together the main public administrations and economic and social 
partners, as a body in charge of drafting the NSP in collaboration with the Agricultural and Rural 
Development Council (state body).  

- In contrast, Finnish regions were only recently involved in drafting the NSP, whereas the EAFRD 
are bound to be implemented through regional programmes. 

Key highlights 

The consultative or active partnerships described above are distinctively judged: 
- as a progress in the governance of negotiations on rural development issues. Indeed, these 
arrangements are notably expected to be a step towards further decentralization in the United Kingdom 
and Italy.  On another point, they promise to lead to greater efficiency through a greater understanding 
of the needs and complexities at the regional levels in Ireland and the Netherlands.  
- as a regression in Finland, Portugal - where rural development issues were managed by the CCRD 
during the previous period- as well as in Denmark, where no administrative responsibilities nor 
funding will be given to the regional authorities but to national and local bodies.  

Taking into account the broader context of rural development within the MS and not only the EAFRD issue, 
regions as well as local authorities appear to be quite active in initiating their own strategies. However, and 
quite logically considering the methods of EAFRD programming, not all these strategies are bound to be 
taken into account by the NSPs nor the regional parts of them. It is actually where the national-regional 
dialogue is stronger that there is a better chance for regions and local authorities to have their own territorial 
strategies integrated into the programming. As far as the consulted MS are concerned, this would especially 
be the case in the Netherlands, United Kingdom and Italy. In Denmark, Ireland and France, although there 
are active initiatives at the regional levels, their influence on EAFRD would need further cooperation 
between the State and regions on rural development issues (some discussion procedures that are actually 
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quite varied in the MS: constitution of Committee, fora, working groups/ regular meetings/ internet 
consultation…). 

B- Importance given to the Leader approach at regional level 

 Dealing with the issue of regional governance of the EAFRD, the importance given to the Leader approach 
in the next programming period will be a concrete indication of progress made towards the recognition of a 
legitimate integrated rural development policy.   

Table 3:  
Impact of the Leader Approach in the next programming period 

 Application of Leader Approach Planned Arrangements 
DK Yes Constitution of LAG* 
EE Yes Establishment of LAG in most rural local areas, especially on Axis 

3 
FI Yes Probably within Axis 3. 
FR Yes  
IRL Yes Delivery functions given to existing and new LAG 
IT Yes Application of the bottom up approach to the whole programming 
NL Not known, 

depending on each region’s choice 
 

SE Uncertain  
UK Yes Application of an integrated policy into the regional Rural 

Delivery Framework. 
* LAG = Local Action Groups 

Main comments 

If the Leader Approach is due to be implemented in the majority of MS, the main information is given here 
by its specific aspects that are planned to be implemented, from integrated  local working groups to ways of 
leading big initiatives between territories. As a general rule, one can say that the Leader Approach is a 
toolbox towards an integrated management of rural development issues.  
This tool can be used in the “restricted” sense of local measures, such as the setting up of LAG as planned in 
Denmark, Ireland and even more in Estonia with LAG especially dedicated to Axis 3.  
But as show in the cases of Italy, United Kingdom and Ireland to some extent, the Leader approach can be a 
framework of working methods for better integration between actors and territories. Those efforts towards 
an extended and integrated management of rural issues will have to prove to be a way towards more 
efficient and concrete governance at all levels. 

Except for the Netherlands, it has also been broadly acknowledged that the Leader approach can act as a 
catalyst between the various levels of rural development strategies and lead to greater governance. During 
the previous period, the Leader Approach has proved successful in mobilizing financial and human 
resources towards the aim of integrated rural development. However, to obtain such a result would imply 
that the Leader approach benefit from sufficient funding, as not enough resources would cause too low 
implementation and a loss of momentum at local level- and the risk is looming in Denmark.  

FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION AND TERRITORIAL DIMENSION OF THE EAFRD 
The changeover from a “zoned regional policy” method to a more sector-based approach casts doubt on a 
territorial understanding of the allocation of funding. The new EAFRD Regulation does not mention any 
precise separation between, for example, predominantly agricultural rural areas or not, zones suffering 
economic and demographic decline to a greater or lesser extent, suburban or isolated zones etc. 

Only the Community strategic guidelines (CSG) on rural development adopted by the Commission on 5th 
July 2005 discuss the ability of the EAFRD (mainly in Axis 2 on improved spatial management) “to 
encourage territorial balance”: “Rural development programmes can make an essential contribution to the 
attractiveness of rural areas. (…) By combining them with other axes in the programme, the spatial 
management measure can make a positive contribution to the territorial distribution of economic activity 
and territorial cohesion.” 
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As a general comment, all respondents except the Netherlands argued for a significant impact of the transfer 
of rural development policy from regional policy to the second pillar of CAP.  The main effects which are 
expected concern, according to respondents’ opinions: 

- economic challenges, as for example in Finland where the EAFRD is expected to have a strong 
impact on SMEs and micro enterprises and in Ireland where the changing face of Irish agriculture 
requires new attention on the broader rural economy.  

- governance issues, insofar as the implementation of the EAFRD will require a close coordination 
between the regional programmes funded under the structural funds (Ireland, Italy) and also 
because of a trend towards re-centralization of rural development issues within Ministries of 
Agriculture (Denmark, France).  

A – General eligibility for EAFRD funding: definition of rural areas 

In the absence of any precise definition of rural areas in the regulation referring to support for rural 
development through the EAFRD, each MS is supposed to establish general criteria in order to define its 
own implementation zones for the EAFRD. Table 4 proposes a list of the current state of play of delimitation 
of rural areas in each MS. 

Table 4:  
Definition of Rural areas  

 General Criteria retained Specific territories  
DK Not decided yet 

Proposition of socio-economic criteria by regions  
No 

EE Not decided yet. 
Current definition: territory of villages and small towns 
including their boroughs 

Less favoured Areas – LFAs (50% of the 
national territory) 

FI Three identified zones: 
- suburban areas, 
- traditional rural areas, 
- rural areas with low and sparse population. 

+ Application of priorities: targeted rural areas are those with 
specific needs in terms of environment and sustainable 
economic competitiveness 

North and East parts of Finland 

FR Demographic and economic criteria: population, density, 
number of farmers or agro-industrial firms… 

Mountainous zones 

IRL Geographical location: rural areas include all areas outside the 5 
major urban centres  

Zones designated as LFAs or severely 
handicapped (72% of the national 
territory) 

IT Demographic criterion taking into account density related to 
housing (NSP’s definition) 

Islands and current Natura 2000 zones 

NL Not decided yet. 
Probably all areas not covered by  towns or cities with more 
than 30,000 inhabitants 

UK Settlement-based approach taking into account population, 
morphology (urban, rural towns, village, dispersed), context 
(sparse, less sparse) 

 
 

 
Not known yet 

Main comments 

Two main categories of criteria are bound to be used in order to define rural areas and consequently the 
intervention of the EAFRD in specific parts of the national territories: 

- Socio-economic criteria, linking variables such as population and social issues (unemployment…) to 
economic performance in aiming towards the competitiveness of the entire national territory, 

- Territorial criteria taking into account the situation of zones and their related needs or issues. This 
approach can lead to indiscriminate delimitation, as in the case of Ireland for its general definition of 
rural areas, to the possible adaptation of rural policies to territorial characteristics as is mainly the 
case of the specific territories. This way of targeting specific eligible territories will indeed lead to a 
greater support through the EAFRD, thanks to implementation of proper measures (the LFAs in 
Estonia will grant aids under the Axis 3 fostering diversification of rural activities) or the 
determination of higher rates, as envisaged in Ireland.  
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B - Allocation of the EAFRD 

With regard to the indicative distribution of the total EAFRD budget, Article 70 of the Regulation specifies 
the level of participation from the EAFRD with rates corresponding to the axes of intervention. 

Table 5:  
Levels of intervention of the EAFRD (as a % of eligible public expenditure) 

 Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 Axis 4 
Convergence regions 75% 80% 75% 80% 
Others 50% 55% 50% 55% 
Outermost regions and 
the smaller Aegean 
Islands 

 
Possibility of an increased intervention  up to 85% 

85% 

With a minimum for axes 1 and 3 at 20%, for axis 2 at 25%. 

In Table 6, you will find, in terms of percentage, the allocation the MS concerned by the study intend to 
distribute to Axis 1, 2 and 3 of the EAFRD. Some data are nevertheless approximate as negotiations are 
sometimes still under way.  

Table 6:  
Proportion of the EAFRD by axis 

 Axis 1 
“improving the competitiveness 

of agriculture and forestry by 
supporting restructuring, 

development and innovation” 

Axis 2 
“improving the environment 

and the countryside by 
supporting land management” 

Axis 3 
“improving the quality of life in 

rural areas and encouraging 
diversification of economic 

activity” 

DK  50%  
EE 40% 40% 20% 
FI No information yet 
FR 90% 10% 
IRL Not decided yet. 

Probably, Larger allocation for axis 2 
IT 35% 40% 15% 
NL 30% 30% 40%  

(including Leader initiative) 
ES 50-65% 25-35% 10-20% 
SE Demand from agricultural lobby for major allocations 

 on axis 1 &2 
10% 

UK 10% 80% 10% 

Main comments 

Any definitive conclusion on the allocation of the EAFRD within MS is not possible on the basis of the data 
listed here. 
Nevertheless, as general observations, it can be highlighted that Axes 1 and 2 are likely to receive the highest 
amounts of the general breakdowns in all MS, the envisaged percentages of allocation being at the moment 
very close to maximum possible rates. In contrast, the distributions planned for Axis 3 are slightly higher 
than the minimum rates, when not equal as it is the case for France and the United Kingdom. 

C - Axis 3: the scope of diversification of activities in rural areas through the EAFRD 

Based on the results of table 6, it seems obvious that Axis 3 and its goal of diversifying rural activities will 
not be priorities for the next programming period. 

Beyond the volume of resources envisaged for this axis, particular attention must be paid to the content that 
will be drafted for the measures to be funded under axis 3. Indeed, the diversification of activities in a rural 
area was covered in previous programming periods by Objective 5-B then by Objective 2. Now that the 
Objective is linked to a sector-based approach relating to the rural development aspects of the CAP, the 
demarcation between rural activities and agricultural activities will certainly bring all its significance to the 
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supposed goal of Axis 3 to foster territorial cohesion in the sense of balanced economic and social 
development. 

Table 7 gives a short overview of the measures that are currently planned in the MS to achieve the aim of 
diversifying activities of Axis 3. Those measures are in some cases bound to have a specific territorial 
dimension. 

Table 7:  
Diversification of activities and territorial dimension under Axis 3 

   Nature of activities to be funded Related criteria/guidelines 
DK Both agricultural and broader measures Not decided yet 
EE Both agricultural and broader measures: 

Development of micro-enterprises, making use of 
agricultural facilities, finding new solutions in 
services, improving quality of life in villages… 

LFAs with bonus criteria based on population and on 
comparison between counties. 

FI Not necessarily agricultural measures, more about 
socio-economic vitalising: diversification of non-
agricultural activities, development of micro-
enterprises, tourism, improving quality of life, 
renovating and preserving villages, upgrading of the 
natural and cultural capital and heritage. 

Geographical aspects 

FR Not decided yet 
IRL Both agricultural and broader measures: 

On-farm diversification, micro-enterprise 
development, rural tourism, rural renewal, training… 

Application of consistent rates across the territory 

IT Economic and quality life measures: 
Fostering attractiveness for enterprises and 
population, maintaining and creating new settlement 
opportunities in rural areas…  

Choice of criteria by regions 

NL Not necessarily agricultural measures, more about 
socio-economic vitalising 

The major objective is to develop services activities in 
rural areas.  

UK Not decided yet 

Main comments 

The transfer of rural development issues from regional policy to the CAP is at first sight due to affect to 
some extent the concrete applications of the specific goal of diversification of activities. Indeed, in most 
cases, the measures funded by the EAFRD under Axis 3 are expected to contribute, among others, to 
agricultural activities.  

Taking into account the criteria envisaged to better target the allocation of the EAFRD under Axis 3, it must 
be acknowledged that Axis 3 is, to some extent, prone to foster a territorial approach. Indeed, its measures 
are largely planned to be funded in specific territories, may they be eligible on account of their geographical 
situation or other characteristics or needs.  

In most MS concerned here, it is generally agreed that actions under Axis 3 could actively foster better 
territorial cohesion, by strengthening the structure and competitiveness of rural activities which is of 
significant importance in broader regional economies (Estonia, Finland and Ireland) or by supposing efforts 
towards a joint and coherent intervention of all EU funds within a territory (Italy).  Nevertheless, as it has 
already been pointed out, viewing the proper dimension of Axis 3 requires linking the issue of 
diversification with the decreased level of distribution planned in some MS and the absence of precise 
definition of rural areas. In that sense, the transfer of rural development issues to a sectoral-based approach 
within the CAP is considered as a regression in some MS as it would undoubtedly weaken to quite a large 
extent, at community and national levels, a coherent governance and territorial dimension of priority 
measures due to improve the consideration and situation of rural territories.  
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THE REGIONAL STATE AID PROVISIONS 

INVOLVEMENT OF REGIONS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FUTURE POLICY ON REGIONAL STATE AID  

A - Definition of the zoning procedure 

Member States had to reach a decision on the infranational zoning procedure by March 2006, indicating 
whether they prefer a national or a regionalised approach.  

Table 1 conveys the zoning procedure already chosen in some MS. 

Table 1:  
Levels of zoning procedure 

FI Nuts IV 
FR Nuts II as employment areas 
IRL Combination of Nuts II, III and IV 
UK Nuts V 

B - Regional involvement in early and upcoming preparation of the future eligibility zoning procedure 

More particularly with regard to the field of application of the new system of Regional State Aid, the 
European Commission specified in its draft communication adopted on 21st December 2005: “As a general 
rule, regional aid should be granted under a multi-sectoral aid scheme which forms an integral part of a 
regional development strategy with clearly defined objectives (...) it is the responsibility (of the Member 
State) to demonstrate that the project contributes towards a coherent regional development strategy”.  

Such an indication from the European Commission would logically entail a close consideration by the MS of 
their regional contexts in the preparation of the future RSA scheme. The point of Table 2 is to assess this 
issue considering the implication of regions in the early and upcoming discussions on the definition of 
zoning procedure and priorities as well as in the future negotiations with DG Competition. 

Table 2:  
Consultation of regions on the future implementation of RSA 

Zoning procedure Coming negotiations  
Choice 

of the level of 
zoning 

Priority zones Methods and aims 
of consultations 

 

DK No No  Not known 
FI No Likely to be  No 
FR Yes Yes Information and constitution of regional-

national working groups 
Yes 

IRL Yes Yes Proposals from Nuts II Assemblies on the 
designation of eligible areas 

Probably 

IT No No   
SE No No  No 
UK Yes Yes First participation in a national consultation 

on the coverage of economic development 
regions and on criteria for defining the map 
and the territorial building blocks. 
Due to comment, on a voluntary basis, the 
future related strategic plan. 

Yes 

Main comments 

France, Ireland and the United Kingdom seem to have established quite active and structuring dialogues 
with their regions towards a territorialised implementation of the RSA for the next programming period.  

In Denmark, regions express their wish to get more involved in the near future but are still waiting for the 
indicative distribution of funds between regions before approaching the Ministry responsible for the RSA 
and talking about the opportunity to deal with the RSA in accordance with a structural fund approach. Also, 
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though regions from Finland have not been involved in the preparation of the future implementation, there 
is a possibility to see their situations taken into account through discussions that will be organized within 
the planned regional management committee. 

In Sweden, the absence of dialogue between the State and its regions may partly be explained by the fact 
that the State advocates strongly against the RSA provisions. 

Key highlights 

As a parallel to the involvement of regions through consultations in the MS mentioned above, regions 
appear to grant significant attention to issues related to RSA provisions. Indeed, some regions lead or are 
part of initiatives to define strategies including RSA provisions issues, may they be only regional or 
collective (including other regions, local authorities and other socio-economic stakeholders). As prime 
examples,  

- Each region or local authority in the United Kingdom foster their own or are part of collective 
discussions on matters related to RSA. Their contributions are then put forward on higher levels 
through the Regional Development Agencies.  

- In some Irish regions – e.g. the South and East region - the Regional Assembly that brings together 
public elected representatives from Nuts III and Nuts IV authorities, has granted responsibility for 
drawing up proposals for the implementation of the RSA. Such an involvement is by the way 
considered by Irish regions as concrete progress in the governance of the RSA.  

THE TERRITORIAL DIMENSION OF THE RSA PROVISIONS: DEFINITION OF ZONING INDICATORS  
With regard to Article 87§3.c), pre-eligibility zoning is defined by a twofold weighting, taking account of a 
GDP/capita below the EU average and an unemployment rate greater than 115% of the national average. 
With regard to infra-national criteria which are needed to identify territories eligible for measures under 
article 87§3c), discussions are currently underway in Member States. However, some first elements of 
analysis can already be reported – Table 3. 

Table 3:  
Criteria of eligibility and priority interventions 

 Retained Criteria Application of higher rates or specific measures 
DK  Proposal of target peripheral zones, as municipalities 

having income lower than 90% of the average and 
demographic development lower than 50% of the 
average.  

FI GDP/capita 
Unemployment 
Net migration 
Income 
Education level  
Population 

Industrial areas 

FR GDP/capita 
Unemployment 
Population (under discussion) 
+ Application of a safety net limiting reductions to 
67%.  

Industrial areas (under discussions) 
Corsica as an island region 

IRL GVA/capita 
Unemployment level 
Low population density 
Income per capita 

Higher rate for the Border Midland and Western region 
as under Article 87§3a) during the previous 
programming period. 
 

IT Identification of criteria under way  
First elements = industrial settlements and weighting 
of aid by population. 

 

ES Continuous zones with at least 50 000 inhab 
Industrial zones undergoing structural changes or 
relatively serious crisis 

 

UK Manufacturing employment 
Working Age population with no qualifications 
Low level of qualification 
Dependence on transfer benefits… 
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 Main comments 

The criteria above envisaged within the MS mainly correspond to those suggested at EU level, with 
sometimes some added criteria in order to target specific territories such as for example, in Ireland,  low 
population density that is planned to cover Irish islands.  

In France, it is planned to apply population as a general criterion in order to distribute the eligible 
population between the 22 regions eligible under 87§3c), with a special status of full eligibility for Corsica 
region. 

As far as the United Kingdom is concerned, the future zoning procedure may be controversial as, firstly, 
excluding some declining zones, such as South Manchester,  that are part of flourishing Nuts III zones and, 
secondly, not covering phasing-in area like Merseyside.  

One of the controversial issues of the new policy for the implementation of the RSA provisions has been the 
change in calculation of the amount of aid, from a Net Grant Equivalent basis towards a Gross Grant 
Equivalent one. Until now, there is no intention to include this change in the definition of indicators to 
overcome any imbalances that could have appeared between regions with their own company taxes.    
 

 


