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1. Introduction 

Negotiations over the 2014 – 2020 EU Budget and the future of Cohesion Policy took a decisive turn on 
8 February 2013 with Member States finding a deal on the overall financial ceilings for EU policies and 
agreeing on a set of strategic issues linked to Cohesion Policy. 

The purpose of this note is to review the extent of the agreement reached at the 7-8 February EU summit on 
the Multiannual Financial Framework, analysing the various components of the deal against the 
expectations of the CPMR regions on Cohesion Policy. The note focuses specifically on aspects of the 
Cohesion Policy legislative package which still need to be agreed between the European Parliament and the 
Council. A proposed approach to structure the actions of the CPMR within the context of the 2014–2020 
Cohesion Policy is then proposed Section 6. 

2. Background 

Cohesion Policy and the structural funds for 2014–2020 are subject to two negotiation processes: 

• The budget allocated to the policy, the allocation method for determining shares across Member 
States and sensitive issues are decided within the context of the negotiations on the Multiannual 
Financial Framework (MFF) for 2014–2020 

• The legislative aspects and rules governing structural funds (except sensitive issues) are negotiated 
via a separate route, called trilogue negotiations, which are currently taking place between the 
Council and the European Parliament. These issues are negotiated in turns via thematic “blocks”. 

At the 7-8 February EU summit, Member States agreed on a reduced EU budget for 2014 – 2020 of 960 billion 
euros, a reduction of 3.39% on the current MFF and a reduction of 73 billion euros on the Commission’s 
proposal, published on July 2012 (a reduction of 7%). 

The Cohesion Policy budget was one of the most reduced budget lines, with a reduction from 339 billion 
euros as proposed by the European Commission to 325 billion euros. 

The European Parliament now needs to decide whether it approves or rejects the deal reached by Member 
States on the MFF. A decisive vote will take place in April or May in 2013 and the European Parliament will 
negotiate with the Council on particular aspects of the MFF1, particularly with regards to flexibility between 
budget headings, a midterm review of the MFF and a reform of the own resources system of the EU. 

3. Cohesion Policy negotiations: what has been agreed? 

Subject to ratification by the European Parliament, the agreement reached by Member States at the EU 
summit on 8 February means that significant aspects of the Cohesion Policy package are sealed. 
  

                                                           
1 See joint statement issued by the four EP political group presidents  
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Meanwhile, the European Parliament and the Council reached an agreement on 19 December on a set of 
articles related to ”strategic programming”, which was the first thematic block discussed between 
the European Parliament and the Council. A list of all thematic blocks is available in Annex 1 of this 
document. 

The following section provides a detailed overview of the aspects of Cohesion Policy package which have 
been approved. 

NOTE: the elements of the Cohesion Policy package which form part of the Multiannual Financial 
Framework are subject to approval by the European Parliament  

3.1 Architecture of Cohesion Policy 

The agreement confirms the architecture of the policy on the same basis as proposed by the European 
Commission in October 2011, with an additional category of regions in transition. The category of transition 
regions was a key component of CPMR’s lobbying efforts 

3.2 Financial amounts 

 
Commission proposal 

July 2012 
Council Conclusions 

8 February 2012 
Difference 

Less Developed Regions 163 560 164 279 +0.4% 

Transition Regions 36 471 31 677 - 14% 

More Developed Regions 55 419 49 492 - 11% 

Cohesion Fund 70 739 66 362 -6.2% 

Territorial Cooperation 11 878 8 948 -25% 

Special allocation for 
outermost regions (OMR) 
and northern sparsely 
populated areas (NSPA) 

925 1 387 + 50% 

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR had welcomed the Commission’s proposal for the MFF and Cohesion Policy as a strict 
minimum (See PPP: “Towards a CPMR Policy Position on the 2014-2020 Cohesion Package” approved in 
February 2012). The CPMR further proposed that should cuts occur to the EU budget, that these 
should be applied on linear basis (Technical Note available only on request: “Negotiations towards the 
2014–2020 EU Budget”, September 2012). 

• The sharp reduction for the transition regions budget in particular is extremely problematic as it 
calls into question the “financial” added value of the category for the regions concerned. French 
transition regions, for instance, are not likely to benefit much from their eligibility in that category of 
regions. There are a number of questions marks with regards to the allocation method which relies 
almost exclusively on national data coupled with regional population. Nevertheless, the average aid 
intensity per capita for transition regions is still much higher than the figure for more developed 
regions.  

• The revised allocation method for the less developed regions significantly reduces the allocation for 
regions in that category in “richer” Member States, compared to 2007-2013. This is particularly true 
for French and British regions. 

• The revised weightings of the criteria used to determine allocation for more developed regions - 
with more emphasis on employment and education indicators than population - favours regions 
which suffer from rising rates of unemployment. 

• The final compromise on the financial allocation for the special allocation for OMR and NSPA is 
welcome. However, the agreed amount still represents a cut of about 500 million euros on the 2007–
2013 allocation. 

  

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/350_opinion_crpm_rglementsce.pdf
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3.3 Co-financing rates 

Member States agreed on increased co-financing rates for a number of cases, compared to the Commission 
proposal. 

 
Commission 

proposal July 2012 
Council Conclusions 

 8 February 2012 

Less Developed Regions 

Transition Regions 

More Developed Regions 

European Territorial Cooperation 

Cohesion Fund 

75% 

60% 

50% 

75% 

85% 

80% 

60% 

50% 

85% 

85% 

Special allocation for OMR and NSPA 

Outermost regions 

50% 

85% 

50% 

85% 

Less Developed Regions of Member States 
whose average GDP per capita for 2007 – 2009 
was below 85% of the EU-27 average 

Member States with temporary budget 
difficulties 

85% 

 

 

Increase of 10% 

85% 

 

 

Increase of 10% 

Links to CPMR position 

• In its policy position on the future of Cohesion Policy, the CPMR welcomed the specific co-financing 
rate for outermost regions, whilst pointing out that higher co-financing rates would be needed for 
territories addressed by article 174 of the Treaty. 

3.4 Prefinancing 

The agreement reduces the rate of prefinancing of funds to beneficiaries for 2014 to 1% (the Commission had 
proposed 2%), and stays true to the proposal of the Commission for 2015 and 2016 by keeping a rate of 1%.  

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR had asked for a substantial increase in the rates of pre-financing, which would 
significantly help projects getting off the ground quickly. 

3.5 Strategic programming 

The European Parliament and the Council reached an agreement on 19 December 2012 on provisions for the 
content of the Partnership Agreement and Operational Programmes. The agreement consolidates the 
partnership provisions enshrined in Article 5 of the Common Provisions Regulation by safeguarding the role 
of regional and local authorities in terms of the preparation and implementation of Partnership Agreements 
and Operational Programmes. It also confirms that a Code of conduct on partnership will be adopted to help 
Member States facilitate the organisation of partnerships in the context of Structural Funds delivery. 

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR had warmly welcomed the partnership and multilevel governance provisions under 
article 5 of the Common Provisions Regulations (CPR) in its PPP “Towards a CPMR Policy Position on 
the 2014-2020 Cohesion Package” adopted in February 2012. It had also asked for regions to be 
formally associated with the negotiation and preparation of Partnership Agreements through a 
“Territorial Pact” between the various levels of governance involved.  

4. Issues still under discussion 

With Member States having reached on deal on the Multiannual Financial Framework, the train of the 
negotiations on the remaining aspects of the Cohesion Policy package is likely to speed up.  

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/350_opinion_crpm_rglementsce.pdf
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The key question is the extent to which the European Parliament will negotiate with the Council on some of 
the sensitive issues which form part of the Conclusions of the Council on the MFF.  

These include: 
- Macroeconomic conditionality; 
- The review clause of Member States’ structural funds allocations; 
- Island regions and the special allocation for outermost regions and northern sparsely populated 
territories. 

4.1 Macroeconomic conditionality 

Member States agreed that Common Strategic Framework Funds (including structural funds) can be 
redirected to addressing the economic problems a country is facing, thereby establishing a closer link 
between Cohesion Policy and the economic governance of the EU.  

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR, along with the European Parliament, has repeatedly rejected macro-conditionality by 
stressing the problems it would create on both regions and beneficiaries.  

• Macroeconomic conditionality, or at least the methodology for its application on structural funds, is 
up for negotiation between the European Parliament and the Council. This opens up the possibility 
for the CPMR to lobby on this issue on behalf of the regions. The CPMR has already proposed 

avenues to revise macroeconomic conditionality in the PPP adopted in June 2012: "Position from 

the CPMR Political Bureau on the Common Strategic framework". 

Council proposed methodology for macroeconomic conditionality 

- Commission requests a Member State to review and propose amendments to its Partnership Contract and 
the relevant programmes. 

- If the Member State fails to take effective action - no amendments to the Partnership Contract and relevant 
programmes are realised – the Commission will propose to suspend part or all of commitments and 
payments. 

- The Council can reject such a proposal under the qualified majority voting procedure within one month. 

- Priority should be given to the suspension of commitments. 

4.2 Review clause 

The agreement introduces a review of Member State' structural funds allocations in 2016, for the remainder 
of the programming period. The review will take into account more recent statistical data and adjust 
national allocations to a maximum of 4 billion euros. 

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR had expressed discontent that the reference period (2007-2009 average) used to calculate 
structural funds allocations did not fully take into account the effects of the crisis of European 
regions. The CPMR had also proposed a review clause taking into effect in 2018, to take into account 
more recent data. The review clause is therefore welcomed. 

4.3 Island regions and the special allocation for outermost regions and the northern sparsely 
populated areas 

There is a mention of that “island regions will be taken into account” in the special allocation for outermost 
regions and northern sparsely populated areas in the 7-8 February EU summit conclusions, though there are 
no more details about how this would work out in practice. The CPMR and its Islands Commission have 
long been pushing for recognition of the islands in Cohesion Policy.  

4.4 Thematic Concentration 

Thematic concentration and investment priorities for the ERDF and the ESF still need to be negotiated 
between the Council and the European Parliament. The Council reached a position on the topic on 
26 June 2012, introducing additional flexibility, such as widening the scope of the ERDF in more developed 
regions to include all types of infrastructure. The European Parliament seems to share many of the concerns 
voiced by the Council on thematic concentration and wishes to increase the number of thematic priorities 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/376_position_paper_on_the_common_strategic_framework.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/376_position_paper_on_the_common_strategic_framework.pdf
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from three to four and provide additional flexibility for transition regions. 

The Council also reviewed the distribution of ERDF and ESF according to categories of regions. The so-
called “minimum shares” system proposed by the Commission imposes targets for ERDF and ESF spend 
according to categories of regions. The agreement reached in the Council makes the system more flexible, in 
that these investment targets do not have to be met at regional level but at national level. 

Links with CPMR position 

• The CPMR has long advocated for enlarging the scope of the ERDF to include support for 
infrastructure for all regions, and regards positively developments in that matter. 

• Increased flexibility for transition regions in terms of thematic concentration was demanded for by 
the CPMR in its PPP "Towards a CPMR Policy Position on the 2014-2020 Cohesion Package"  approved 
in February 2012. 

4.5 Ex ante conditionalities 

The Council has introduced significant amendments to the Commission proposals related to ex ante 
conditionalities for Structural Funds. Ex ante conditionalities should closely relate to Structural Funds and 
references to EU legislation already enforced have been eliminated, as these do not require a parallel 
enforcement mechanism under Cohesion Policy. The European Parliament also specifies the need for Ex ante 
conditionalities to relate specifically to Structural Funds. 

Links to CPMR position 

• The CPMR shares most of the concerns raised by the European Parliament and the Council on 
Ex ante conditionalities. In its February 2012 PPP, the CPMR had welcome Ex ante conditionalities 
as long as they are proportional, relevant and that they improve the conditions for Structural Funds 
investments, but had pointed out the risk of added bureaucratic burden these could create. 

4.6 Other issues 

A number of other issues still remain to be examined, many of which are of key interest to CPMR regions. 
A tentative list of the remaining 'thematic' blocks to be examined can be found in Annex 1. 

5. Next steps 

• April - May 2013: Likely European Parliament vote on the MFF. They may vote earlier at the 11–14 
March plenary session but it is unlikely given the current disagreements between Political Groups 
on this issue; 

• End of June 2013: Member States to submit draft Partnership Agreements for negotiation with the 
European Commission; 

• July 2013: Cohesion Policy legislative package approved by Council and the European Parliament; 

• End of 2013: Deadline for Member States to submit draft operational programmes. 

6. Proposals for CPMR action 

The ongoing negotiations between the European Parliament and the Council on the MFF provide room for 

action in terms of highlighting particular concerns shared by peripheral and maritime regions. 

It is recommended that the CPMR works with the European Parliament in the coming months on the 
following issues: 

• Macroeconomic conditionality: with the Council now officially supporting macroeconomic 
conditionality (as per the Council conclusions of the 7-8 February summit), it is difficult to envisage 
the concept going away altogether. There is, however, scope to revisit the methodology so that the 
application of macroeconomic conditionality is less damaging to regions and the beneficiaries of 
structural funds; 

• Territorial Cooperation: the Territorial Cooperation budget line is the worst affected by the cuts 
applied by the Council on the Cohesion Policy budget (about 25% reduction). It is likely the 
European Parliament will support an increase of the Territorial Cooperation budget, which should 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/350_opinion_crpm_rglementsce.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/350_opinion_crpm_rglementsce.pdf


Technical Paper from the CPMR General Secretariat - Negotiations on the Cohesion Policy Package: state of play 

and CPMR action - Reference CRPMNTP130009 A0 – February 2013 – p. 6 

be supported by the CPMR in light of its activities on the development of macroregional and sea 
basin strategies; 

• Special treatment for island regions: the vague mention of the special situation of islands regions 
needing 'to be taken into account' in the Council conclusions, coupled with the European 
Parliament's affinities for Cohesion Policy to address the needs of disadvantaged territories provides 
a real role for the CPMR to assist the European Parliament on this issue; 

• ERDF and support for infrastructure in more developed regions: the Council and the European 
Parliament seem to be in agreement for including support to ICT, environment and transport 
infrastructure as eligible expenditure for ERDF in more developed regions. The CPMR should 
continue supporting this key demand for peripheral and maritime regions. 
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Annex 1 - Thematic blocks under negotiation between the Council and the European Parliament 
(Cohesion Policy) 

 

• Thematic concentration 

• CSF 

• Territorial Development 

• Ex-ante Conditionality 

• Performance framework 

• Monitoring and Evaluation 

• Indicators, Information and Communication, Technical Assistance 

• Eligibility 

• Major Projects 

• Revenue Generating Operations and PPPs 

• Financial issues 

• Delegated and implementing acts 

• Financial Instruments 

• Management and control 

• Financial Management 

• Macroeconomic conditionality 
 

 
 


