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Integrated territorial investments — a challenge fo EU cohesion policy after
2020

THE EUROPEAN COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS
- stresses that EU Cohesion policy must adopt a {lased approach to reflect the actual
conditions and requirements of each specific tayiif it is to contribute more effectively to
achieving the EU's objectives, improve social acmhemic conditions and requirements for EU
citizens and help eliminate inequality;
- points out that the important potential for inteégthinvestment could be optimised in future by
building on existing examples of good practice dnd further adapting the place-based
approach;
- considers that it should be mandatory for all Menfbiates to facilitate the implementation|of
ITl in the next programming period, to enable 1@lfulfil its potential of becoming a key too
for implementing Cohesion policy and for tangibler&pean added value for EU citizens;
- points out that ITIl is an underused instrument ddrassing the challenges of increasing
subregional disparities highlighted in the Sevedbtihesion Report; calls for the ITI approach to
be more fully exploited beyond urban areas and emphted more widely in rural and
functional areas;
- recommends further simplification through the aarication of all resources dedicated to |TI
in one multi-fund operational programme if possildad avoiding complicated links to
individual sectoral operational programmes; the Gidgd recommends that the management
and financing must take place on the basis of bajlgrant that clearly defines the objectives,
indicators, resources and responsibility for impaiation;
- emphasises that specific indicators for this prognéng tool are essential and that regional
authorities must have the possibility of providitigeir own indicators for assessment by the
Commission during the design phase of the operatjprogrammes.
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Opinion of the European Committee of the Regions ktegrated territorial investments — a

challenge for EU cohesion policy after 2020

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

THE EUROPEAN COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS,

points out that local and regional authorities directly concerned by the implementation of
Cohesion policy tools such as integrated territaneestmentgITI), since they are both main
beneficiaries of the policy and directly involved managing implementation of the policy
under shared management. Several years afterttioeluction of the ITI tool under the 2014-
2020 programming period and in view of its greatptial for facilitating investment synergies
in the use of ESI Funds, the CoR is presentingwan-ipitiative opinion on the matter. The
Committee considers that the implementation expeeef LRAs to date, in terms both of their
success stories and the challenges they have decedinshould be fully assessed and taken
into account with a view to the post-2020 legiskatiramework;

Cohesion policy goals and a place-based approach

2.

stresses that EU cohesion policy must be adaptduetactual conditions and requirements of
each specific territory if it is to contribute maeéfectively to achieving the EU's objectives and
creating European added value, improve social andamic conditions and requirements for
EU citizens across the board and help eliminatgualty. It must therefore not only address a
region's problems sustainably and in a targeted tmatyalso make the most of its potential and
specificities. Most importantly, it should priogé regional policy and development, and in
particular the needs of the region as opposed deetlof the individual sectors. Its current
complex configuration distances it from its reaigmal objective. Its comprehensiveness and
complexity are becoming a fundamental hurdle toeffective and flexible implementation of
cohesion policy at local and regional levels;

points out that if we genuinely want to make cotvegolicy more effective, including in terms
of synergy, and make the most of a region's pakntie system for configuring ESIF needs to
be changed significantly, in such a way that whertoimes to achieving future EU goals and
creating European added value, a regional and Emgaloach based on local circumstances (a
"place-based approach") takes precedence overi@nalbpproach and common nationwide
priorities;

calls for elements of the principle of subsidiarégd shared management to be effectively
employed in the context of cohesion policy. Basedhese principles, the EU should limit itself
to establishing general objectives (what the Eld aole wants to achieve), but how these are
achieved should be determined at local and regienals depending on the specific conditions
and potential of the territory, which changes diree;

observes that reinforcing the place-based appradcmvolve more regular communication on
the part of the Commission's departments, and &dlyeDG Regio and the audit authorities,
because they will have to communicate directly ooty with national bodies, but also with
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local and regional bodies. It also restricts theggdility of establishing generic models that,
while making management and oversight cheaper mmples, significantly distance cohesion
policy from its beneficiaries. Implementing intetgea territorial approaches based on the active
participation of EU citizens will, however, haveclkear impact in terms of creating European
added value for those citizens, which must be tiwify for the Commission as well as for all
EU institutions and Member States;

6. points out that, if we want to build an EU for zéhs, we need to derive our policies from
settlements regardless of their size, i.e. fronhn lwommunities and regions, as these settlements
fulfil a fundamental and unique role for citizens terms of the quality of their lives, the
environment, education, employment, social servaseshealth, culture, and so on. As they are
closest to the citizens, they are better at undedétg citizens' needs and can be more aware of
changes in social and demographic structures. Plyin place the conditions for people's
quality of life, taking into account their interesind priorities, and thus creating an indisputable
European added value;

7.  stresses therefore that regional policy and theoned) dimension of cohesion policy not only
provide a tangible direct effect for people, makthg EU as such mean more to its citizens,
demonstrating its real benefits for their lives amelping to eliminate economic and non-
economic disparities, but in particular create tasic conditions for the implementation of
other EU policies. The Committee therefore consideessential that the implementation of
regional cohesion policy itself should be thoughé®an undisputed European added value, just
as, for example, support for science and researamd of itself is seen as a European added
value. Consequently, when implementing regionaksa@n policy it should not be necessary to
demonstrate a European added value for individysdg of activities or even projects; rather,
its contribution as a whole should be considerad#ting into account both horizontal and
vertical synergies;

8. points out that, in order to improve citizens' mgtion of cohesion policy and of the EU as
such, projects that are implemented as part ofpbliey must be ones that bring citizens real
benefits that reflect their requirements. Regiamdlesion policy should therefore be established
for all types of settlement, from communities tgioms, including the outermost regions, and
should take into account the situation on the gioas well as the potential and needs of the
settlement in terms of time, conditions and logati&é bottom-up approach should therefore be
adopted and the potential of an integrated appraadhmutual synergies should be used to the
maximum. The regional and local level and functlomaeas straddling a number of
administrative or statistical areas should playes fole in the process of achieving synergies
and integration (taking into account logical linksneighbouring regions and the interests or
requirements of lower territorial units), since ytheombine clarity of planning and strategies
with knowledge of local conditions;

9. stresses that there is an indisputable Europeandaddiue from the point of view of EU
citizens, which is to improve the quality of life isettlements and in the EU as a whole.
Improving the quality of life in settlements is eepequisite for successful implementation of all
other EU policies. This European added value cdy lom addressed to a limited extent with a
sectoral approach, but very effectively with regibhorizontal priorities, such as: quality of life
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10.

11.

in settlements (i.e. local and regional mobility,garticular labour mobility, employment and
employability, social and cultural services, inatusand integration, security, etc.) and Smart
Communities, the use of local economic and non-econ potential, and so on. The
implementation of sectoral priorities to address iost important priorities from the point of
view of citizens can — and do — produce only limhiggfects, and because they are not tailored to
local conditions, they often raise (in many casestified) doubts among citizens about the
benefits not only to themselves but to the EU aghale. Therefore, in order to address what
represents tangible European added value for Eté&n#, only an integrated territorial approach
based on local conditions can be effectively uasdpposed to a sectoral or national approach;

points out that the 7th Cohesion Report, publisined017, shows an increase in subregional
disparities, including within the richest regiofibls are an underused instrument in addressing
the challenge of rectifying these disparities. Eigee during the 2014-2020 period shows that
ITls and local development instruments deployeddmal players can be used to help those
urban or rural regions that are struggling the mdst certain regions in Europe the
implementation of ITls and distribution of ERDF fling are based on unemployment and
economic activity indicators. The regions facing thiggest challenges have received more
funding than have the most prosperous regions. rEtignale of interregional equity is crucial
so that no region is left lagging behind overatigth levels;

welcomes the repofthtegrated territorial and urban strategies. how are ESF adding value in
2014-20207" published by the European Commission in Decembé7 2and agrees with the
conclusions of this report. From this report CoRuidolike to stress the following points in
particular which correspond to the experience oA&Rb date:

» ITI have the potential to target development nemut$ problems, and to design bottom-up
responses with the active involvement of localzeitis and institutions to ensure that "no
person or region is left behind". They also hawe fbtential to respond to localised shocks
or unexpected developments through integrated paskéhat provide substance to action
plans.

» the urban and territorial strategies are a cleanametration of Cohesion policy promoting
the implementation of place-based approaches tmnalgand urban development, and
encouraged place-specific packages of interventihiad were designed in line with
stakeholders' views but also meeting overall Eléctibjes as well as EU "added value" and
flexibility.

» The strategies represent integrated developmemey-dre multi-sectoral, multi-partner and
(in a large number of cases) multi-fund. They emage vertical and horizontal cooperation,
territorial integration and knowledge-sharing. Véhihere is a long-standing and on-going
discussion at EU level on how to promote bettempeoation and integration across policy
sectors and between authorities, the integratiomtefventions is often most practical and
achievable at local level.

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docdsnelies/pdf/integrated_strategies/integratedtesiies _en.pdf
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» |TI's bring significant level of institutional inmation in regional and urban development
and creates new relationships or operating methbls. process of strategy development
and implementation has encouraged or required newswof working, thinking and
collaboration. In many cases it's also creates emipn and networks among different
centres/areas.

Integrated territorial investments and the curgrngramming period

12. asserts that integrated territorial investment)(ldppears to be an effective tool through its
scope for implementing a place-based approach asdalready been employed in many
Member States in the current programming period mange of circumstances and in various
forms, i.e. from regional Integrated Territorialvéstment and urban agglomerations (urban
"Article 7" ITIs), to Community-led Local Developmie(CLLD) and other integrated territorial
instruments;

13. welcomes the fact that during the preparationgHercurrent programming period, several first-
rate papers were published which highlighted tlet fhat an integrated territorial approach,
based on local conditions that change over timeulshbe adopted in order to make EU funds
more effective and more focused on the resultsrofepts. These papers put forward actual
principles for approach and implementation. Unfoetiely, however, these principles have not
always been implemented systematically and in tieeat programming period a national and
highly sectoral approach has prevailed, which maamless administration for the European
Commission but does not achieve the required effespecific regions and for specific EU
citizens, as is clear from recent debates on #te sf cohesion policy;

14. considers the most important of the papers merdioaeove to be'An Agenda for a
Reformed Cohesion Policy — A place-based approacto tmeeting European Union
challenges and expectations"known as theBarca Report, which was published in April
2009. This highlights integrated territorial andqe-based approaches as the cornerstone for
revitalising cohesion policy and calls for "a pldizsed development strategy aimed at both
core economic and social objectives";

15. welcomes the fact that the European Commission R2Gio) has also drawn up a very good
paper in collaboration with experts, entitletbcenarios for Integrated Territorial
Investment”, which was published in January 2015 and puts dodwfour scenarios for the
implementation of integrated territorial investmésatsed on various conditions and territorial
characteristics. The proposals set out in the phpee been applied only to a limited extent in
the current programming period, not least due éoldlbe publication of the paper (i.e. not until
2015). It would be useful to take this as a stgrfinint in discussions about the future of ITI;

16. welcomes the fact that 20 Member States have \alilyparticipated in the implementation of
ITI in the current programming period. Regrettabyme countries have used ITI only with
regard to the application of Article 7 of the ERBEgulation, which stipulates that at least 5%
of national ERDF allocations under the "Investmimtgrowth and jobs" objective must be
reserved for integrated urban development stragegiéhout taking enough account of actual
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17.

needs at local and regional levels. A significaminber of Member States have also used the
tool more broadly (“thematic" ITIs implemented undérticle 36 CPR). This important
potential for integrated investment could be opgedi in future by building on existing
examples of good practice and by further adaptieginstrument to diverse local and regional
requirements, implementing the recommendationegdh this opinion;

regrets that there has been a considerable del#yiimplementation of integrated regional
approaches and that the tool has not yet beentalgeoduce all of the synergies that it could
and should produce. However, this cannot and mostbe extrapolated to suggest that
implementing EU cohesion policy through integrateditorial investment is not effective. On
the contrary, given the complications and lack lafity, the fact that this tool — thanks to the
great efforts of the staff of all the stakeholdergot off the ground at all and is yielding results
with a real positive impact on the territory argldttizens is proof of its potential. Moreover, the
CoR emphasises the added value of the integraggohid approaches where they have acted as
a lever for capacity-building in certain contexfgcilitating an integrated territorial approach
and multilevel governance where this had previonslyexisted.

As emerged from the workshop on the state of sweée urban development and ITI held at
the European Committee of the Regions in 2ptte main difficulties in introducing ITI in the
current programming period are:

* Late delivery of the "Guidance for Member States lategrated Sustainable Urban
Development (Article 7 ERDF Regulation)”, which tl&ropean Commission did not
publish until May 2015. It was only on the basisthit document that a start was made on
developing the architecture needed to implement ifTIMember States, tracing the
boundaries of urban areas and identifying the phoes for approving policy documents on
urban development, as well as the policy documémsnselves. Only then could the
planning of individual projects begin.

» The main problem with the implementation and dngftbf policy documents for urban areas
with regard to ITI was that in most countries thpei@tional programmes (OPs), along with
their indicators and management systems, had glteaseh approved at the beginning of the
preparation phase for ITI implementation, withcaktimg ITI into account. Urban strategies
therefore had to adapt to the various pre-exisbiR$ and indicators, which greatly limited
the flexibility of the strategies and their reaheygetic effects.

* In some cases the compulsory allocation of OP ressuto ITI has not taken place, thus
effectively rendering meaningless the whole notibimplementation and the achievement
of effects of synergy by means of ITI.

which was proposed by the Region of Murcia arghoised jointly with the European Commission infiaenework of the TAIEX
REGIO PEER 2 PEER tool (a tool designed to prortmteexchange of expertise and good practices betivedies that manage
funding under the European Regional DevelopmendR&RDF) and the Cohesion Fund, thereby increatsiay administrative
capacity and ensuring better results from EU inaests).
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» Delays to implementation and the creation of unseaely complex ITI implementation
structures in which, even at the level of urbarasrentermediary bodies need to be set up to
monitor and evaluate projects, whereas in realibjegt selection mostly takes place at the
level of the managing authorities of each OP. Thasactures seem disproportionate in
some cases, given both the small amount of resewltecated to ITI and the very limited
powers of these intermediary bodies or the possiblgication of action. Such complex
implementation systems make the whole process ymduhplicated in such cases.

 The remit and powers of the bodies responsiblestdecting operations (as defined in
Article 7 of the ERDF Regulation) are not suffidigntaken into account in the
implementation process. Where integrated territostrategies for sustainable urban
development are implemented in a functional areatgr than official urban boundaries, the
position of subregional authorities that are opegaon the basis of a broad partnership of
stakeholders in the area and on the basis of hewiigovernance is, for the most part, not
sufficiently well enshrined in law.

The workshop also highlighted the positive aspeatgarticular the fixed resources for the
implementation of strategies, as well as the avaatif synergies between projects and, above
all, dealing with issues on the basis of local ¢timials and potential, i.e. the real applicatioraof
place-based approach;

The way forward after 2020 — proposals for the meatgramming period

18.

19.

considers that in order to know how best to impletm&l after 2020, we should build on the
experience gained from its implementation thusHewever, it is not enough simply to modify
the current voluntary system for implementing 19F the next programming period. Current
experiences should be seen merely as the testsresuyilot projects, which should be used as a
basis for genuinely transforming EU cohesion policyo a policy based on regional
development and an integrated territorial and plzaed approach that will truly make the
most of the region's potential and address its @oimand social problems and challenges, for
the benefit of EU citizens and the EU as a whole;

proposes that the "Scenarios for Integrated Teiattnvestment” paper should form the basis
of the next programming period and be applied dsnskvely as possible. The ITI approach
should be more fully exploited beyond urban aredsere it is most frequently used now, and
implemented more widely in rural and functionaleerelefined in different ways on the basis of
local conditions, as outlined in the four scenasesout in that paper. It is very important for
the integrated territorial investment tool to beplegd to functional areas because providing
them with targeted support based on a bottom-upoapp could be particularly effective and
productive in terms of creating synergies betwesrall resources and external sources of
financing. It should be mandatory for all Membeat8s to facilitate the implementation of the
integrated territorial investment tool in the ngxbgramming period, to enable ITI to fulfil its
potential of becoming a key tool for implementing Eegional cohesion policy, while applying
the principles of partnership at all times and einguthat local and regional authorities are fully
involved in the design, implementation, monitorargl evaluation of the strategy;
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20.

21.

22.

23.

also proposes that the starting point when desigaugrarching integrated strategies should be
functional and logical territories, which shouldtrze larger than NUTS Il regions, unless
logical links in the territory in question createddferent functional unit within which the
strategy can be implemented more effectively. Toiss not mean that the NUTS Il authorities
or those of similar regions should also be the smmagement body for implementing the ITI
strategy or that only integrated strategy shouldiéeeloped in this area. On the contrary, the
Committee considers it appropriate to take local fmctional conditions and logical links as
the basis for framing individual integrated temi&b investment strategies for different types of
territory within the above-mentioned functional tuthe outputs and impacts of which should,
however, be harmonised at this level. This harnaims should also make it possible to
establish logical thematic links with neighbourmgiions and to take into account the interests
or requirements of lower territorial units. Howevémplementation of strategies and their
management should take place in such a way asxonisa the effect and should above all be
on a voluntary basis and respect local conditioms@rcumstances;

strongly recommends concentration of all resourdedicated to ITI in one multi-fund
operational programme, if possible, 8@t individual ITIs should always correspond tdyon
one operational programme — i.e. that individualibs implementing ITI should communicate
with only one managing authority of an operatiopppgramme. ITls actually have a much
greater added value when they are multi-fundedommon set of rules integrating investments
from the ERDF, the ESF, the Cohesion Fund and thass of the EAFRD relating to general
rural development would be the most efficient wayngplementing cohesion policy objectives.
If the idea of linking ITls to a single operationptogramme is not adopted for the next
programming period, it will be necessary to avoidating complicated links to individual
sectoral operational programmes; The CoR is indawd multi-fund programmes implemented
at regional level. The operational programme thatlT| is part of should logically be multi-
funded. To achieve greater synergies, however,|Thdool should also be allowed, where
appropriate, to establish functional links with ethoperational programmes and other
instruments (such as Horizon and EFSI). ITI impletirey bodies at all levels should be given
maximum flexibility when it comes to achieving gedDesignating a lead fund for technical
assistance could also facilitate the operationpléementation of multi-funding;

considers that, when implementing an ITI, produtstiand performance indicators adapted to
the overall purpose of the integrated territorrateistment must be taken into consideration.
Specific indicators for this programming tool aherefore essential and, as a result, during the
design phase of the operational programmes, relgarthorities must have the possibility of
providing their own indicators, which will be assed by the Commission to ensure that the
proposed measures, the measurement indicators hendTt objectives correspond to one
another. Similarly, it should be noted that leg#fiallties (cf. state aid rules) sometimes arise
from positive discrimination in the objective angbgective scope of the ITI, e.g. as a result of
the conditions of the competitive call for propasal

further recommends that the designation of theit¢ei®s concerned by the ITI, its

implementation provisions, goals and budgetarycalions are clearly defined upfront in the
partnership agreements (or in similar documentsdbéine the relations between the Member
States and the EU in the future programming per@adyell as in the corresponding operational
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24,

25.

26.

27.

programmes, of which they should form an obligafmayt. At the same time, when the relevant
OP is approved, each body that implements an ldlilshdiscuss and approve, together with the
OP's managing authority, an agreement with the Cesiom (a direct tripartite agreement
between the bodies carrying out the ITI, the OP agarg authority and the Commission is
essential for successful implementation). This wapecify the implementation methods and
establish indicators that focus on the real impddhe ITI strategy in the territory in question.
In countries where the partnership principle is praiperly established and is purely superficial,
the European Commission should help create reltiased on proper partnership, in particular
when it comes to implementing ITI;

points out that recent experience with the impletai@m not only of ITI but also of the EFSI at
regional level has generally shown that, to ensiebility and the resulting impact, the
management and financing of ITI must take placahenbasis of a global grant that clearly
defines the objectives, indicators, resources asgansibility for implementation. However,
this global grant must not be perceived as a soofdends to be used at will, but must be
clearly linked to achieving the objectives and dadors set out individually for each ITI
strategy as part of the negotiation of the relev@® The Global Grant Scheme should
guarantee predictability and security of resoufoeshe implementation of ITI strategies and in
this way also allow for a flexible combination dfig financial resource with other EU and
national tools (e.g. EFSI and Horizon) and own weses. This is to ensure that a genuine
strategic approach can be taken as part of theeimgitation of integrated territorial
investments and that the maximum possible integradf resources and the greatest synergies
within sub-regions, as well as across territorighiw a region, can been achieved;

considers that implementing an ITI should result an improvement to the financial
management of the operational programmes. Complamigndoes not mean increased funding
for the implementation of this programming instrumeln accordance with the principle of
"incentivising rather than penalising”, co-finargirrates should be increased to cover
investment costs that relate directly to the obbjeocdf the ITI;

also recommends that the implementing bodies detigéT| should be reserved exclusively for
local and regional authorities at different levedssociations of municipalities and local
development councils set up by law, the Euroregems inter-regional territorial cooperation
bodies, as they alone can ensure that the strategjldbe implemented. They should be granted
maximum flexibility, both in the selection of adties and interventions needed to achieve the
objectives and in the degree and focus of supporthat they can effectively combine EU, own,
national and private resources in order to achibeegreatest possible synergetic effect for the
strategy. They should also be allowed to changeltigeee and focus of the support during the
implementation of the strategy in response to thaitdry's changing socio-economic
conditions, so as to achieve the objectives actefidy as possible and maximise European
added value. In this connection, the European Casion is invited to lay down clear rules to
create legal certainty on issues of liability in UBe;

considers it essential to go beyond a mere grougfipgojects co-funded by different funds and
to pursue a genuine and suitable integrated maregestrategy. In this regard, notes that, with
a view to making ITI more efficient and more effeet increased practical support and
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guidance are needed to improve both understandingh® tool and the design and
implementation of the strategies, thereby makirg rtiost of the tool's potential. To this end,
recommends evaluating the possibility of estalbligha specific permanent support body for
regions interested in using this tool, which wourtbrm, advise and promote the exchange of
best practices;

28. points out in conclusion that preparations for thwlementation of the ITI tool for the
programming period after 2020 must be launched idiately after the publication of the
forthcoming draft legislation on ESI Funds post-20& that individual ITI strategies are
drafted and discussed in detail with citizens attietiostakeholders before the first discussions
of the operational programmes with the European i@i@sion. This is because a bottom-up
approach is much more participatory and more carafdd and requires much more time to
negotiate than a top-down approach. The implementaf the ITI tool should be incorporated
into the draft legislation on ESI Funds post-2086 mto draft budgets, which will underpin the
future cohesion policy.

Brussels, 1 February 2018

The President
of the European Committee of the Regions

Karl-Heinz Lambertz
The Secretary-General
of the European Committee of the Regions

Jiti Burianek
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