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Executive Summary 

 

Key words: Integrated approach, Local Community, Sustainable Urban Development, EU 

2020 Strategy, Local Governance, Results-oriented policy, Territorial place-based Strategy 

 

   The next Cohesion Policy is designed to deliver the EU 2020 Strategy for “a smart, inclusive 

and sustainable growth”. It aims to be more results-oriented, meaning that EU investments 

must add greater value. The Policy should also be “place-based”, i.e. integrating Territorial 

Cohesion objectives.  

 

   The European Commission proposes to set out a “Common Strategic Framework” to all 

Funds which translate EU 2020 targets into key objectives. Legislative proposals also foresee 

the adoption of Partnership Agreements (Member State level) that must ensure an 

integrated approach to the use of the CSF Funds for territorial development. For 2014-2020, 

Priority Axes of each Operational Programme must correspond to a set of Thematic 

Objectives and Investment Priorities of the Funds. 

 

   Furthermore, the Commission proposes that a minimum of 5% of each Member State’s 

ERDF resources must be invested in Sustainable Urban Development strategies implemented 

through Integrated Territorial Investments (it is). An ITI is one of the 2 new main instruments 

proposed as new options for programming. It is a financial tool that allows Member States to 

implement Operational Programmes in a cross-cutting way by drawing Funding from several 

priority axes of one or more Operational Programmes. That may ensure the implementation 

of an integrated strategy for a specific territory. The second instrument promoted for the 

2014 + period is the Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) directly inspired by LEADER. 

It is a “bottom-up” approach that focused on the Member State’s most severely 

disadvantaged areas and implemented by Local Action Groups through their own local 

development strategies. 

 

   We would like to figure out here to what extend the European Commission proposals for 

more integrated local strategy renew practices of territorial development within the EU 

Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. 

 

   Several EU Programmes and Community Initiatives have shaped integrated territorial 

strategies in the way that the Commission seeks to implement them under the Cohesion 

Policy 2014-2020. 

 

   The Community-Led Local Development’s single methodology is directly inspired by the 

LEADER approach. One of its main components, The Local Action Group, will be the driver 
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body to manage and implement local development strategies through an efficient Public-

Private Partnership horizontally integrated for 2014-2020.  

 

    Experiences gained by URBACT also provides interesting tools in urban context with the 

vertical integration of all levels of governance as well as the dissemination of good and 

innovative practices through efficient networking.  

 

    URBAN programmes bring a strong background in developing integrated sustainable 

strategies by combining physical, social and environmental aspects. EU practices of territorial 

development will be therefore a simple extension of what have been experimented so far? 

 

   Even though the bottom-up approach has been introduced by LEADER, it will remain an 

innovative model of governance under the CLLD as all EU Member States do not see yet all 

benefits that must be bring through its implementation.  

 

    The Integrated Territorial Investment also incorporates a variable degree of bottom-up 

governance according to the strategy carrying out. Furthermore, an ITI is also an innovative 

EU tool as it seems to be relevant to face issues related to the new scales of governance 

(Metropolitan or City-Region level) emerging the latest years throughout the EU. We can 

therefore easily pretend that EU practices of territorial development are partly renewed. 

They are the result from two decades of shared experiences and from the evolution of the 

European territory’s realities. 
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Introduction 

 

“The EU Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 is really more result-oriented, meaning that it follows (…) 

the 2020 strategy and we are focused on this strategy in a very intensive, close connection to 

the Cohesion Policy. This is the direction we should go, with thematic concentration. This is 

one point to show that we invest money to see success.”1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: The Cohesion Policy 2014-2020, own realization, 2012. 

 

   The next Cohesion Policy is designed to deliver the EU 2020 Strategy for “a smart, inclusive 

and sustainable growth”. It aims to be more results-oriented, meaning that EU investments 

must add greater value. The Policy should also be “place-based”, i.e. integrating Territorial 

Cohesion objectives.  

They have actually been introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, which “acknowledges that 

economic and social cohesion cannot be achieved at the European level without a stronger 

focus on the territorial impact of EU policies”. The Territorial Cohesion can be seen as  “an 

aspiration for a better state of the EU, with harmonious and balanced, efficient, sustainable 

territorial structure to make sure that the citizens of these places are able to make the most 

of the inherent features of these territories and where different territories can realize their 

optimal solution of long term development…”2  

 

The new programming framework for 2014-2020 harmonizes rules applicable to the 5 

European Funds (the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social 

Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

(EAFRD) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)). The European Commission 

thus proposes to set out a “Common Strategic Framework” to all Funds which translate EU 

2020 targets (see Annex 1) into key objectives. Furthermore, legislative proposals foresee 

the adoption of Partnership Agreements which set out agreements among partners at 

                                                
1
 Constanze Krehl, Member of European Parliament, 11 July 2012, Interview in Euractiv.com.  

2European Commission, 2011,Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020  
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National and Regional level before being approved by the European Commission. Those 

agreements must ensure an integrated approach to the use of the CSF Funds for territorial 

development. 

For 2014-2020, Priority Axes of each Operational Programme must correspond to a set of 

Thematic Objectives and Investment Priorities of the Funds (see Annex 2). The European 

Commission gives up here the geographical zoning approach of the current programming 

period. 

 

For the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020, the European Commission proposes that a minimum of 

5% of each Member State’s ERDF resources must be invested in Sustainable Urban 

Development strategies implemented through ITIs. An ITI is one of the 2 new main 

instruments that are proposed as new options for programming by the Commission. 

An Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) is a financial tool under which resources from 

different Priority Axes and potentially from different Operational Programmes can be 

combined in target areas pre-defined by Member States. 

The second instrument promoted for the 2014 + period is the Community-Led Local 

Development (CLLD) directly inspired by the LEADER approach. It is a “bottom-up” approach 

that focused on the Member State’s most severely disadvantaged areas and implemented by 

Local Action Groups through their own local development strategies (see in Annex 3 main 

features of both instruments). 

 

Throughout this work, we will try to figure out to what extend the European Commission 

proposals for more integrated local strategy renew practices of territorial development 

within the EU Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. 

 

In this sense, we will see in a first chapter that the Community-based approach promoted by 

the CLLD is not new. After having an overview of LEADER’s characteristics that directly 

inspires the CLLD’s single methodology, we will figure out how the ITI intends to respond to 

new European territorial realities. Then, we will highlight the philosophy of the new 

programming framework turned to more simplification, flexibility and efficiency. This results-

oriented framework is promoted through the coordination of the 5 CSF Funds, the 

requirement of an efficient Multilevel Governance and the declination of Thematic 

Objectives as key actions targeting specific objectives. 

In a second chapter, we will see what model of governance is promoted by the European 

Commission to implement integrated sustainable development strategies. In this sense, we 

will confront the innovative bottom-up approach based on a shift toward more Local 

Governance implying some risks and limits; to the traditional top-down approach that the 

Commission seems to reinforce through the establishment of a menu of Thematic Objectives 

for 2014-2020. Then, based on EU programmes experiences (URBAN and LAGs under 

LEADER), we will provide pathways and success conditions to manage and implement 

integrated sustainable strategies. 
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1. Local Governance mainstreamed through the new programming 
framework  

 

   The EU Cohesion Policy for the 2014-2020 programming period targets the local level as 

suitable scale in implementing EU programmes especially through a new instrument: The 

Community-Led Local Development. This new tool proposes a “single methodology” actually 

inspired by the EU programme Leader which has developed over the last two decades a 

successful model to respond to rural challenges. In order to apply this method to any type of 

areas, the CLLD instrument shall be feed up by others EU programmes experiences and 

complemented by a new financial instrument (ITI) also arising from the new programming 

framework. 

1.1 A Community-based approach not new  

 

   LEADER (“Liaison Entre les Actions de Développement de l'Economie Rurale”) is a rural 

development policy and is now seen as a method to deliver rural development in local 

communities in opposition to a traditional implementation of a fixed set of measures coming 

from top decision-makers. There were three generation of Leader Community Initiatives 

which have been financed by the EU Structural Funds: Leader I (91-93), Leader II (94-99) and 

Leader + (2000-2006). At this stage, Member States and Local Authorities have runned 

themselves Leader programmes with separate financing set aside at EU level. From 2007, the 

Leader “approach” has been integrated to the whole EU rural development policy. It is so far 

included as Axis 4 in the European Agriculture Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) which is 

the second pillar of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). For the next programming period, 

Leader will be under the heading of the CLLD. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Evolution and key features of Leader programmes, own realization, 2012. 
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1.1.1 The Leader approach: Mobilizing a geographical community 

 

   Leader is composed by 7 key features closely interlinked. Implemented through an area-

based approach overspreading traditional administrative boundaries, Leader programme is 

monitored by Local Action Groups gathering different stakeholders from every sector 

concerned by the nature of the  project, mainstreaming the bottom-up governance. 

Under the Leader approach, innovation actions are essential to regenerate the territory 

targeted. These actions need to be disseminated through a strong partnership in a 

transnational network and to be implemented in an integrated and intersectoral way. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3: Characteristics of the Leader approach, own realization, 2012. 

Source: The Leader approach: A basic guide, European Commission, 2006 

 

 

1.1.1.1 Involving several partners beyond predefined boundaries 

 

 Area based local development strategies for sub regional territories 

 

   First of all, an area-based approach refers to a local identity with common traditions, needs 

and expectations (a “sense of belonging”3). Under Leader, this rural territorial unit 

characterized by an intern social cohesion appears as suitable target area for policy 

implementation and may therefore overspread predefined administrative boundaries. 

Furthermore, it facilitates the establishment of SWOT analysis, meanings the definition of 

local Strengths, Weaknesses, Threats and Opportunities of an area. 

                                                
3 Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development, 2006, The Leader approach – A basic Guide,  p.8 
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The Leader approach put two criteria together which clarify its meaning of local. Firstly, 

areas have to be big enough to be able to carry out effectively their strategy. This “critical 

mass” refers to the capacity of the Leader area to generate a development process that 

mobilizes its own resources. This is usually interpreted as meaning at least 10,000 

inhabitants.  

Secondly, the area should be sufficiently small to permit local interaction. Broadly speaking 

the area must not be so vast that it simply becomes a planning unit with limited possibility 

for direct local involvement by citizens. The top level for LEADER was set at 150,000 

inhabitants although exceptions were allowed when justified. 

Compare to more traditional and global approaches, area-based local development 

strategies allow actions to be tailored more precisely to suit real needs and local competitive 

advantages. They add value by giving more importance to endogenous resources4 in order to 

offer a better perspective for sustainable development than central policies which apply the 

same set of measures to every rural area. 

The definition of “local area” given by area-based strategies is not fixed or static. Indeed, it 

“evolves (…) with broader economic and social change, the role of farming, land 

management and environmental concerns, and general perceptions about rural areas.”5 

Partnerships between local stakeholders are at the heart of those strategies to implement 

and monitor projects through an innovative decision-making process: the bottom-up 

approach. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4: The area-based approach under Leader, own realization, 2012. 

Source: The Leader approach: A basic guide, European Commission, 2006 

 

 

                                                
4 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.23 
5
 Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development, 2006, The Leader approach – A basic Guide, p.9 
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 The Bottom-up approach… 

 

   It’s a method which identifies relevant policy measure through the consultation of 

appropriate interest groups at the local level. The bottom-up approach mainly aims to 

encourage participatory local decision-making including economic, social and environmental 

interest groups, and representative public and private institutions. Participation may take 

place at different stage of the process: before the strategic plan elaboration, during its 

implementation, and for its evaluation. 

 

“Capacity building is a strategic component of the bottom-up approach: 

> Awareness raising, training, participation and mobilization of the local population to 

identify the strengths and weakness of the area (analysis), 

> the participation of different interest groups in the strategic choices of the rural innovation 

programme, 

> transparent criteria for selecting the actions implemented.”6 

 

The bottom-up approach is closely interlinked to the area-based approach. Indeed, to be 

effective, it must be apply to a small area in which citizens know each other and are able to 

participate easily to every step of the project implementation. Furthermore, as all rural areas 

do not have same challenges to solve, centralized decision making (also known as top-down 

approach) becomes irrelevant because it do not take into account singular features of each 

area. Local participatory decision-making becomes therefore a strategic tool for 

acknowledging specific needs of rural areas.  

 

However, the culture of consensus which is inherent to the bottom-up approach between all 

groups of interest can be strengthened if they are able to deal with it or becomes a threat 

for the implementation of the project if not. 

Adopting the bottom-up approach imply an empowerment of the local level to the 

detriment of the central government. As said before, in one hand it can bring a tighter 

analysis of local needs, but in the other hand it can fail in having a global approach often 

necessary to assess coherently local issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
6 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.25 
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 …with decision making power to Local Action Groups 

 

Here is the real value added by the Leader approach and at the heart of the CLLD. The Local 

Action Groups mobilize a far wider range of public and private stakeholders, which are 

supposed to be the relevant project monitors as they are closely aware to local territorial 

issues (principle of subsidiarity). In case where local administrations are not well structured, 

the constitution of a LAG may contribute to strengthening processes of decentralization to 

sub-regional level as well as increasing this degree of subsidiarity.  

 

A Local Action Group is expected to:  

“> draw together the “living strengths” of an area around a joint project;  

> have decision-making autonomy and a capacity to take a fresh look at local resources;  

> link the different measures;  

> be flexible in their management;  

> be capable of seizing the opportunities offered by the local mix of resources; > be more 

susceptible to innovative ideas;  

> be able to integrate and deal with separate sectoral approaches.”7 

 

These partners should represent leading figures in the economic, social life of the rural area 

and the various sectors and associations concerned with environment, culture and social 

integration. It have to be composed of “representatives of public and private local socio-

economic interests, where at the decision making level neither the public sector nor any 

single interest group shall represent more than 49% of the voting rights.8” 

 

Direct users or beneficiaries of a programme have therefore a central place in the 

partnership and no group or sector should dominate. One of the expectations for delegating 

the management of Leader programmes to LAGs is their ability to stimulate local initiatives 

better than central administrations and top-down policies. 

 

However, it subsist a common fear among local politicians that rights of democrated elected 

representatives will be attenuated by the proliferation of LAGs. Leader experiences have 

proved that this concern is not issue as public sector sets out the terms of the agreement by 

which LAGs designs and implement the strategic plan. The risk remains actually more on the 

high control of the public body that can reduce the scope for local initiatives. Indeed, it 

becomes a real problem when public entities have the monopoly on cofinancing and can 

therefore control the contents of action plans. To correct this, the European Commission has 

                                                
7 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.27 
8
 P. Soto, M.Houk, P. Ramsden, February 2012, Implementing  Community-Led Local Developement in cities. 

Lessons from URBACT  
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proposed that cofinancing should be awarded to the partnership on the basis of its strategy 

and in parallel of EU funding9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: The Local Action Groups under LEADER, own realization, 2012. 

Source: The Leader approach: A basic guide, European Commission, 2006 

 

1.1.1.2 From innovative actions to multi-sectoral strategies 

 

 Implementation of innovative actions 

 

   Innovation is a key concept of the LEADER approach which aims to “support innovative, 

demonstrative and transferable operations illustrating the new paths that rural development 

could follow.”10 

Since the 1960’s, rural areas have to face different challenges as rural exodus, desertification 

and the crisis of the classic farming model. They must therefore deployed innovative 

initiatives in order to revitalize their economy and social cohesion. However innovative 

nature of rural development actions depends on challenges that specific areas have to deal 

with. Indeed, specific contexts of areas may vary considerably and the global context also 

differs from an area to another. For instance, relationship between town and country has a 

different impact if one is situated in periurban area or in an area further away from towns.  

 

                                                
9 P. Soto, M.Houk, P. Ramsden, February 2012, Implementing  Community-Led Local Developement in cities. 
Lessons from URBACT 
10 European Observatory Leader, 1997, Innovation and Rural Development, p.27 
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Under the Leader method, innovation appears as initiative of local actors who must bring 

new solutions to the specific challenges facing the area11. Innovative actions must follow the 

new expectations of the consumers (e.g seeking “fresh” products through short production 

chain) and evolution of the society (e.g preservation of natural space).  

Innovative actions must also add greater value on the area and a set of criteria must be 

established to evaluate them. Among the several criteria attributed to the innovative 

character that Leader actions should have, some of them seem transversal enough to get an 

overview about what results they expected to achieve. 

 

- Actions adding value to endogenous resources. These actions are related to specific context 

of a rural area including cultural and environmental aspects, tourism and local identity and 

seek to raise the capacity of local population to take initiatives. These actions aim at facing 

the loss of competitiveness resulting from the globalization of rural economy by 

diversificating local agricultural sector. Endogenous resources are here expected to be able 

to find new niche markets for local products in order to offer an alternative to farming 

activities. 

 

- Actions which cooperate with other EU policies and programmes. The objective here is to 

make Leader complementary to others national and European programmes by creating a 

“division of labour”12. Leader can for instance concentrates on immaterial investments while 

other (bigger) programmes invest on physical and material projects. 

- Actions which provide new responses to new or traditional problems of rural areas such as 

decline in agricultural employment and deterioration of the environment. The objective here 

is to find alternative solutions which are sustainable. New opportunities and center of 

attractiveness in rural areas must be point out. 

 

- Actions linked to technological innovation and local know how including the application of 

Information and Communication technologies in rural areas. The objective here is not to 

implement radical innovation but “incremental innovation”13. The incremental way of 

innovation is itself subdivides in 2 paths of innovative process.  

Innovation by imitation implement new technologies by reproducing a product or 

organization set up elsewhere but using endogenous resources.  

Innovation by adaptation refers to a higher phase of imitation in which new technologies are 

adapted to local know how.  

In opposition to radical innovation which implies structural modification, incremental 

innovation actions aim at create new combination of know how between local traditional 

knowledge and widely modern technologies in order to develop new products, new form of 

organization and new markets. The transfer of all these innovative actions is highly expected 

                                                
11 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.25 
12 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.30 
13 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.30 
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under Leader and is facilitated through the cooperation and networking between rural 

areas. 

 

 Networking and cooperation projects 

 

Under the Leader approach, networking is a compulsory feature, a requirement for all direct 

Leader beneficiaries. They have few obligations as providing information on actions carried 

out. Networking aims at facilitate the exchange of information about rural development 

policies and disseminate innovative actions.  

The main objectives of Networking can therefore be seen as: 

“- reducing isolation and increase the information and references used by LAGs, thereby 

improving their decision-making capacity and the effectiveness of rural development actions 

- compiling a database of information and analyses on innovative actions and practices in 

order to promote the transfer of know how and best practices between rural areas”14 

 

Concerning transnational cooperation, the objectives are here more ambitious and aim at 

creating a critical mass of services (e.g marketing agreements) and bringing partners 

together to make them more visible.  

Both Leader characteristics provide a framework (informal for networking, more formal for 

cooperation) for the circulation of information and exchange of experiences among actors 

involved in rural development policies. LAGS members are not the only ones concerned; it 

includes central authorities and their deconcentrated services, local authorities and social 

and economic partners. 

 

Different structures and platforms are acting for the dissemination of Leader experiences: 

 

- The Leader Observatory: it facilitates the share of experiences at European level, gather 

and disseminate innovative models and provide technical assistance to support rural areas 

for transnational cooperation projects. 

 

- Eleven EU countries have set up National Coordination Units. They organize information 

meetings for national Leader groups. The next one will take place in Marseille on the 25th 

and 26th September 2012. This event will be organized by Leader France in cooperation with 

the European Leader Association for Rural Development (ELARD). This 2 days Leader event 

will deal with issues as the Leader method in the next programming period and the 

dissemination of Leader in the Community-Led Local Development policy. Exchange of 

expertise will be engage between speakers from diverse backgrounds such as LAGs, 

European Institutions and organizations. This kind of event encourages undeniably the 

promotion of networking among LAGs. 

 

                                                
14 Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.34 
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- As said before, the transnational cooperation is a more formalized agreement than 

networking. Three kind of project are often promoted: the transfer of knowledge, the search 

for complementarities and joint production, and exchanges. 

 

 Multi-sectoral and integrated strategy 

 

Over the last decades, rural areas have predominantly implemented different sectoral 

approaches. The Leader approach aim at deploying new opportunities through a “holistic 

and integrated approach (…): 

- Creating or exploiting existing synergies among different sectors; 

- increasing the overall effectiveness of the programme and the sustainability of individual 

actions 

- encouraging the diversification of rural economies, creating an alternative to declining 

agricultural sector and strengthening its capacity to respond to sectoral crises.15”  

 

Under Leader, 2 key components compose the integrated approach: 

- The “linkage between actions”: Actions and projects within the strategic plan must not be 

separated measures (e.g linking training courses with construction of farming 

accommodations) but must be coordinated and part of a one-shot strategy. One of the most 

important forms of linkage held on the “chain of production” which covers all steps of 

production process, i.e. from raw resources through intermediate phases, right to marketing 

and distribution phases. 

 

- The “intersectoral linkages” with an adoption of a comprehensive overview of 

interventions, including all relevant sectors in the area (economic, social, cultural and 

environmental). 

1.1.2 Targeting a “community of interest”  

 

   The CLLD is deploying a “single methodology” inspiring by the Leader approach. It’s 

interesting here to point out whether the pillars composing this rural development policy 

can be also applied in urban areas. The limited power given to local authorities within the 

Local Action Groups can be seen as an obstacle in urban areas where investments tend to be 

larger and the public sector are the initiator of regeneration schemes. After having an 

overview of challenges that European urban areas have to face nowadays, we will see that 

URBACT experiences give interesting option for the CLLD to be applied in urban context. 

Furthermore, the new programming framework for 2014-2020 provides a new financial 

instrument (the Integrated Territorial Investment) that provides a new support for 

integrated territorial initiatives. 

 

                                                
15  Leader European Observatory, 1999, Assessing the added value of the Leader approach, p.32 
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1.1.2.1 A new European urban context 

 

   Urban Planning is not a European policy competence. However, since the Lisbon Treaty, 

social, economic and territorial cohesion have a strong urban dimension within the Cohesion 

Policy. 

Around 70% of the EU population (approximately 350 Million people) lives in urban areas of 

more than 5000 city-dwellers16. Hence, urban areas cannot be any more isolated from a 

wider European policy framework. We are not arguing here that Cohesion Policy objectives 

must be concentrated on urban areas to the detriment of rural or coastal areas. But it must 

be closely aware of cities evolution and needs which have an undeniable impact on the 

overall European territory.   

 

As defined in the report “Cities of tomorrow”, it states across the European Union a “new 

urban reality”. Morphological boundaries of cities are becoming more confusing. Urban 

sprawl characterized by peri-urban development let emerged new functional urban areas in 

which the core-city develops new relationships with its surrounding agglomerations. 

Functional area means coherent territory from an economic, social and physical point of 

view. As it was also mainstreamed in the Leader approach for rural areas, urban challenges 

cannot be contained in administrative boundaries any more. 

According to Ivan Tosics (Managing Director of the Metropolitan Research Institute), the 

current institutional structure of local authorities across the EU is not appropriate for dealing 

efficiently with new urban challenges in an integrated way. Indeed, local challenges do not in 

all cases need local solutions. They may need to be integrated in a wider strategy in order to 

avoid shifting problems to another nearby locality. For instance, developing eco-

neighborhoods helps to reduce housing waste but may generate more private car use if it is 

not well integrated spatially in terms of proximity to services and easily accessible by public 

transport.17  

 It is crucial for every stakeholder involved in urban development policies to be aware to the 

interrelation of urban challenges. There are many cases of road infrastructure which have 

created spatial segregation and contributed to city congestion. There is therefore a need of 

new level of governance to generate a cross-sectoral policies approach, able to combine 

urban regeneration, competitiveness, social inclusion and environmental initiatives of the 

so-called functional area.  

This new level of governance may be situated between central government level and the 

local level as traditionally defined. The central level is considered too far from local matters 

while the local level in certain cases does not have the necessary backward step to plan 

cross-sectoral strategies. 

City-Region or metropolitan governance level appears as good compromise to ensure social 

cohesion and competitiveness at European level. They seem the suitable scale to strengthen 

                                                
16 Eurocities, 2011, Cities of Tomorrow , Challenges, visions, ways forward,   p.7 
17 Eurocities, 2011, Cities of Tomorrow , Challenges, visions, ways forward, p.66 
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localities position in a globalised framework. Best examples have been actually given by 

monocentric city regions (Berlin, Madrid), polycentric network of cities (Ruhr, Randstad) and 

also by the cross national borders Lille metropolitan area (Cartography in Annex 4). 

However, the establishment of this kind of metropolitan or city-region governance depends 

on government and administration structures. Institutional power given to Federal States as 

in Germany and the Netherlands may facilitate the constitution of this new level of 

governance. 

Moreover, adapting government structures to better respond to urban challenges cannot be 

only narrowed at the creation of new governance level. The different scale of government 

must be involved through multi-scalar governance (vertical integration). Indeed, every level 

of governance may have a key role according to the nature of challenges to solve. In this 

sense, the report “Cities of tomorrow” have proposed a classification of territorial challenges 

dedicated to relevant levels of governance: 

- Public transport, infrastructure: metropolitan, city-regional level; 

- Water management: sub-regional, regional level; 

- Equality, integration: local approach, neighborhood level. 

As experts from this report has summarized “(…) what is needed is a functional and flexible 

approach that both respect the principles of subsidiarity and can be adopted to a functional 

geography and the specificities of different scales.”  

Nevertheless, it subsist a challenge of institutional representation within these functional 

areas that two main model seem able to fix. The first one would be by adjusting the 

administration to the functional areas reality. The second one is acting for cooperation 

between cities belonging to the same functional urban area (e.g the French “Communauté 

Urbaine” or more recently created “Aire Métropolitaine”). Considering political difficulties in 

changing administrative framework, the latter model seems more easily applicable and may 

therefore be favored. 

However it remains a big issue for such functional area administration in term of democratic 

representativeness. As Martin Zaimov (elected representative of Sofia) has pointed out, “the 

more we widen the subject matter, the more we move to the larger territory, the more we 

also may move away from people’s concerns (…)”. This issue has to be seriously taken into 

account to provide a democratic legitimacy to this new level of governance. In its last 

revision of its territorial framework, the French government has acted in this sense by 

submitting the election of “Communauté Urbaine” council members (the first one has been 

created in 1966!) to the vote of citizens. 

This democratic legitimacy issue remains crucial, and the CLLD by positioning the LAG as key 

body to monitor and implement project through a bottom-up approach provides a real 

innovative pathway.  

 

 

 

 



23 

 

1.1.2.2 Adapting CLLD to urban ground: the URBACT experiences 

 

   Experiences gained by URBACT give new option of how a Community-Led Local 

Development could be implemented in urban areas. The key innovation of URBACT II 

programme is the constitution of ULSGs (URBACT Local Support Groups) which produce LAPs 

(Local Action Plans) in order to notably improve local impact of transnational exchanges 

between European cities.  

As describe in the Operational Manual of the URBACT MILE project, LAPs also “provide the 

city with a concrete roadmap and range of solutions to tackle the problem identified at the 

start of the network (in relation with the core theme); is drawn up in close cooperation with 

the Managing Authorities so that the opportunity for funding through the operational 

programmes is maximized.” 

USLGs aim at building a strong partnership to implement innovative actions on the ground 

that create greater add-value.  

This partnership must start its actions from an analysis of challenges and needs they are 

trying to deal with (“territoire-projet”18). Hence, local partnerships often define project 

boundaries which cover a functional area. 

ULSGs implement their actions through thematic entry points. They build a partnership in 

which members have interests with the theme or challenges they are trying to tackle in their 

Local Action Plan. Although most of ULSGs are geographically bounded, their conception of 

community can be seen as a community of interest. 

ULSGs make a difference from LAGs by mobilizing bodies from other level of public sector. 

They add vertical integration to horizontal integration to better respond to urban challenges. 

Interesting case emerged from the URBACT MILE project for “Managing migration and 

integration in cities and region” which has subdivided its ULSG in two-tier structure: 

- A core Local Action Group with around 8 members. It has gathered key stakeholders who 

could significantly influence actions to success of the programme; 

- A wider local network that formed the target group of the programme. It aimed at 

disseminating outcomes of the transnational programme, preparing consultation exercises in 

developing the LAP, stimulating local debate and discussion. This wider network included 

one local politician responsible for the theme of the network. 

On the model of Local Action Groups, URBACT Local Support Groups promote strong and 

cross-sectoral partnership in order to implement sustainable strategies. Nevertheless, those 

integrated partnership need to be support by integrated investment at the relevant scale. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
18 P. Soto, M.Houk, P. Ramsden, February 2012, Implementing  Community-Led Local Developement in cities. 
Lessons from URBACT 
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1.1.2.3 ITI: A new EU investment instrument adapted to new scale of governance 

 

   The Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) is a new financial instrument arising from the 

new programming framework for the 2014-2020 period. It is not an operation, nor a 

subpriority of an EU Operational Programme. It is a financial tool that may be used by 

specific geographical area which wants to implement an integrated, cross sectoral strategy. 

The key idea is covering a geographical territory with common territorial features. It’s not 

compulsory for an ITI to cover the whole territory of an administrative unit.  

An ITI may concerned any kind of area from specific urban neighborhoods to urban-rural, 

sub-regional, metropolitan or inter-regional level and even in separated geographical units 

as far as they have common territorial features. 

This new EU instrument could be a significant support to implement integrated strategy at 

the new scale of governance detailed above. Areas as Berlin (city-region) or the Randstad 

area (network of cities) could have beneficiated of this integrated financial instrument. The 

scope of the “Grand Paris” (Cartography in Annex 5) project may also be eligible under an ITI. 

Furthermore, an ITI is also suited to cover actions under a context of European Territorial 

Cooperation. It means that an ITI can be used in a cross-border context to implement an 

integrated strategy for urban development in cross-border cities (e.g the Lille Metropolitan 

area). However, the ETC Regulation requires “that any intermediate body designated for the 

implementation of an ITI must be set up by public authorities from at least two participating 

countries”19. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
19 Article 10 of ETC Regulation, European Commission , 2011, The Integrated Territorial Investment, Legislative 
proposals for 2014-2020 
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1.2 A results-focused framework providing more flexibility 

 

   Legislative proposals for the 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy have been adopted by the 

European Commission on 6 October 2011. These will be discussed by the Council and 

European Parliament during 2012-2013. The new Regulations should enter into force in 

2014. The last proposals arising from negotiations on April 2012 mainstream a results-

oriented Policy which aims at translating EU investments into EU successes in alignment with 

EU 2020 objectives. By providing more flexibility with the coordination of the CSF Funds (EU 

level) and the Partnership Agreement (National level), the aim for 14-20 is making the best 

use of tools available to ensure effectiveness and value on the ground. 

1.2.1 More flexible planning and implementation arrangements 

 

   The programming process for 2024-2020 foresees 2 new elements: The Common Strategic 

Framework (EU level) and the Partnership Agreement (Member State level). The CSF is 

replacing the current 2007-2013 Common Strategic Guidelines while the Partnership 

Agreement is supplanting the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF). Both 

documents aim at more effective policy coordination between the Member States and the 

European Commission. 

1.2.1.1 Multi Level Governance to ensure coordination of EU Funds 

  

   For the programming period 2014-2020, the Cohesion Policy Funds (covering the European 

Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF), and the Cohesion Fund 

(CF)), the Rural Development Fund (the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

(EAFRD)) and the Fishery Fund (the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)) will 

operate under the Common Strategic Framework (CSF). They must pursue the EU 2020 

Strategy targets (see Annex 1) for a smart, inclusive and sustainable growth. Their 

management is shared between the Member States and the European Commission.  

The five CSF Funds are the main source of investment at EU level to help Member States in 

increasing growth while ensuring sustainable development in line with the EU 2020 

objectives. The European Commission considers that the CSF Funds may achieve more 

efficiently these objectives if they are well-coordinated “to avoid overlaps and maximize 

synergies”20. 

The Common Strategic Framework aims at increase coherence between policies and EU 

investments on the ground in order to greater add value. It should also tend to more 

integration by setting out how funds can work together. 

Furthermore, legislative proposals foresee the adoption of Partnership Agreements which 

set out agreements among partners at National and Regional level before being approved by 

the European Commission. 

                                                
20 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document, p.3 
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The Common Strategic Framework provides therefore a global strategic direction which 

must be translated by Member States and regions to their specific needs, opportunities and 

challenges through their Partnership Agreements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Linkage between the CSF and OPs, own realization, 2012. 

Source: Reinforcing your Integrated Territorial Initiatives, Richard Harding, 2012. 

 

 

 Coordination between CSF Funds 

 

   Some key elements have to be met to build en effective coordination framework between 

the CSF Funds. It requires close cooperation among Ministries and Managing Authorities 

responsible for the preparation, implementation and evaluation of the Partnership 

Agreement. When appropriate, a joint committee may be created to strengthen 

coordination capacities between authorities. An effective coordination also includes the 

identification of areas where CSF Funds can work together to achieve the thematic 

objectives set out in the Common Provision Regulation (they will be detailed in the next 

chapter). This can be undertaken either through different mono-Fund programmes or 

through the implementation of multi-Funds programmme (combination of ERDF, ESF, and 

Cohesion Fund). 

 

 Coordination with other EU Instruments 

 

   Different EU investments from different fields are involved to achieve Europe 2020 

objectives. These instruments may be under Member States management in field such as 

Justice and Home Affairs or under direct management of the European Commission such as: 

- The Connecting Europe Facility in the field of infrastructure; 

- Horizon 2020 in the field of Research and Innovation; 

- Erasmus for programmes in the field of Education and Training; 
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- The Programme for Social Change and Innovation in the field of Employment and Social 

Inclusion; 

- The LIFE programme in the field of Environment and Climate actions21. 

 

Unlike this current period, Member States and Managing Authorities may identify and use 

complementarities of the different EU instruments for a single operation. The objective here 

is to avoid duplication of efforts in one hand, and identify areas where additional financial 

support is needed in the other hand. 

Hence, the harmonization of rules set out at EU level provides flexibility to Member States 

and facilitates the coordination of different EU instruments for an individual operation. 

 

 Coordination of Funds needs Multilevel Governance (MLG) 

 

    “For the Partnership Contract and each programme respectively, a Member State should  

organize a partnership with the representatives of competent regional, local, urban and 

other public authorities, economic and social partners, and bodies representing civil society, 

including environmental partners, non-governmental organisations, and bodies responsible 

for promoting equality and non-discrimination. The purpose of such a partnership is to 

respect the principle of multilevel governance, ensure the ownership of planned 

interventions by stakeholders and build on the experience and know-how of relevant actors 

(…)”22 

 

This notion of partnership shaping the Multilevel Governance was already part of the NSRF 

and gives us therefore an idea about the challenges for the next programming period. 

A Multilevel Governance implies a strong partnership among stakeholders at every 

institutional level, mainstreaming the importance of a vertical integration to build the 

Partnership Agreement in a cooperative way. However, involvement of local and regional 

authorities will inevitably depend on the structure of Member States administration system. 

Firstly, the degree of decentralization will determine the capacity of the regional authorities 

to be part of the programming process. The second point, interlinked to the degree of 

decentralization is related to the fiscal system which has a significant impact on the financing 

capacity of regions and cities. Then, the importance of EU funding in their development 

agenda is also decisive. In many Member States the role of EU Funds for Local Authorities is 

not significant (especially for Regions which are not eligible by the Convergence Objective).23  

In addition to vertical integration, Multilevel Governance requires horizontal integration of 

economic and social partners. For the current programming period, they occupied different 

                                                
21 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document p.8 
22

 European Commission, 2012, The Partnership Contracts – How to implement multilevel governance and to 
guarantee the flexibility of Cohesion Policy, p.22 
23 European Commission, 2012, The Partnership Contracts – How to implement multilevel governance and to 
guarantee the flexibility of Cohesion Policy, p.25 
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positions across Member States. They could have a preponderant role as the Chamber of 

Commerce in North-Rhine Westphalia (Germany) which has strongly participated in the 

programming process by pointing out needs of Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). 

But it has also occurred conflict situations like in Slovakia. The Non-Governmental 

Organisations are seen there as a problematic element in the partnership process as their 

main interest lies in being future beneficiaries rather than getting involved in programming. 

Attention must therefore be made to situation of conflicts of interest. Indeed, private or 

public stakeholders deeply involved in the programming process of the Partnership 

Agreements should not act as beneficiaries. 

1.2.1.2 Meeting territorial challenges through integrated approaches 

 

   In order to promote integrated approaches to territorial development, proposals of the 

Common Provisions Regulation set out two mechanisms to facilitate the development of 

local and sub-regional approaches. These are Community Led Local Development (CLLD) and 

Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) for the ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund. Both seek to 

engage regional and local actors and local communities in the implementation of 

programmes24. 

 

The “Bottom-up” definition of local needs in CLLD has to take into account priorities set out 

at a higher level. Member States will therefore have to define the approach to CLLD and 

include references to CLLD in their Partnership Agreement. The Partnership Agreement 

should exposed the main challenges that Member State expect to tackle , detail objectives 

and priorities and indicate the type of territories where CLLD will be implemented and which 

role will be attributed to the LAGs in its delivery. Moreover, Member States should indicate 

how CSF Funds will be used together and their role regarding the type of territories (urban, 

rural,..) Under the EARDF, Leader will continue to be compulsory in each rural development 

programme25. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
24

 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document, p.8 
25 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document ,p.9 
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   As the CLLD strategies created by LAGs may cover operations for one or more Funds, there 

needs to be consistency and coordination between the Funds. Member States and Managing 

Authorities will have to define the criteria for the selection of local development strategies 

and ensure that calls and procedures are coordinated between the Funds. 

In the case of multi-Fund strategies, there will be the possibility to finance the running costs 

and organisation of the local development strategy through one single Fund (i.e. the Lead 

Fund).26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Example of coordination of Funds and 

Lead Fund principle under CLLD, own realization, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
26 European Commission (2011), The Community-Led Local Development, Legislative proposals for 2014-2020 
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   The Integrated Territorial Investment is an instrument which provides integrated delivery 

arrangements for investments under more than one priority axis of one or more Operational 

Programmes. Funding from several priority axes and programmes can be bundled into an 

integrated investment strategy for a certain territory or functional area. 

 

ITI allows Member States to implement Operational Programmes in a cross-cutting way and 

to draw on funding from several priority axes of one or more Operational Programmes to 

ensure the implementation of an integrated strategy for a specific territory.  

 

They can be financed by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), European Social 

Fund (ESF) and Cohesion Fund, but it is not compulsory to combine all Funds in each ITI. 

Nevertheless, it is encouraged that ITI combine ERDF and ESF as the integrated approach 

requires that soft investments be linked to the investment in physical infrastructure. This is 

particularly relevant in the case of sustainable urban development27. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Example of the construction of an ITI, own Realisation, 2012. 

Source: Legislative proposal for Integrated Territorial Investement, European Commission, 2011 

 

 

                                                
27 European Commission , 2011, The Integrated Territorial Investment, Legislative proposals for 2014-2020 
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1.2.2 A reinforced focus on result 

1.2.2.1 A “Menu” of thematic objectives as key actions 

 

   The CSF Funds must contribute to the achievement of the EU 2020 Strategy. This Strategy 

needs therefore to be developed within national and regional contexts. In this sense, the 

proposals for the Common Provision Regulation identify 11 Thematic Objectives that 

integrate goals of EU 2020 Strategy to be addressed by the CSF Funds. By defining these 

thematic Objectives in key actions, the CSF can provide further guidance on how the CSF 

Funds can most effectively target EU 2020 objectives in the Partnership Agreement and 

Operational Programmes. 

 

In March 2012, The European Commission has released a Staff Working Document in which 

is detailed how the CSF Funds are expected to contribute to the EU 2020 Strategy within 

each Thematic objective. We will here point out the main actions that each Fund should 

achieve under the Cohesion Policy. 

 

 

Table 1:  Repartition of Cohesion Policy Funds 

according to each Thematic Objective for 2014-2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Programming, EU Cohesion Policy 2014-2020, Rachel Lancry, 2012. 
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Thematic Objective 1: Strengthening research, technological development and innovation 

 

This Thematic Objective is turned to European competitiveness through innovation and 

investment in business research and development with close collaboration between public 

and private actors. 

The key actions related to ERDF focus on innovation in enterprises, the capacity-building in 

Member States and regions for Research and Innovation excellence and technological 

change. 

 

 

Thematic Objective 2: Enhancing access to, and use and quality of, information and 

communication technologies 

 

Information and Communciation Technologies (ICT) are seen here as “powerful drive of 

economic growth, innovation and productivity that cuts across a large number of domain”. 

Under the ERDF, the modernization of public administrations through e-Government must 

be developed. Investment in integrated ICT strategies for smart cities will be also promoted. 

 

Thematic Objective 3: Enhancing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) 

 

As SMEs constitute the backbone of the European economy (providing two out of three 

private sector jobs28), this Thematic Objective will be dedicated to the improvement of their 

role in managing structural transition toward a knowledge-based economy. 

The ERDF will focus on investment in entrepreneurship (provision in start-up capital) and in 

commercial exploitation of new ideas and research results. ERDF will also support the 

development of web tools to facilitate regulatory procedures for SMEs as well as the 

development of new business models to facilitate internationalization. 

 

Thematic Objective 4: Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors 

 

Beyond EU 2020 objectives, the “Roadmap for moving to a competitive low carbon economy 

in 2050” sets out recommendations for reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 2050. 

The ERDF and the Cohesion Fund will encourage investment in the wider use of Energy 

Performance in the public housing sector. They will also focus on innovative renewable 

energy technologies and on integrated low-carbon strategies. 

 

                                                
28 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document Part II 
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Thematic Objective 5: Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and 

management 

 

The White Paper “Adapting to Climate Change: Towards a European framework for action” 

sets out the EU framework for adaptation to climate change, including objectives and 

actions. 

The ERDF and the Cohesion Fund will focus on development of tools (early warning and alert 

systems, risk mapping) and on investment related to disaster management system, to 

facilitate disaster resilience and risk prevention and management for natural risks. 

 

Thematic Objective 6:  Protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency 

 

The objectives here are to shift environmental challenges into growth opportunities and to 

make efficient use of natural resources. 

Key actions of ERDF and the Cohesion Fund are translated in several investments: 

- Investment in efficient water supply, waste-water treatment and water re-use; 

-Investment in green infrastructure to promote the protection and restoration of 

biodiversity and ecosystem; 

- Investment in actions to reduce air pollution related to transport sector. 

The ERDF will also support sustainable integrated urban development (e.g. rehabilitation of 

contamined sites) 

 

Thematic Objective 7: Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key 

network infrastructures 

 

The White Paper on Transport (released in 2011) highlights that reduction in greenhouse 

gases of at least 60% by 2050 is required from the transport sector. For the CSF Funds, this 

means focusing on sustainable forms of transport through the Trans-European Networks. 

Key actions of ERDF and Cohesion Fund will dedicated to Trans-European Networks–

Transport (TEN-T) infrastructure covering road, rail and sea transport. They will also focus on 

sustainable urban mobility strategies in urban areas including facilitating use of public 

transport, cycling and walking. 

 

Thematic Objective 8: Promoting employment and supporting labor mobility 

 

Under this Thematic Objective, the ESF will be the drive Fund to achieve Member State 

employment targets. Its key actions will also focus on gender equality and transnational 

labor mobility. 

ERDF will be turned to the development of business incubator and the support in 

infrastructure investments for the modernization of public employment services. 
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Thematic Objective 9: Promoting social inclusion and combating poverty 

 

The ESF support will focus on active inclusion (e.g. measures as individualized training, 

access to internet services, and modernization of social protection system) and integration 

of marginalized communities such as the Roma. The ESF will also deploy support to CLLD in 

the preparation, running, and animation of local strategies.  

The ERDF will care at reducing health inequalities by improving access to health and social 

services. It will also support infrastructure investments to the modernization and 

sustainability of health systems (e-Health measures). It will target infrastructure investment 

to support the shift from institutional to Community-based care. It will foster CLLD strategies 

in areas falling its scope in the fields of social inclusion and physical and economic 

regeneration. 

 

Thematic Objective 10: Investing in education, skills and lifelong learning 

 

The ESF will support initiative to reduce early school-leaving, and will focus deeply in 

improving life-long learning strategies for the workforce. That includes training and skills 

development and upgrading the transversal competences of the workforce, such as 

languages, digital competence and entrepreneurship. An emphasis in adapting vocational 

education and training systems to labor market demands will also be undertaken. 

The ERDF will provide support for investments in education and training infrastructure 

particularly with a view to reducing territorial disparities and fostering non-segregated 

education. 

 

Thematic Objective 11: Enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public 

administration 

 

This Thematic Objective is a key element of the next programming period as it aims at 

reinforcing administrative capacity system of each Member State. Indeed, none of the EU 

priorities can be implemented without an efficient and transparent institutional framework 

at Member State level. This Thematic objective will therefore focus on increasing 

transparency while reducing administrative burdens. 

Under the ESF, acting for the efficiency of public administrations and public services will be 

promoted by structural reforms. Reforming to ensure better legislation, synergies between 

policies, integrity and accountability in public administration and spending of public funds. 

The ESF will also support all actions for the improvement of stakeholders’ capacity such as 

social partners and non-governmental organizations. 

The ERDF key actions will be deployed for the modernization of public services including 

where necessary the provision of equipment and infrastructure. The ERDF will also aim at 

reinforcing institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administrations related to the 

implementation of itself. 
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1.2.2.2 Operational Programmes 14-20 targeting specific objectives 

 

As detailed in the Article 87 of the draft Common Provision Regulations: 

“- An Operational Programme shall consist of priority axes; 

- A priority axis shall concern one Fund for a category of region; 

- A priority axis shall correspond […] to a thematic objective and comprises one or more 

investment priorities of that thematic objective, in accordance with the Fund specific rules; 

- For the ESF, a priority axis may combine investment priorities from different thematic 

objectives”  

Under the ERDF, ESF and CF funds, each Thematic objective is subdivided into Investment 

Priorities (see in Annex..). These Investment Priorities correspond to specific objectives that 

must be reached trough concrete actions and measures in a specific national and regional 

context.  

 

The EU targets a fixed list of Thematic Objectives and Investment Priorities but provides 

flexibility to Member States to choose between them regarding their specific needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 9: Strategic linkages in Operational Programmes, own realization, 2012. 

Source: Reinforcing your Integrated Territorial Initiatives, Richard Harding, 2012. 
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There are also new possibilities arising from negotiations on April 2012: 

“In duly justified circumstances, a priority axis may where necessary to increase impact and 

effectiveness in a thematically coherent integrated approach (…): 

 

a.  concern more than one category of region;  

b. combine one or more complementary investment priorities from the ERDF, CF and ESF 

under one thematic objective;  

c. combine one or more complementary investment priorities from different thematic 

objectives up to 20 % of the EU contribution to an operational programme; 

d. For the ESF […] combine investment priorities from different thematic objectives set out in 

Article 9(8), (9), (10) and (11) in order to facilitate their contribution to other priority axes 

[…]. 

Member States may combine two or more of the options a)-d).29” 

 

These new possibilities tend to give more flexibility to Member States in the elaboration of 

the Operational Programmes. The new combinations enable them to implement integrated 

programmes through Priority axis elaborated from different Funds. 

However, in order to strengthen the results-oriented objective of strategies, Operational 

programmes submitted shall be accompanied by ex-ante evaluations. 

1.2.2.3 Fulfillment of ex-ante conditionalities  

 

   Beyond the focus on integrated approach to territorial development, one of the new major 

elements of the Partnership Agreement which is not part of the NRSF is the obligation for 

Member States to draft a summary of the fulfillment of ex-ante conditionalities. 

In the EU context of sovereign debt crisis, Member States need to increase the quality of 

their public expenditure. Moreover, the implementation of ex-ante conditionalities have 

been decided by the European Commission “to ensure that EU funding is focused on results 

and creates strong incentives for Member States to ensure the effective delivery of Europe 

2020 objectives and targets through Cohesion policy”30. 

 

Past experiences have shown problems of investments effectiveness resulting from 

weaknesses in national policy and institutional frameworks.  

 

 

 

                                                
29 Council of the European Union, 2012, Art 87, Compromise text on Programming  
30 European Commission, 2012, Ex-ante conditionality, Commission’s proposals for 2014-2020  
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The European Commission therefore proposes a more transparent and “systematic 

application” of ex-ante conditionalities with a set of criteria for their fulfillment. Two types 

of ex-ante conditionality will be required: 

- Thematic ex-ante conditionalities will be linked to Thematic Objectives and Investment 

Priorities selected by Member States and Local Authorities through the elaboration of 

Operational Programmes. 

- General ex-ante conditionalities will be linked to horizontal aspects of programmes 

implementation. They will be dedicated to programmes whose fulfilment is relevant to the 

efficiency and effectiveness of investments in their programmes (e.g. public procurement) 

 

Furthermore, ex-ante condtionalities need to be fulfilled at the administrative level where 

responsibility for their implementation lies. This may be at national level (e.g. in the case of 

EU Directives) or at regional level (e.g. in the case of a regional innovation strategy for smart 

specialization) depending on the institutional context of a given Member State. In this sense, 

the new Regulation takes into account the principle of subsidiarity.  

The ex-ante conditionalities need to be fulfilled within two years of the approval of the 

Partnership Agreement or by the end of 2016. In case of non-fulfilment of conditionalities at  

this deadline, it may lead to the suspension of all or part of interim grants. 
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2. Implementing Integrated Sustainable Development by a balanced approach 

 

   The 2007 Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cities has stressed the importance of 

integrated approach to urban development within the EU. In 2010 this was taken further 

with the Toledo Declaration, which links the Leipzig Charter to the objectives of Europe 

2020. 

For the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020, the European Commission proposes that a minimum of 

5% of each Member State’s ERDF resources should be invested in Sustainable Urban 

Development strategies implemented through ITIs. 

Issues related to the governance approach for managing and implementing integrated 

sustainable development strategies are crucial. Should it be set out a fix set of measures at 

the top decision-making level to guarantee the results expected on the ground? Or should  

bottom action groups be involved at the earliest stage of integrated sustainable 

development process on the model of LAGs gained by Leader experiences? 

For the 2014-2020 Regulation, the European Commission seems opting for a balanced 

combination of both top-down and bottom-up approaches. 

2.1 An integration of both approaches 

  

2.1.1 The bottom-up approach: from innovation to limits 

 

   As highlighted in the previous chapter, the bottom-up approach is one of the key 

characteristic of the Leader approach and will drive the Community-Led Local Development’s 

single methodology. This innovative governance approach is resulting from the 

empowerment of local governance the last two decades. Even though we are still in the 

premise of this new form of governance, risks and limits have already emerged. 

2.1.1.1 An innovative approach resulting from the empowerment of Local Governance 

 

   Experiences gained by “modern” democracy have shown that more decentralization and 

local empowerment are required to deepened democratic effectiveness and legitimacy to 

citizens. Even in more historically centralized EU Member States such as France, actions have 

been undertaken for the empowerment of Local Governance through transfer of 

competences (Decentralization Act I and II). In the United Kingdom, The Localism Act has 

been implemented for granting Local Authorities a power of general competence to plan 

specific regeneration schemes. For Timothy D. Sisk, Local Governance refers “to the 

institutions influences and processes that lead to the authoritative resolution of public 

decisions at the tier government closest to the people.”31 

 

                                                
31

Timothy D. Sisk,  Global Networks for Democracy promotion: Enhancing Local Governance, University of 
Denver 
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This shift toward Local Governance would result from the irrelevance of National-level 

Governance in facing negative effects of Globalization. The Urban-Planner Richard Sennett 

has pointed out the new significance of “local” for people “buffeted by the impersonal forces 

of globalization: personal standing locally, (…), a sense of cohesion and stability which is 

absent in corporations which are continually repackaged and re-sold.”32 

Invoking the writer Spours, Derek Antrobus, City-Councillor of Salford in the UK, identifies a 

crisis of governance and democracy characterized by a breakdown of trust from citizens to 

central government. The last two decades of neoliberalism dominance would have caused a 

desire for greater local self-governance. According to D.Antrobus, it has generated a “new 

localism” in the UK defined as “a conscious movement to decentralize power from the state 

to localities and communities.”33 

 

However, in order to address these globalized challenges in a democratic framework, Local 

Authorities need to set out innovative options and practices in managing local decision-

making. Legitimate and sustainable local democracy will be only possible if local 

communities are closely involved in the decision-making process. That is why Local Action 

Groups have been implemented to lead the bottom-up approach under Leader. Traditional 

top-down approaches appears inefficient for promoting democracy while bottom-up 

approaches in the long term seem more relevant for successful democracy promotion. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: The Bottom-Up approach, own realization, 2012. 

 

 

 

                                                
32 Derek Antrobus, 2012, Localism, Globalism and the spaces in between,  Journal of Public Policies and 
Territory, Crisis and Local Policies, n°1 
33 Derek Antrobus, 2012, Localism, Globalism and the spaces in between,  Journal of Public Policies and 
Territory, Crisis and Local Policies, n°1 
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As already pointed out, the bottom-up approach is introduced by the Leader method and at 

the heart of the CLLD. It could be also considered as a local concertation approach, a 

collective process in which a local community can take charge of the future of its own area in 

line with their own views, expectations and plans. 

However, a bottom-up approach cannot be a binding Policy and being applied to all areas in 

all circumstances.  As Member States do not have equivalent institutional framework and 

cultural context in line with the principle of subsidiarity, it is more a desirable participatory 

process that should be reached. 

 

Four levels of participation can be sorted out. The challenge along every step of the process 

will be to foster local participation. It will occur in a different way, involving different groups 

regarding to the dedicated level. However, the four levels are not unclouded but evolve in a 

simultaneous way. 

 

Table 2: The 4 level of participation in the Bottom-Up approach 

 

Levels Tools When? Who? 

 

Information 

Public meetings Media 
and telecommunication, 
fairs and exhibitions 

Initial phase, programme 
implementation phases, 
project identification 

phase 

The entire community, 
LAG partnership, project 
leaders, institutions, 
decision-makers 

 

Consultation 

Village audit, Methods 
of participatory analysis, 
training “animators” 

Initial phase, development 
of the strategic plan 

Active community groups, 
associations, interest 

groups 

 
 

Joint 
Development 

Specialist working 
groups,“animation” of 
the partnership, training 
“animators” and local 

players 

Launch of the projects, 
implementation of the 
programme, participatory 
evaluation  

(self- assessment) 

LAG partnership, sectors 
concerned, interest groups 

 
 

Collective 
Decision-

Making 

Participatory selection 
of projects, “animation” 
of the partnership 

Definition of courses 
of action and strategies 
Implementation of the 
programme, new analysis 
following the participatory 
evaluation 

LAG partnership, project 
leaders 

Source: The Bottom-Up approach, European Commission, 2002. 
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The Bottom-Up approach is also pursuing four main objectives: 

 

 Involving the local community implies organizing the circulation of information, 

facilitating access to training and finding suitable methods of animation, while at the 

same time ensuring transparent decision-making procedures. People who are not 

used to express their needs must feel in a appropriate atmosphere to do it; 

 

 Generating initiatives is related to the capacity of innovation and the risks 

associated. The objective here is to foster meetings and dialogue between people 

and sectors and the exchange of experience; 

 

 Building consensus means ensuring broad and fair representation of all interest 

groups, managing conflict and fostering new links between groups and sectors; 

 

 Delegating decision making power to the local level is a key component of the 

bottom-up approach. Participatory local decision making is expected to provide 

innovative ideas and new projects. It’s therefore necessary to implement this 

objective at the early stage of analysis of needs. 

 

To truly take the control of the project ownership, the local community has to be involved 

from participation stage (identify needs) to the decision making process (building solutions). 

2.1.1.2 Local scale as embryo of territorial development? 

 

   The Bottom-Up approach is thus an innovative form of governance resulting from the 

promotion of local governance as suitable scale in managing local matters. But to what 

extend local level may be considering as fairest scale to deal with territorial challenges in a 

partial way?  

 

As pointed out by Derek Antrobus, the risk is promoting the “very-local” interest at the 

expense of wider community needs. According to him, localities should in opposition exist by 

their linkages to other areas. He gives for example, “a residential area exists because it is 

well connected to areas of employment. An employment area exists because it’s connected 

to regional and global markets”34. 

Then, comes out a “politic of scale”, deciding what the appropriate scale is for participation. 

This politic of scale must be taking into account in a way that none areas must be privileged 

above others. To optimize its legitimacy and relevancy, Local Governance must adopt the 

politic of scale (“the right scale matters”). 

                                                
34 Derek Antrobus, 2012, Localism, Globalism and the spaces in between,  Journal of Public Policies and 
Territory, Crisis and Local Policies, n°1. 
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D. Antrobus stresses the fact that the current vogue for “localism” ignores too often the 

politic of scales by privileging the “very local” that may give rise to “the tyranny of small 

decisions”. Decisions by a locality to act rationally on its own interest (e.g. to oppose futher 

residential development) may injure interests of another locality (e.g. encouraging 

outmigration and thus more commuting). 

 

Emphasizing on Local Governance which is the essence of bottom-up approaches to deliver 

public policies has undeniable limits. The Bottom-up approach as innovative model of local 

project management distinguish itself from common Local Governance by giving equal 

power of decision making to every group of interest (“neither the public sector nor any 

single interest group shall represent more than 49% of the voting rights”). Limits on its 

application must be also pointed out. 

The Bottom-Up approach may imply higher costs and risks compared to top-down methods 

of funding due to an additional layer of implementation and by giving the control of the EU 

budget to a multitude of local partnerships35. Delegating decision-making to LAGs may carry 

risks to the sound financial management of EU Funds notably in terms of transparency, 

accountability and effectiveness. 

 

The cultural context of EU Member States may also be a preponderant challenge. This issue 

has sorted out during the seminar “Reinforcing your Integrated Territorial Initiatives” that 

took place in Paris on June 2012. During a practical exercise in which participants should 

simulate an implementation of the CLLD instrument, the Bulgarian group did not feel like the 

Bottom-Up characteristic of CLLD may add value on the ground. According to the lecturer of 

the seminar Richard Harding, they have a political issue in Bulgaria about not wanting to 

allocate money to the very small municipalities. The reasons may be multiple and are not 

clear. The local level is probably largely of the other party and/or they fear they will never 

see the money allocated again. It would actually mean that they did not really understand 

what the CLLD-type strategy is really about as it’s not supposed to be for the municipality 

but for the people actually living in the target area and their involvement and … their 

empowerment. 

 

It’s also a long hard job of building real capacity to deliver projects locally which meet real 

needs. The empowerment of Local governance we have been detailed above is a step that 

such country did not yet undertake. There is certainly a matter of political maturity that is 

not shared among all Member States within the EU. This point must be linked to the fact 

explained previously that the Bottom-Up approach cannot be a binding policy as it is a result 

of decades of governance practices. It’s one of the big issues in applying a broad policy 

across the European territory where Member States do not have same political background. 

                                                
35European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.32 
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The Thematic Objective “Enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public 

administration” may be a strong support to make converging political culture across the EU 

for 2014-2020. 

2.1.2 Adapting approaches according to situations 

 

   In opposition to the Bottom-Up approach, the top-down approach can be defined as “an 

approach to a problem that begins at the highest conceptual level and works down to the 

details”36.  

By setting out a set of Thematic Objectives from which Member States must prepare their 

Operational Programmes, the European Commission gives a strict top-down approach to the 

programming framework of the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. 

In fact, strategies implemented under this new programming framework will be a balanced 

combination of both decision-making, management and leadership approaches.  

2.1.2.1 Planning integrated strategy from the “top” 

 

   The supposed flexibility providing by the new programming framework notably through 

the possibility given to each Member State to formulate multi-Funds strategies must be put 

into perspective. 

Indeed, after having an overview of previous Cohesion Policy frameworks, it is clear that the 

next programming framework 2014 + appears extremely top-down. This is actually a much 

more top down approach than Cohesion Policy has ever seen before. 

For comparison, the Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 is organized around 3 priority objectives and 

3 financial instruments. 
 

Table 3: Priority Objectives and dedicated financial instruments of the Cohesion Policy 07-13 

 

Priority Objectives Financial Instruments 

Convergence ERDF, ESF, Cohesion Fund 

Regional competitiveness  

and employment 

ERDF, ESF 

European territorial cooperation ERDF 

 

Under the Cohesion Policy 2007-2013, an Operational Programme must only refer to one of 

the three objectives and only benefits from the funding of a single Fund (except for ERDF 

and the Cohesion Fund which may participate together for infrastructure and environmental 

programmes). Documents and activities related to the Operational Programmes are under 

                                                
36 Thesaurus dictionary, http://www.thefreedictionary.com/top-down  

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/top-down
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the responsibility of the Member States or the European Commission “according to their 

contribution, and are carried out in the principle of proportionality.”37 

 

The 2014-2020 Regulation will give up the geographical zoning approach of the 2007-2013 

period. Member States must now prepare their Operational Programmes on the basis of a 

standard menu of Thematic Objectives and Investment Priorities that is common to all CSF 

Funds. We have seen previously how each Fund is spread up among the 11 Thematic 

Objectives. 

Moreover, this "thematic concentration" will be proportional to the level of wealth of the 

European Regions. Regarding to the ERDF thematic concentration, the more “developed” 

regions and transition regions have to dedicate at least 20% of the Fund to the Thematic 

objective 4 (“Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors”) and at least 

60% to the Thematic Objectives 1 and 3 referring to the Research and Innovation and the 

competitiveness of SMEs. 80% of the whole Fund is therefore dedicated to 3 Thematic 

Objectives while the other 20% may be spread up by Member States among the 8 Thematic 

Objectives remaining. 

Furthermore, the European Commission proposes to guarantee a minimum threshold to the 

use of ESF regarding to the distribution of grants between the ERDF and the ESF. Thus, in the 

more developed Regions, 52% of the Structural Funds must be under ESF (40% for the 

transition Regions, 25% for the less developed Regions). 

Regarding to the ESF concentration, in the more developed Regions 80% of the allocation of 

each OP should finance a maximum of 4 of the 18 Investment Priorities (declining Thematic 

Objectives) indicated in ESF regulation. In transition Regions, same process will concern 70% 

of the ESF allocation and 60% in the less developed Regions38. 

 

By fixing a strict focus at European level, The European Commission intends to deliver a 

common procedure in order to get better results on the ground. The lists of ex-ante 

conditionalities that must be attached in Member States’ Partnership Agreement reinforce 

this top-down approach. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
37 European Commission, 2007,  Cohesion policy 2007–13, Commentaries and official texts, p.34 
38 Sénat, 2012, Proposition de Résolution Européenne, propositions de règlements relatifs à la politique 
Européenne de Cohésion 2014-2020 
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Figure 11: The Top-Down approach, own realization, 2012. 

 

Another example of this “reintroduction” of the top-down approach for 2014-2020 is given 

by the creation of the Connecting Europe Facility. This new facility, directly managed by the 

European Commission aims at accelerating the development of priority infrastructure that 

the EU needs in transport, and information technologies (represent 10 Billion Euros of the 

Cohesion Fund). 

2.1.2.2 Combination of both approaches 

 

There will be in reality a sound balance between both top-down and bottom-up approaches. 

The European Commission will provide a clear focus on objectives to achieve while enabling 

Member States and Local Authorities to implement integrated sustainable strategies in a 

flexible way. 

 

Table 4: The European focus enabling national flexibility 

Focus (EU level) Flexibility (Member State level) 

List of Thematic Objectives - Choice of Thematic Objectives 

 

List of Investment Priorities (IPs) 

- Choice and combination of IPs 

- Definition of specific objectives based on 

national and regional needs 

List of common indicators  

within ex-ante evaluation 

- Choice and definition of specific indicators 

Framework for the set-up  

of Operational Programmes (OPs) 

Choice between: 

- National and Regional level 

- Mono-Fund and Multi-Funds OPs 

- Sectoral and Multi-sectoral OPs 

- Choice of tools: CLLD, ITI 

Source: « EU Cohesion Policy 2014-2020, Information Session », Rachel Lancry, March 2012 
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As represented in the illustration below, there is therefore a confrontation, a combination of 

both approaches. More the green cursor will be situated on the top of the diagonal, more 

the decision-making coming from the top will be strong and vice versa. 

Situated on the middle of the diagonal, the green cursor is supposed to represent the 

compromises for 2014-2020, meanings a fair balance between clear indications to apply 

coming from the top (focus) and sufficient possibilities given to the bottom to implement 

them (flexibility). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 12:  Combination of both approaches, own realization, 2012. 

 

The 2 new main instruments arising from the next programming framework are themselves 

different in the approach in term of implementation. 

As mentioned previously, the CLLD is strictly bottom-up as LAGs determine the content of 

the local development strategy and the operations under it. However, the CLLD should be 

“implemented in the context of a strategic approach followed by public policy-makers, to 

ensure that the ‘bottom-up’ definition of local needs takes account of priorities set at a 

higher level”39, it therefore may be considered bottom-up, but introduced by a top-down 

approach.   

 

For an ITI, the Managing Authority of the Operational Programme holds the final 

responsibility for its management and implementation. It may be therefore considered as a 

top-down decision-making approach. However, as it may designate intermediary bodies 

(such as local authorities, regional development bodies or non-governmental organizations) 

to carry out some or all of the management and implementation tasks, an ITI may actually 

combining both approaches 

                                                
39 European Commission, 2012, Elements for a CSF 2014 to 2020, Commission Staff Working Document 
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2.2 Practices of integrated sustainable development strategy 

 

   Over the last 20 years, different EU programmes have implemented integrated strategies 

and we are going now to evaluate “good” and “bad” practices of the URBAN programme and 

the Local Actions Groups under Leader. Then, resulting from this analysis, we will sum up 

success conditions in managing and implementing such strategies emanating. 

2.2.1 EU experiences of Integrated Strategy  

 

   Several integrated strategies have been experimenting across the EU the last two decades. 

We will here firstly focus on the URBAN Community Initiatives practices which have 

implemented cross-sectoral strategies mixing physical, social and environmental aspect in 

areas targeted. 

In a second time, we will go back to Local Action Groups as they are by essence integrated 

bodies to implement the Leader approach. 

2.2.1.1 The Urban Community Initiative 

 

   The URBAN Community Initiative has developed integrated approaches to regenerate 

neighborhoods in crisis and promoting sustainable urban development. To face these 

challenges, the three generation of URBAN (the URBAN Pilot Projects 89-99, URBAN I 94-99 

and URBAN II 2000-2006) has implemented cross-sectoral strategies within the eligible areas 

mixing physical, economic and social local aspects. 

The following analysis of good and practices lays on evaluation reports of URBAN I and II 

Programmes study cases emanating from the European Commission. 

 

 Good practices 

 

 Efficient programme management 

 

The URBAN II programme in Aarhus was managed by the local authority (“Århus 

Kommune”). The daily management of the programme has, however, been undertaken by 

the secretariat, which was a new department set up by the Local Council specifically for the 

URBAN programme. 

The main key factor of success stated on the role of the Secretariat in supporting the 

delivery and management of the programme. As it was located in the URBAN area, the 

Secretariat was easily accessible for local residents. 

At the programme level, the Secretariat made a bridge between residents and the Local 

Authority which was the main co-funding body. The Secretariat Manager was doubtlessly the 

main architect of the programme as he was a former member of the Danish Parliament and 
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held a senior position within the Local Council. Communication between the Secretariat and 

the Local Council was therefore easier and reduced time to make decisions. 

At the project level, project managers reported that “the Secretariat provided invaluable 

guidance and expertise in formulating and designing projects, as well as finding suitable 

partners securing funding and facilitating network opportunities”.40 

In addition to the programme Secretariat, the Executive Committee has also played a key 

role in the delivery of the programme. It was composed of 25 people, of which ten were 

from the Local Authority, nine from the private sector and six from voluntary organisations. 

This composition highlights a commitment for an integrated approach and local partnership.  

 

 Programme’s flexibility 

 

First of all, URBAN is flexible in its ability to be integrated to others national and local 

programmes. URBAN must therefore be seen as a factor in areas changing, not the main 

driver because of the scale of its funding and its longevity. 

The URBAN programme in Roubaix-Tourcoing (France) was associated to a wider group of 

initiatives whereby both cities were involved: the City contract (primarily on the level of the 

city), the GPU (which has become the “Grand Projet de Ville” (GPV-Large City Project)) and 

actions connected to various programmes and community interests (PLIE- Local Economic 

Insertion Plan, and the Regional Plan For Employment). According to the local programme’s 

actors, the specific contribution of URBAN was to improve the quality of the whole action by 

notably acting as coordinating body among all policies41. 

Same kind of situation took place in Le Mantois whereby the URBAN II programme was not 

isolated but included in a wider regeneration plan covering the whole agglomeration. The 

fact that URBAN is “integrated in a broader development scheme, also intervening outside 

the URBAN perimeter, ensures a coherent development approach and creates synergies and 

leverage effects for a larger territory.”42 

The URBAN II programme has shown in Rotterdam another degree of flexibility by its ability 

to face the changes in the local political context in adjusting an overall change of political 

focus from social projects to safety issues. 

 

 Residents involvement 

 

The URBAN II programme in Roubaix-Tourcoing dealt with the divide between inhabitants 

and local economic actors by involving residents in the process of development within their 

living space. Two main series of measures have been implemented: 

                                                
40

 ECOTEC, 2009,  URBAN II Evaluation, Case Study Report-Aarhus, Denmark 
41 Délégation Interministérielle à  la ville, 2002, The URBAN Community Initiative (1994-1999), The 13 French 
Programmes 
42 ECOTEC, October 2009, URBAN II Evaluation, Case Study Le Mantois, France 
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- Increasing the level of services provided to inhabitants (e.g. improvement of public spaces 

and revitalization of local businesses by restructuring commercial areas); 

- Increasing the collective involvement of city-dwellers through investment actions (e.g. 

associational spaces) and operating actions (local jobs, training actions)43. 

 

In the URBAN II programme of Graz, efforts and resources into communication and 

consultation has been made. It aimed at creating awareness and understanding amongst the 

population. Rather than purely information events, the Executive Committee incorporated 

elements of entertainment to create interest and encourage ideas, as well as using newer 

research techniques like digital survey. 

The motto “work with the population”, as opposed to “work for the population” developed 

by the URBAN II programme in Porto-Gondomar also mainstreamed this will. 

 

 A “missed opportunity” 

 

The URBAN II Programme in Crotone seems to be the flagship of URBAN bad practices. At 

the beginning of the Programme the local context was problematic and the target area 

concentrated many negative aspect. Beyond issues such as high unemployment rate, the 

criminal pressure context was the main problem to face in terms of funding transparency 

and conflict of interest. 

 

During the implementation of the Programme, there was no prioritization of the main 

needs. Many difficulties have been pointed out (high crime rate, low employment 

opportunities, low quality of the transport infrastructure) but no clear indications which of 

these the Programme wanted to tackle as priority. 

 

Many small, fragmented and unlinked interventions were instead implemented without a 

strategic overall focus. That has therefore generated a dispersion of their effects while a 

focus on few prioritized needs would have certainly achieved better results. 

 

There was also a lack of clear political leadership and strong management direction that led 

to long delays. For example, measures related to the restoration of a Castle (State owned) 

that was highly degraded has suffered of procedural slowdowns owing to multilateral 

discussions between the Cultural Heritage Office of the municipality, the Offices of 

Architectonical Heritage and Archaeological Heritage of the Calabria Region… 

 

There was finally a lack of “far-sighted” vision and anticipation of how works and services 

realized under URBAN will be maintained in the future. Best example was provided by works 

on Theme Parks and Pythagoras Museum. Obstacles were on the lack of agreement of how 

                                                
43 Délégation Interministérielle à  la ville, 2002, The URBAN Community Initiative (1994-1999), The 13 French 
Programmes 
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the structure should be managed. Despite propositions made by a consulting firm for the 

running of the Park and Museum, the City Administration has never adopted any of the 

options submitted. That did not guarantee the safety of the works realized on the site in 

2008 which had to face acts of vandalism. Its state of decline will require huge financial 

efforts to improve the situation44. 

2.2.1.2 The Local Action Groups as integrated body  

 

   As detailed previously, The Local Action Groups is an integrated body composed by 

stakeholders from public and private (businesses and nonprofit organizations) sectors. It can 

be considered as the essence of integrated strategies as its members are coming from 

relevant sectors for a dedicated project. 

The European Court of Auditors has released in 2010 a critical evaluation of LAGs’ 

performance in implementing the 2000–06 Leader+ programmes. As there is commonly an 

agreed vision of the success of LAGs experiences, this specific evaluation will be the main 

driver of our analysis 

 

 Good practices 

 

 Consultative Assembly to develop strategies 

 

Many LAGs involved Local Community from the first step of needs analysis to discuss and 

develop more strategic projects. 

In Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Germany), the LAG developed working groups, called 

“Innovation Teams” to support stakeholders of the more complex projects. 

In Ireland, a LAG employed “Development Officers” that were responsible for the 

identification, the development and the promotion of initiatives and activities. For example, 

a “food sector” Officer was in charge of the promotion of regional products and the 

development of alternative agriculture initiatives. In this sense, the Officer organized 

meetings and events, and assisted the development of projects by food sector professional. 

In Bavaria (Germany) and Languedoc-Roussillon (France), LAGs organized thematic 

workshops in a participatory process to define a SWOT analysis and to debate the strategy. 

However, according to the European Court of Auditors, it is difficult to evaluate to what 

extent the consultation had a deep influence in determining SWOT’s analysis and strategic 

objectives45. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
44

 ECOTEC, 2009, URBAN II Evaluation, Case Study Crotone, Italy  
45 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.16 
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 Networking and cooperation projects 

 

Networking aims at sharing experiences, transferring good practices and disseminating 

innovation build on lessons learned.  

Cooperation projects can further add value through EU LAGs critical mass that make possible 

to achieve outcomes that a LAG could not achieve alone. 

 

Although these meetings largely concerned organizational issues, all LAGs at least 

participated in meetings with other LAGs in the regional or national networks. 

 The LAG in Ireland was particularly active in attending seminars, visiting and receiving LAGs 

from other Member States. LAGs in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Portugal contributed 

good-practice examples of projects to EU publications and databases. All LAGs participated 

in cooperation projects, with the exception of the LAG in Hungary46. 

 

 Bad practices 

 

 Potential conflict of interest 

 

As previously mentioned, one of the key features of the Leader approach is that decisions 

are made not by public authorities but by a wider local partnership, where the local 

government is included but does not have a majority vote. Given the local nature of LAGs, 

one of the greatest risks for efficiency is a conflict of interests, whereby a LAG’s member 

may influence the project selection decision in their favor. 

In Greece, the LAG’s structure allowed the public sector to influence decision making 

process. Indeed it was organized as company of 15 stakeholders in which the Municipal 

Authority held 97% of the shared capital.   

Within the LAG of Pays de La Loire (France), private partners are almost all from associations 

of “Pays” (group of local communes) and each of this association was presided by an elected 

member. Neither the Chamber of Commerce and Industry or the Chamber of Trade was 

represented47. 

 

 Lack of clear objectives to achieve 

 

Under the area-based approach of Leader, LAGs should define and implement strategies 

with clear objectives to achieve, thus providing a clear framework and guidance for the daily 

management of the programme. However, most of LAGs often determined objectives in 

open-ended terms.  

                                                
46 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.23 
47 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.20 
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For example, LAG in Greece sets out as objective “To promote the identity of the area by 

improving and promoting local services and products”, which more refers to what LAG 

intend to do rather than a situation it aims to achieve. 

In Spain and Tuscnay (Italy), LAGs advertised for project proposals that met eligibility 

conditions for a set of “measures”, rather than advertising for projects that would achieve 

specific objectives for the local strategy48. 

 

 Weak scope of innovation 

 

Under Leader, LAGs should design and implement their strategies in a way to mobilize and 

deliver local rural development through innovative approaches in response to old and new 

rural challenges. Despite the fact that under Leader +, LAGs had explicit criteria to assess 

projects for innovation scope, some of them approved projects that did not show strongly 

innovative features 

In Tuscany, LAGs gave 7 out of a maximum 10 points for innovation to a project consisting of 

purchasing standard fruit crates. It has been classified as an “innovative investment for 

reducing production costs and facilitating harvesting and packaging”… 

In Hungary, one project for a guesthouse to upgrade its facilities gets the maximum points to 

all of 6 projects examined49. 

 

 LAGs backdating grants: risk of deadweight  

 

A risk of deadweight is “a situation where a subsidized project would have been wholly or 

partly undertaken without the grant aid”50, means that promoters have already started a 

project before the LAG decides whether awarding a grant or not. The risk is that promoters 

may not seek to implement project at the lowest cost and inflated invoices artificially. 

Only LAGS in Ireland had procedures to assess project proposals for the risk of deadweight. 

Other LAGs considered the start date of the project regarding to their eligibility.  

Each Member State applied different eligibility rules. In Greece, Spain and Hungary, projects 

were eligible from the date of grant application. In Portugal, projects could start 90 days 

before the application. In France and Tuscany, the rules only required that the project should 

not be finished at the date of grant application51. 

 

 

 

                                                
48 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.22 
49 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.26 
50 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.30 
51 European Court of Auditors, 2010, Implementation of the Leader approach for Rural Development, p.31 
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2.2.2 Path and success conditions in implementing integrated strategies 

 

   Throughout this work, we have highlighted “good” and “bad” practices of integrated area-

based strategies among the different EU programmes implemented the last two decades.  

LEADER, URBACT, URBAN programmes all make reference to integrated strategies but the 

meaning they give to them sometimes differs. We are going now to sum up the main 

pathways and success conditions in managing and implementing integrated development 

strategies.  

2.2.2.1 The Public-Private Partnership 

 

   The Public-Private Partnership is the core of an integrated area-based development 

strategy. Its legitimacy and efficiency will determined the effective management and 

implementation of a project.  

 

Its legitimacy depends on how empowerment and rights are spread up within the 

partnership. As no groups should dominate another, it will provide a feeling of fairness 

among stakeholders in making decision.  

That is one of the lessons learned from LAGs under Leader, where decisions are made not by 

Public Authorities but by a wider local partnership, and the local government included does 

not have the majority vote. 

 

However, the PP Partnership shall be big enough to represent the multitude of actors 

concerned by challenges to tackle but sufficiently small to be efficient in the taking-decision 

process. 

 

We are here referring to another model of PP Partnership that is commonly experimented in 

each Member State. The Local Action Group model is a really innovative approach as it 

makes working together two “worlds” which use to build strategy each in turn. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 13: The Public-Private Partnership, own realization, 2012. 
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URBACT experiences through the URBACT Local Support Groups (USLGs) gave us an idea of 

how introducing a PP Partnership. The “Thematic Entry Point” leads to build a partnership in 

which members have interests with the theme or challenges they are trying to tackle 

(“territoire projet”). This pathway is particularly relevant for the new scale of project 

emanating from the new European urban reality mentioned previously (metropolitan – city-

region scale) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14: The Thematic Entry Point, own realization, 2012. 
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2.2.2.2 Networking and coopeation 

 

    An efficient Networking is essential to facilitate the exchange of information and 

disseminate innovative actions. It aims at reducing isolation and compiling a database of 

information in order to promote the transfer of knowhow and best practices. 

Different programmes have implemented development platforms to foster the 

dissemination of good practices such as Leader (The Leader Observatory) and URBACT.  

 

Based on URBACT experience, the Article 8 of the proposed ERDF Regulation for the 

Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 seeks to create an “Urban Development Platform”. It will 

correspond to a list of cities prepared by Member States in their Partnership Agreement.  

The European Commission will use it to establish an Urban Development Platform 

comprising around 300 cities throughout Europe, which will stimulate a more policy-oriented 

dialogue on urban development between cities at European level.  

It is not a funding instrument, but rather “a mechanism for making the contribution of cities 

under cohesion policy to the Europe 2020 Strategy more visible, facilitating integrated and 

innovative actions for sustainable urban development and capitalizing on the results”.52  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 15: The Networking, own realization, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
52 European Commission, 2011, Integrated Sustainable Urban Development, legislative proposals for 2014-
2020  
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2.2.2.3 The “Horitical” integration  

 

   The “Horitical” integration is the combination of Horizontal and Vertical integration as 

both forms of integration is required for efficient governance in area-based strategies. 

 

At the local scale, an integrated sustainable strategy requires horizontal integration between 

sectoral policies, regulatory measures and support instruments in order to optimize 

endogenous potentials. 

 

Best example has been given by Leader programmes which have focus on horizontal linkages 

within each rural area by linking different kind of services: natural and cultural heritage, local 

identity, food-products sector, tourism, services activities… 

 

 

 

 
Figure 16: The Horizontal Integration, own realization, 2012. 

 

However, especially in urban areas, there is a need of Vertical Integration between the 

different levels of governance (central, metropolitan, sub-regional, regional, local, municipal 

levels) in order to tackle the complexity of challenges. 

Indeed, in most of cases cities do not have all competences or resources to face all urban 

challenges on their own. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 17: The Vertical Integration, own realization, 2012. 
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The illustration below represents the optimal prototype of an integrated area-based 

development whereby the green cursor is situated on the middle of the figure.  

It is resulted from balanced interactions between all levels of governance (vertical 

integration) and relevant sectors (horizontal integration) related to the challenges to tackle 

in areas targeted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 18: The “Horitical” Integration, own realization, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: The matrice of optimal integrated area-based strategies 
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Conclusion 

 

   As we have detailed throughout this work, several EU Programmes and Community 

Initiatives have shaped integrated territorial strategies in the way that the Commission seeks 

to implement them under the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020.  

LEADER shows the path to follow to the Community-Led Local Development, in which the 

Local Action Group will be the driver body to monitor and implement local development 

strategies through an efficient Public-Private Partnership horizontally integrated.  

Lessons learned from URBACT provides some interesting tools in urban context with the 

necessary vertical integration of all levels of governance to set out integrated strategies as 

well as the dissemination of good practices through an efficient networking.  

The three generations of URBAN programmes bring a strong background in developing 

integrated sustainable strategies combining physical, social and environmental challenges 

related to areas targeted. So far we may thus consider that practices of territorial 

development are not renewed for 2014-2020 as they will be the strict extension of a 

European territorial knowhow built the last two decades.  

 

Even though the Bottom-up approach, introduced by LEADER and at the heart of the CLLD, is 

experimented for almost twenty years, it must be considered as an innovative approach and 

still at its first breath. As long as all EU Member States won’t have technical competences or 

gained the culture of “local” to implement it, the bottom-up approach will remain a 

desirable participatory process that should be reached rather than a shared model of 

governance to set out local strategies across the EU. 

The Integrated Territorial Investment also incorporates a variable degree of bottom-up 

governance according to the strategy carrying out. Beyond the objective of the new 

Regulation, the flexibility of an ITI is particularly relevant to face issues related to the new 

scales of governance (Metropolitan or City-Region level) emerging the latest years 

throughout the EU. We can therefore here pretend that EU practices of territorial 

development are renewed as they are adapted to new European territorial realities although 

they result from previous experiences, a European knowhow.  

 

However, the creation of ITI may also be analyzed as a complex tool resulting from the set of 

2014-2020 Thematic Objectives fixed by the European Commission. Indeed, for the current 

Cohesion Policy period, it’s possible to implement integrated strategies within Operational 

Programmes themselves (e.g. ERDF OP Andalusia Priority 5: “Sustainable local and urban 

development” in Malaga linked with ESF National OP “Adaptability and Employment”). 

 

Anyway, the role given to the territorial dimension within the Cohesion Policy is increasing 

even though it’s not a European competence strictly speaking. The European Union is 

gathering experiences and first indications coming from the new Regulation are promising to 

carry on EU integration among the…28 Member States. 
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ANNEX 

Annex 1: Europe 2020 Strategy - targets 

 

1. Poverty 

- 20 Millions people out of risk of poverty and exclusion 

 

2. Climate change 

- Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 20% compared to 1990 

- Increase share of renewable to 20% final energy consumption 

- 20% increase in energy efficiency 

 

3. Education 

- Reduce school drop-out rates below 10% (15% today) 

- 40% of 30-34 year-olds with tertiary education (31% today) 

 

4. Research and development 

- Increase public and private investment in R&D to 3% of GDP (1.9% today) 

 

5. Employment 

- 75% employment rate for women and men aged 20-64, plus greater labour market 
participation of marginalised groups 
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Annex 2: Thematic Objectives and Investment Priorities under ERDF, ESF and the Cohesion 
Fund 

 

EXTRACT 

Draft ERDF Regulation (October 2011) 
 

Article 5 

Investment priorities 

 

The ERDF shall support the following investment priorities within the thematic objectives set 

out in Article 9 of Regulation (EU) No […]/2012 [CPR]: 

 

(1) strengthening research, technological development and innovation: 

(a) enhancing research and innovation infrastructure (R&I) and capacities to develop 

R&I excellence and promoting centres of competence, in particular those of European 

interest; 

(b) promoting business R&I investment, product and service development, technology 

transfer, social innovation and public service applications, demand stimulation, 

networking, clusters and open innovation through smart specialisation; 

(c) supporting technological and applied research, pilot lines, early product validation 

actions, advanced manufacturing capabilities and first production in Key Enabling 

Technologies and diffusion of general purpose technologies; 

 

(2) enhancing access to and use and quality of ICT: 

(a) extending broadband deployment and the roll-out of high-speed networks; 

(b) developing ICT products and services, e-commerce and enhancing demand for 

ICT; 

(c) strengthening ICT applications for e-government, e-learning, e-inclusion and 

ehealth; 

 

(3) enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs: 

(a) promoting entrepreneurship, in particular by facilitating the economic exploitation 

of new ideas and fostering the creation of new firms; 

(b) developing new business models for SMEs, in particular for internationalisation; 

 

(4) supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors: 

(a) promoting the production and distribution of renewable energy sources; 

(b) promoting energy efficiency and renewable energy use in SMEs; 

(c) supporting energy efficiency and renewable energy use in public infrastructures 

and in the housing sector; 

(d) developing smart distribution systems at low voltage levels; 

(e) promoting low-carbon strategies for urban areas; 

 

(5) promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management: 
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(a) supporting dedicated investment for adaptation to climate change; 

(b) promoting investment to address specific risks, ensuring disaster resilience and 

developing disaster management systems; 

 

 

 

(6) protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency: 

(a) addressing the significant needs for investment in the waste sector to meet the 

requirements of the environmental acquis; 

(b) addressing the significant needs for investment in the water sector to meet the 

requirements of the environmental acquis; 

(c) protecting, promoting and developing cultural heritage; 

(d) protecting biodiversity, soil protection and promoting ecosystem services including 

NATURA 2000 and green infrastructures; 

(e) action to improve the urban environment, including regeneration of brownfield 

sites and reduction of air pollution; 

 

(7) promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures: 

(a) supporting a multimodal Single European Transport Area by investing in the 

Trans- European Transport Network (TEN-T) network; 

(b) enhancing regional mobility through connecting secondary and tertiary nodes to 

TEN-T infrastructure; 

(c) developing environment-friendly and low-carbon transport systems and promoting 

sustainable urban mobility; 

(d) developing comprehensive, high quality and interoperable railway system; 

 

(8) promoting employment and supporting labour mobility: 

(a) development of business incubators and investment support for self-employment 

and business creation; 

(b) local development initiatives and aid for structures providing neighbourhood 

services to create new jobs, where such actions are outside the scope of Regulation 

(EU) No […]/2012 [ESF]; 

(c) investing in infrastructure for public employment services; 

 

(9) promoting social inclusion and combating poverty: 

(a) investing in health and social infrastructure which contribute to national, 

regional and local development, reducing inequalities in terms of health status, and 

transition from institutional to community-based services; 

(b) support for physical and economic regeneration of deprived urban and rural 

communities; 

(c) support for social enterprises; 
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(10) investing in education, skills and lifelong learning by developing education and training 

infrastructure; 

 

(11) enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public administration by strengthening 

of institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administrations and public services 

related to implementation of the ERDF, and in support of actions in institutional capacity and 

in the efficiency of public administration supported by the ESF. 

 

 

EXTRACT 

Draft ESF Regulation (October 2011) 
Article 3 

Scope of support 

 

1. Under the thematic objectives listed below, and in accordance with Article 9 of Regulation 

(EU) No […], the ESF shall support the following investment priorities: 

 

(a) Promoting employment and supporting labour mobility through: 

(i) Access to employment for job-seekers and inactive people, including local 

employment initiatives and support for labour mobility; 

(ii) Sustainable integration of young people not in employment, education or training 

into the labour market; 

(iii) Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business creation; 

(iv) Equality between men and women and reconciliation between work and private 

life; 

(v) Adaptation of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs to change; 

(vi) Active and healthy ageing; 

(vii) Modernisation and strengthening of labour market institutions, including actions 

to enhance transnational labour mobility; 

 

(b) Investing in education, skills and life-long learning through: 

(i) Reducing early school-leaving and promoting equal access to good quality early-

childhood, primary and secondary education; 

(ii) Improving the quality, efficiency and openness of tertiary and equivalent education 

with a view to increasing participation and attainment levels; 

(iii) Enhancing access to lifelong learning, upgrading the skills and competences of the 

workforce and increasing the labour market relevance of education and training 

systems; 

 

(c) Promoting social inclusion and combating poverty through: 

(i) Active inclusion; 

(ii) Integration of marginalised communities such as the Roma; 

(iii) Combating discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, 

disability, age or sexual orientation; 
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(iv) Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-quality services, including 

health care and social services of general interest; 

(v) Promoting the social economy and social enterprises; 

(vi) Community-led local development strategies; 

 

(d) Enhancing institutional capacity and efficient public administration through: 

(i) Investment in institutional capacity and in the efficiency of public administrations 

and public services with a view to reforms, better regulation and good governance; 

This investment priority is only applicable throughout the territory of the Member 

States which have at least one NUTS level 2 region as defined in Article 82(2)(a) of 

Regulation (EU) No […] or in Member States eligible for Cohesion Fund support. 

(ii) Capacity building for stakeholders delivering employment, education and social 

policies and sectoral and territorial pacts to mobilise for reform at national, regional 

and local level. 

 

2. Through the investment priorities listed in paragraph 1, the ESF shall also contribute 

to the other thematic objectives listed in Article 9 of Regulation (EU) No […], primarily by: 

 

(a) Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon, climate-resilient, resource-efficient and 

environmentally sustainable economy, through reform of education and training systems, 

adaptation of skills and qualifications, up-skilling of the labour force, and the creation of new 

jobs in sectors related to the environment and energy; 

 

(b) Enhancing the accessibility, use and quality of information and communication 

technologies, through the development of digital literacy, investment in e-inclusion, e-skills 

and related entrepreneurial skills; 

 

(c) Strengthening research, technological development and innovation, through the 

development of post-graduate studies, the training of researchers, networking activities and 

partnerships between higher education institutions, research and technological centres and 

enterprises; 

 

(d) Enhancing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises, through promoting 

the adaptability of enterprises and workers and increased investment in human capital. 
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EXTRACT 

Draft Cohesion Fund Regulation (October 2011) 
 

Article 3 

Investment priorities 

 

In accordance with Article 16 of Regulation (EU) No […]/2012 [CPR], the Cohesion Fund 

shall support the following investment priorities within the thematic objectives set out in 

Article 9 of Regulation (EU) No […]/2012 [CPR]: 

 

(a) supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors by: 

(i) promoting the production and distribution of renewable energy sources; 

(ii) promoting energy efficiency and renewable energy use in small and medium-sized 

enterprises; 

(iii) supporting energy efficiency and renewable energy use in public infrastructures; 

(iv) developing smart distribution systems at low voltage levels; 

(v) promoting low-carbon strategies for urban areas; 

 

(b) promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management by: 

(i) supporting dedicated investment for adaptation to climate change; 

(ii) promoting investment to address specific risks, ensuring disaster resilience and 

developing disaster management systems; 

 

(c) protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency by: 

(i) addressing the significant needs for investment in the waste sector to meet the 

requirements of the Union's environmental acquis; 

(ii) addressing the significant needs for investment in the water sector to meet the 

requirements of the Union's environmental acquis; 

(iii) protecting and restoring biodiversity, including through green infrastructures; 

(iv) improving the urban environment, including regeneration of brownfield sites and 

reduction of air pollution. 

 

(d) promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures, 

by: 

(i) supporting a multi-modal Single European Transport Area by investing in the 

Trans-European Transport Network; 

(ii) developing environment-friendly and low-carbon transport systems including 

promoting sustainable urban mobility; 

(iii) developing comprehensive, high quality and interoperable railway systems; 

 

(e) enhancing institutional capacity and an efficient public administration by strengthening of 

institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administrations and public services related 

to implementation of the Cohesion Fund. 
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Annex 3: Main features of CLLD and ITI 

Source: ESEC (2011) Background note on draft regulations for ERDF, ESF and EAFRD, ESEC, Aberdeen. 

 

 Integrated Territorial Investment Community-Led Local Development 

 
Geography 

- Sub-regional (metropolitan, city-
region scale or other defined 
territory: coastal, rural, fisheries, 
poverty areas etc.) 

- Sub-regional (urban, rural, coastal, etc) 

Strategy - May combine Top-Down and 
Bottom-Up approaches 

- Bottom-up and “Community-Led” 

 
Nature 

- Integrated; 
- Investments from more than one 
Priority Axis or OP, implemented in a 
joint manner 

- Integrated; 
- Multi-sectoral; 
- Coordinated use of funds  
(EAFRD compulsory, ESF/ERDF optional) 

 
 
 
 

Setting-up 

- Areas for investment are pre- 
defined in each OP; 
- Relates to sustainable urban 
development for cities which are 
listed in the PC. Minimum of 5% of 
ERDF programmes will be used for 
urban development through ITIs  

- Member States shall define criteria for 
the selection of local development 
strategies; 
- Managing Authorities set up 
committee to select and set out 
allocations per fund, and roles for 
each authority involved in 
implementation of the strategy; 
- Selection and approval made by 31 
December 2015 latest 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Administration 

- One or more Intermediate body for 
management and implementation; 
- Can only be delivered where 
territorial strategy exists; 
- Implementation tasks can be done 
by the MA or delegated to a single 
local authority or other entity; 
- Urban strategies expected to be 
delegated to city authorities 
(identified in Partnership 
Agreements and OPs list allocation); 
- Strategies can be geographical or 
target group orientated (set out in 
the Partnership Agreements and OPs 
list financial allocation) 

- Where more than one fund, a Lead 
Fund may be designated. Lead fund 
can be used to finance running costs, 
animation and networking activities. 
Choice fund depends on activities 
foreseen; 
- Local Action Group: either lead 
partner for administrative and 
financial matters or establish a legally 
constituted common structure; 
- Running-costs of up to 25% of total 
public expenditure incurred eligible 

 
 
 

Decision-making 

- Monitoring by Managing Authority - LAG administer calls for projects, 
make assessments, presents the 
proposal to relevant body for final 
verification of eligibility; 
- A single interest group or public 
sector should not represent more 
than 49% of LAG voting rights. 

 
Which Funds ? 

 
- ERDF, ESF, Cohesion Fund 

 
- All CSF Funds 
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Annex 4: Examples of metropolitan governance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1 : Mono-centric city region of Berlin                          Figure 2 : Polycentric network of cities in Randstad 
Source: http://fr.wikipedia.org/                                                       Source : http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Randstad 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3: Cross national border metropolitan area of Lille 
Source: http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lille 

 
 

http://fr.wikipedia.org/


67 

 

Annex 5: The “Grand Paris” project 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: http://www.monsaclay.fr/2009/10/25/saclay-au-coeur-du-projet-grand-paris/ 
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