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6th Cohesion Report

Art. 175 of the consolidated treaty:

'The Commission shall submit a report to the European
Parliament, the Council, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions every three
years on the progress made towards achieving economic,
social and territorial cohesion ...'

Exceptionally, the report has been delayed by
one year to report on the new Cohesion Policy

programming period
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Economic disparities

Growth of GDP per head in real terms, EU-28, 2001-2015
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Growth of GDP per head in real terms, 2001-2008
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Growth of GDP per head in real terms, 2008-2011
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Rural regions and the crisis

Change in GDP per head, productivity and employment per head by urban-rural
typology, 2000-2008 and 2008-2011

2000-2008 2008-2011
GDP per . .. Employment GDP per . .. Employment
Average annual head Productivity per head head Productivity per head
change (%)
1.3 0.9 0.2 1.0
Intermediate 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.8
1.2 0.5 0.4 -0.9
1.3 -0.7 0.2 -0.9
0.7 0.9 -0.2
Intermediate 46 0.5 1.5 1.0
L 43 0.6 6 1.1
0.7 1.4 -0.8
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Change in GDP per head, productivity and employment per head by type of metropolitan region,

2000-2008 and 2008-2011

2000-2008 2008-2011

?(‘,f)’age annual change G',"e"a';er Productivity E";’;f_",{e";z"t G';e"a';er Productivity E"”,’;f_"},’gzm

EU-15
Capital metropolitan region 4 0.9 0.6 -0.8 i 0.3 . -1.1
Second tier metropolitan regic 1.3 0.7 0.6 -0.8 0.1 . -0.9
Smaller metro region 1.2 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.2 B s
Non-metropolitan region '1.2 '0.8 l 0.4 ' -0.8 | 0.2 .' -1.0
Total W13 M 0.8 105 BEo7 {02 B 09

EU-13
Capital metropolitan region _ _ ..9 l -0.3 '1.0 B
Second tier metropolitan regic _ ' 0.8 .1.4 .1.3 0.1
Smaller metro region 0.1 .1.4 '1.2 | 0.2
Non-metropolitan region 0.0 I 0.6 ..7 B
Total 0.6 1 0.7 s B 08
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Digital Agenda

Access to
broadband 100% in
2013

Access to NGA
100% in 2020

Investments in
case of market
failure (!) from
EAFRD and ERDF

Next Generation Access (NGA) coverage by type of area,
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European

WB and ESPON poverty —=
mapping

At request of the EC to

allow Cohesion Policy

to target areas with the
highest at-risk-of-

poverty rates

Based on SILC and
census data

Created with small area
estimations technigues
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At risk of poverty rate, 2010-2011
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Early school leavers from education or training aged 18-24, average 2011-2013
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EU Life expectancy - 2011

Years
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Net migration into NUTS 3 regions, 2001-2011 Natural population growth, 2001-2011
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Population change, natural change and net migration by metro regions, 2001-2011

Change in %
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EU Human Development index, 2012
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Land-use efficiency of cities

Built-up area per inhabitant,
EU regions, 2012

Urban Inter- Rural
SAEKIMIPERMS  [onsl mediate Fregions
inhabitants 9 - 2

regions
EU-28 97 230 368
EU-15 94 221 372
EU-13 126 260 362

Source: JRC European Human Settlement Map and DG REGIO
calculations

Dwellings in cities
are smaller and
more vertical

Offices are more
vertical

Energy use for
transport, heating
and cooling also
lower in cities



Density drops away from the centre

Population per square km

Population density profile of selected mid-sized European capital cities, 2006
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Access to public transport in large European cities, 2012

% of population in urban centre
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Large cities have better access to
public transport
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Passenger cars predominate,
especially in EU-15
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Car dependency

Growth primarily in
passenger-km by

car

High growth in car

travel in EU-12,
combined with
decline of public
transport

Change in passenger-km by transport mode,
1995-2011
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Non-ETS GHG emissions are shrinking

Change in greenhouse gas emissions in areas covered by the

Effort Sharing Decision, 2005-2011 and Europe 2020 targets — 9% change 2005-2011 — 2020 Target
o .
5 Yo change relative to 2005 .
20 7= L 2
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Share of renewable energy in gross final energy consumption,
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Renewable energy consumption, 2006-2012
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Low-carbon economy

Minimum ERDF
support between
12% and 20%

37 billion euro
foreseen in
Partnership
Agreements
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PUBLIC INVESTMENT,
GROWTH AND THE CRISIS
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Local and regional authorities spend
1/3 of government expenditure

Figure 4.7 Sub-national government expenditure, 1995 and 2013

% of general government expenditure m1995 m2013
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But their expenditure dropped

Figure 4.11 Average annual change in sub-national government expenditure, in real terms,
2000-2009 and 2010-2013
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Local and regional authorities spend
over half of public investments

Figure 4.10
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But investment dropped even faster

Figure 4.13
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Cohesion Policy's growing share of
total public investment

Contribution of Cohesion Policy (CP) to public investment, EU-28, 2007-2013

EUR billion at 2005 prices

340 340
320 320
/
300 300
In 2007 CP payments represent 2.1%
of EU's investment (11.5% considering
280 —g1s0 2000-2006 payments) 280
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260 : 260
EU-28 Public investment (Gross Fixed Capital Formation)
240 240
= FEUJ-28 Public investment without 2007-2013 CP payments (ERDF, ESF, CF)
220 v 220
In 2013 CP payments represent
18.1% of EU's investment
200 200

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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Especially in EU-12
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Half the revenue of local and

regional authorities are transfers

Figure 4.17

% of total revenue
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And net transfers dropped
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Governance

Poor governance
slows down Cohesion
Policy
implementation,
reduces its impact
and hinders

' th and
- European Quality of Government index, 2013
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WB Government effectiveness
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Absorption of Cohesion Policy funding and
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World Bank Indicators, 1996-

2012

Government effectiveness
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First and second nature
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Cohesion and the single market

Single market will
reduce economic
growth in most less
developed regions
due to lack of
critical mass and
competitiveness

Single market will
help most less
developed regions
due to increased
specialisation and
comparative
advantages
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Foreign Direct Investment in the EU-12, 2005-2012
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A growing source of investment

Cohesion Policy expenditure, 1976-2012
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Simplifications of categories

Structural Funds Eligible Areas, 1989-1993
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Other eligible areas
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Simplifications of categories

/ categories
including the first
transition category
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Structural Funds Eligible Areas, 1994-1999

Category of areas

[ | Less. aeveloped regions

[T transitional support

I Objective 6 (northern sparsely populated areas)
Other eligible areas




Simplifications of categories

Structural Funds Eligible Areas, 2000-2006
Category of areas

4 categories:

e Objective 1

e Phasing-out

e Objective 2

e Objective 3 (ESF)




European
Commission
L]

Simplifications of categories

3 categories
Full coverage

Structural Funds Eligible Areas, 2007-2013

Category of areas

Il Less developed regions |
"0 Transitional support
Other eligible regions

&
} ; s Association for the REGIOgis

Regional &
Urban Policy




——

* Xk
* *
* *
* *

* g K

European
Commission
N

A stronger focus on key priorities

Composition of Cohesion Policy investment in less developed regions, 1989-2013
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B Technical assistance
W Environment

® Employment, education,
social inclusion

B Infrastructures (Transport,
Energy, Telecom)

m Business support, R&D and
innovation



IMPACT OF COHESION

POLICY
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Impact on EU economies

Evaluations have shown that cohesion investments have contributed
to improving the structure of the EU economies by:

e enhancing the performance of enterprises, increase their investment and
employment, particularly for SMEs.

e increasing firms activities in R&D and their capacity to innovate
e improving public infrastructure
e improving the matching between supply and demand on the labour market

At the macro level, model simulations show that Cohesion Policy has a
significant impact on GDP, in particular in the Member States which
are the main beneficiaries of the policy.
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Big impacts on Poland and Baltic
States
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Tangible benefits of cohesion policy In
2007-2013

594 000 jobs created - at least 262 000 in SMEs

77 800 start-up companies supported

2 700 KM of new or reconstructed railways

25 800 KM of new or reconstructed roads

Broadband access for 5 million citizens

Access to clean drinking water for 3.2 million citizens
ESF: 15 million participants per year

940 financial instruments in 25 Member States rising EUR 12.6
billion € OP funding (including EUR 8.36 billion structural Funds) for
equity, loans and guarantees




COHESION POLICY
2014-2020
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Cohesion Policy 2014-20 in the EU economic

policy mix

Fiscal —
consolidation Country-specific

recommendations

are the reference
for Partnership
Agreements and

European programmes
Semester
Ex-ante and macro-economic conditionalities
Growth enhancing < Structural
investment Capacity building reforms
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Cohesion Policy 2014-2020

Focus on growth-
enhancing
investments

Concentration on
Europe 2020
priorities
Improving
governance

Linked to the
European
Semester

Linked to structural
reform through
ex-ante
conditionalities



Europe 2020

Less developed

regions furthest
removed from both
EU and national

2020 targets
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‘ 0.60-0.70 EU average = 0.82
0.70 - 0.80 This index takes
into account the following indicators:
0.80 - 0.90
[ los0-095 Employment, R&D spending,
Education (ESL and TERT) and
- >0.95 fighting poverty and
social exclusion (AROPE) 0 500Km
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Allocation to thematic objectives by Fund (EUR), 2014-2020
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Ex-ante conditionality is challenging

01. Innovation and R&D

02. Information Communication...
03. SME support
04. Low-carbon economy
05. Climate change adaptation
06. Environment
07. Network Infrastrastructure
08. Employment
09. Social inclusion
10. Education

11. Good Governance
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Allocation by thematic objective, EU-28, 2014-2020 and

m 2014-2020 m 2007-2013

ERDF concentration
priorities
(TOs 1-4)

38.2

Climate change
adaptation and
environment
(TOs 5-6)

Network
infrastructure

(TO7) 228

ESF Priorities 315

(TOs 8-11) 30.2
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Source: SFC and Final and draft partnership agreements as of 1 June 2014 % of total (excl. Tech. Assist.)
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Poland
Short run impact on GDP of a reduction in transport costs in five Polish regions
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Cohesion Policy will
significantly boost
GDP per head in less
developed regions

The impact over
time will spread to
main trade partners
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Conclusions

Real challenges

e Regional economic disparities

e Increasing unemployment, poverty and exclusion
Real impact

e Growth and jobs, innovation, networks,
sustainable development

Real change
e Linked to Europe 2020 and the European Semester
e Concentrated on EU priorities




