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Suomen kannat:

Suomi pitdd komission tiedonantoa viidenneksi koheesiokertomukseksi hyvand pohjana
jatkovalmistelulle. Erityisesti Suomi tukee komission esityksid pohjoisten harvaan asuttujen
alueiden tuesta, koheesiopolitiikan vahvasta kytkennastda Eurooppa 2020 -strategiaan,
koheesiorahoituksen ehdollisuuden vahvistamisesta sekd EAKR: n ja ESR: n yhteensovituksesta.

Suomi tukee alue- ja rakennepolitiikan jatkamista koko unionin alueella. Rahoituksen
painopisteen tulee olla kdyhimmilla alueilla sek& vakavista ja pysyvistéd olosuhdehaitoista
karsivilla alueilla, joita ovat essmerkiksi EU:n uuden perussopimuksen tarkoittamat pohjoiset
harvaan asutut alueet.

Suomi pitda tarkeand, etta myos vaeston ikaantyminen otetaan huomioon. Tulevassa alue- ja
rakennepolitiikassa tulee keskittya kilpailukykya ja tyollisyytta parhaiten edistaviin teemoihin
kullakin alueella perustuen Eurooppa 2020 -strategian linjaukseen alykkaasta, kestavasta ja
osallistavasta kasvusta.

Suomi pitda hyvand lahtokohtana linkittad EU-budjetin rakenne- ja muut tuet vakaus- ja
kasvusopimuksen noudattamiseen. Vakaus- ja kasvusopimuksen ennaltaehkaisevan osan
vaikuttavuutta tulis parantaa ja téhan voitaisiin kytked EU-budjetin menot nykyista laajemmin.

Aluedllisen kilpailukyvyn parantaminen edellyttdd uutta osaamisperusteista yritystoimintaa
seka laaja-alaista, erityisesti kayttdjalahtoista nakokulmaa innovaatioihin.

Suomi suhtautuu myonteisesti rajat ylittavan alueellisen yhteistyon jatkamiseen ja esittad EU-
Vengja —raja-alueyhteistyon (ENPI CBC) uudistamista.

Yksityiskohtaiset kannat esitetddn alla ao. kohdissa.

Kantoja taydennetéadn, kun valmistellaan Suomen vastausta julkiseen kuulemiseen 31.1.2011
mennessa.

Paaasiallinen sisdlt6 ja yksityiskohtaiset kannat:
1. Viides koheesiokertomusja liittymakohdat

Alue- ja rakennepolitiikan uudistamista koskeva keskustelu on Kkiintedsti sidoksissa
rahoituskehyksista ja Eurooppa 2020-strategiasta ké&ytavddn keskusteluun. Alue- ja
rakennepolitiikkaan kaytetédn kuluvalla kaudella yli kolmasosa EU:n koko budjetista
Rakennerahastot ovat tarkein EU-tason instrumentti unionin kasvua, kilpailukykyé ja tydllisyytta
koskevien tavoitteiden rahoituksessa.

Suomen saama osuus EU:n rakennerahastovaroista on kaudella 2007-2013 yhteensi noin 1,7
miljardia euroa, mika on 0,49 prosenttia koheesiopolitiikasta. Suomen maksuosuus EU budijetista
on puolestaan noin 1,6 prosenttia. Suomen alueiden kesken rahoitus painottuu It& ja Pohjois-
Suomeen.



Lissabonin sopimuksen 175 artiklan mukaisesti komissio antaa joka kolmas vuosi kertomuksen
taloudellisen, sosiaalisen ja alueedllisen yhteenkuuluvuuden edistymisesta (koheesiokertomus,
yleisasetus artikla 31). Komission viides koheesiokertomus julkaistiin  10.11.2010.
Julkai semisesta kaynnistyy julkinen kuuleminen, joka paéttyy 31.1.2011.

Komission tiedonanto viidennesta koheesiokertomuksesta sisdltéa esityksia tulevan
koheesiopolitiikan  arkkitehtuurista. ~ Koheesiokertomuksen  analyysiosassa  kuvataan
monipuolisesti taloudellisen, sosiaalisen ja alueellisen kehityksen tilaa ja erityispiirteitd EU:n
alueella seka tarkastellaan yhteisdn tavoitteiden toteutumista ja eri politiikkalohkojen roolia
koheesiopolitiikan nékdkulmasta. Koheesiokertomuksen analyysiosa on lagjuudeltaan n. 250
sivua ja sihen liittyy runsaasti jasenvaltioita ja alueita kuvaavia karttaesityksig, tilastoja ja
kaavoita. Analyysiosan tarkasteluissa noudatetaan Eurooppa 2020 strategian mukaista
ryhmittelya kolmeen pédlohkoon: 1) dlykkaan kasvun edistéminen, 2) hyvinvoinnin edistaminen
jasosiaalisen syrjaytymisen ehkaiseminen seké 3) ympériston kestava kehitys.

TassA muistiossa keskitytdan tulevan koheesiopolitiikan sisdltod ja tarkeimpia esityksia
koskevaan tarkasteluun. Yksityiskohtainen politiikkaesitysten tarkastelu seké& anayysiosaan
liittyvét selvitykset tullaan kasittelemaan siind yhteydessa, kun valmistellaan Suomen vastausta
julkiseen kuulemiseen tammikuun 2011 loppupuolella

Tiedonannon politiikkaosassa on jo pitkdle menevia esityksa seuraavan kauden
koheesiopolitiikan sisdllosta. Komission lopulliset ja yksityiskohtaiset esitykset annetaan taman
hetkisen arvion mukaan kesakuussa 2011. Asetusesitykset seuraavalle rakennerahastokaudelle on
instituutioiden valisen sopimuksen mukaan annettava viimeistdan 1.7.2011.

Tiedonannossa e oteta vield kantaa rahoitukseen ja toimien maantieteelliseen kattavuuteen.
Nama esitykset tulevat sisdltymédan kesdkuussa 2011 annettavaan asetuspakettiin seka
rahoituskehyksia koskeviin esityksiin. Tiedonannossa painotetaan voimavarojen keskittamista
Eurooppa 2020 tavoitteiden toteuttamiseen. EsSitykset ovat samansuuntaisia 19.10.2010
julkaistun budiettitiedonannon kanssa. Esityksessa painotetaan siirtymista tul ospai nottei sempaan
koheesiopolitiikkaan samalla kun toteuttamig arjestelmi& kevennetdan ja yksinkertai stetaan.

Koheesiopolitiikan uudistamista ja linjauksia koskevaa keskustelua on kayty EU-tasolla
epavirallisissa aueministerikokouksissa Ranskan puheenjohtajuuskaudelta, vuodesta 2008
alkaen. Koheesioraportin eri sisdltéalueisiin ja esityksiin liittyvaa valmistelua on tehty syksysta
2009 alkaen my6s komission vetamassa korkean tason tyoryhmassa.

2. K oheesiopolitiikan sisaltéa koskevat esitykset

Politiikan sisaltod koskevat esitykset voidaan ryhmitella toisaalta koheesiopolitiikan perinteisten
tavoitteiden eli taloudellisen ja sosiaalisen koheesion edistamiseen seké toisaalta alueellisen
koheesion edistdmiseen, joka on Lissabonin sopimuksen myéta hyvaksytty koheesiopolitiikan

kolmanneksi padtavoitteeks.

2.1. Taoudellinen ja sosiaalinen koheesio (s. 4 kohta 2.2 jas. 10; kohta 5)

Tiedonannossa viidennestda koheesiokertomuksesta on vahva pyrkimys temaattiseen
keskittamiseen ja koheesiopolitiikan kytkemiseen Eurooppa 2020 -strategian tavoitteiden



toteuttamiseen. Tama tarkoittaa voimavarojen keskittdmista muutamiin prioriteetteihin, joilla
on suora kytkenté Eurooppa 2020 -strategiaan €li toiminnan tavoitteet olisivat samat riippumatta
tuen maarasta. Erityisesti rikkaammilla alueilla tulis keskittya muutamaan Eurooppa 2020 -
strategiaan kytkettyyn avaintavoitteeseen, jotta jokaiselle tavoitteelle voidaan taata riittéva
rahoitus ja vaikuttavuus. Politiikalla tuetaan kehittéamistd, jolla parannetaan jokaisen alueen
kilpailukykya, tyollisyyden kehittdmistd, sosiaalisen syrjaytymisen vahentamista ja ympariston
tilaa.

Tiedonannon mukaan kaikki alueet ja jasenvaltiot kuuluvat koheesiopolitiikan piiriin. Uudella
kaudella e ole tulossa nykyiseen tapaan erillisia tavoitteita, joilla olisi erilliset politiikkasisall 6t
jatavoiteohjelmat. Néin ollen tulevalla kaudella ei méariteltais erikseen konvergenssitavoitetta
(tavoite 1) ja tyollisyys- ja kilpailukykytavoitetta (tavoite 2). Kaikilla jasenmailla, alueilla ja
ohjelmilla tulis olemaan yksi yhtendinen tavoite, joka kuitenkin eriytyy alueen kehitystason
mukaan.

Suomi  kannattaa tiedonannon esitystd sSitd, ettéd kaikilla alueilla toteutetaan
yhtendista tavoitetta kil pailukyvyn ja tyollisyyden parantamiseksi. Taméa johtaisi myos
ohjelmarakenteen ja toimeenpanon selkiytymiseen.

Kuten kuluvalla kaudella 75 prosentin BKT-kriteeri NUTS |l-tasolla sédilyis perustana
korkeimmalle tuelle. Sen lisdks kaikki muutkin alueet olisivat tukikelpoisia. Esimerkiksi
Manner-Suomi on jaettu neljdan suuralueeseen eli NUTS |l alueeseen. Lisdks esitetédan erityista
"vélialueluokkaa” (intermediate regions) korvaamaan nykyisen jérjestelman tilastovai kutusal ueet
(phasing out) ja kasvuvaikutusalueet (phasing in) seké niille aueille, jotka poistuvat nykyisen
konvergenssin piirista. "Véaliaueluokalla® halutaan estédd tuen &killinen vdheneminen BKT-
kehityksen suhteen rgjapinnassa olevilla aueilla

Komissio esittda ”valiaueluokan” prosenttihaitarin vasta lopullisessa esityksessdan ensi kesdna.
Erityisesti Saksa ja Espanja ovat gjaneet tétd pehmeampéda laskua, koska nédisséd maissa useat
konvergenssialueet tulevat ylittaméan 75 %:n BKT —kriteerin ens kaudella. Esityksen
vaikutuksia Suomen kannalta voidaan arvioida vasta, kun saadaan tarkempi esitys siitd, mitkéa
tulisivat olemaan ”vélialueluokan” méaaréytymisen Kkriteerit.

Uhkana on, ettd Suomen rahoitusosuus saattaa télla perusteella pudota nykytasosta
Uudistettavan politiikan tulisi olla alueellisesti entistéa valikoivampaa ja perustua erityisesti
Lissabonin sopimuksen artiklan 174 méarittelemiin alueisiin. BKT-kriteerin rinnalle tulisi nostaa
muita uusia kriteereitd tukia jaettaessa. Harvat asutut alueet ml. demografiakehitys tulisi
sisdlyttdd koheesiopolitiikan NUTS Il-tason kriteereihin ja ottaa huomioon tukia jaettaessa
samalla tavoin kuin BKT-kriteerin kohdalla olis tarkoitus menetelld. Kaikkiaan auepolitiikan
uudistamisessa tulis |dhted vaikuttavuuden nakokulmasta: kokonaisuudistuksen tulisi nojata
pidemman aikavalin uudistusohjelman toteuttamiseen.

Suomi pitaa tarkeand, ettd alue- ja rakennepolitiikka jatkuu koko unionin alueella.
Rahoituksen painopisteen tulis olla kdyhimmilla alueilla sekd vakavista ja
pysyvista olosuhdehaitoista karsivilla alueilla. Jatkovalmistelussa tulee maaritella
selkedmmin miten koheesiorahoitus erityyppisille jasenmaille ja alueille tulisi
kohdistumaan. Sirtymaaluejarjestelyjatulis selkiyttaa.

Tiedonannossa pohditaan my6s miten ESR:n toimintaa vois uudelleensuunnata huomioimaan
paremmin Eurooppa 2020 -tavoitteet ja miten ESR:n toimintaa voisi tehda ndkyvammaks mm.



ennakoimalla rahoitusmééréa. ESR  osdlistuis  kuitenkin  jatkossakin  talous-  ja
tydllisyyspolitiikan suuntaviivojen toteuttamiseen. ESR sdilyy jatkossakin rakennerahastona.
Tiedonannossa korostetaan ESR:n roolia Euroopan tydllisyysstrategian ja
tydllisyyssuuntaviivojen toteuttamisessa. Keskeisia toimenpiteitéa ovat esimerkiksi tyévoiman
saatavuus, tydmarkkinoille osallistumisen liséamisen kaikissa ryhmissa, osaamisen lisddminen ja
rakennemuutosten hallinta.

Suomi pitaa tarkeana komission esitysta siita, etta Euroopan sosiaalirahasto myos
jatkossa muodostaa olennaisen osan alue- ja rakennepolitiikkaa. Suomi kannattaa
myos pyrkimyksia parantaa ESR -toimien fokusointia. Suomi pitéaa tarkeand, etta
tulevissa rahoitusohjelmissa on elementtejd, jotka parantavat romanien koulutus-
ja tyollistymismahdollisuuksia.

K oheesiorahastolle esitetdan jatkoa. K oheesiorahaston piiriin kuuluvat jasenmaat, joiden BKTL
(BKT korjattuna ostovoimapariteetilla) alittaa 90 prosenttia EU:n keskiarvosta. Kuluvalla
kaudella kaikki vuonna 2004 jdkeen liittyneet jasenmaat (12) kuuluvat koheesiorahaston piiriin.
Muista maista Portugali ja Kreikka ovat koheesiomaita sek& Espanja vuoden 2011 [oppuun.

Suomi kannattaa koheesiorahaston toiminnan jatkamista.

Tiedonannon mukaan koheesiopolitiikan tuki alueelliselle yhteistyolle jatkuu pa&piirteissaan
nykyisen kaltaisena (rgjat ylittéva, vatioiden vélinen ja alueiden vainen yhteistyo), kuitenkin
niin ettéa ohjelmatyota selkeytetdan ja yksinkertaistetaan. Edelleen esitetéan, ettéa rgjat ylittavaa
yhteisty6td ja mm. ulkorgainstrumentin (ENPI) halintoa koskevia menettelyja tulisi
yksinkertaistaa. Eri rahastoista (EAKR, ESR) rahoitettavan kansainvalisen yhteistyon
toimenpanoa selkeytetaan.

Suomi suhtautuu myonteisesti rajat ylittavan alueellisen yhteistyon jatkamiseen.
Suomi on pitényt tarkeana, ettda EU-Vengjéraja-alueyhteistyon (ENPI CBC)
hallinnointivastuu  siirretddn  ulkosuhdeasiain  paaosastolta  aluekehityksesta
vastaavalle paaosastolle.

2.2. Alueellinen koheesio (s. 7 kohdat 3.1 ja 3.2)

Alueellinen koheesio on Lissabonin sopimuksessa nostettu taloudel lisen ja sosiaalisen koheesion
rinnalle koheesiopolitiikan kolmanneksi pédtavoitteeksi. Alueellisella koheesiolla ymmarretdan
alueiden ominaispiirteiden aiempaa parempaa huomioonottamista. Tiedonannossa kéasitell&an
alueellisen koheesion yhteydessa kaupunki- ja makroal uestrategiapolitiikkaa seka maantieteesta
ja véestokehityksesta johtuvia aueellisia ongelmia. Liséks tédhan voi laskea paikallisen
kehittémisen kumppanuusal oitteet.

Tiedonannossa tunnustetaan ettd maantieteelliset tai  vaestorakenteeseen liittyvét
erityispiirteet (demografia) voivat lisita kehittdmisongelmia. Merentakaisten alueiden lisdksi
mainitaan erityisesti pohjoismmat harvaan asutut alueet sekd rgja ja vuoristoalueet
(Lissabonin sopimus artikla 174). Estetdan myds mahdollisuutta luoda erityigérjestelyja
ndiden erityispiirteiden huomioimiseksi. Samalla nostetaan esille  kaupunki- ja
maaseutuvuorovai kutuksen tarkeys mm. palvelujen turvaamiseksi.

Suomi pitda erittdin hyvand sita ettd tiedonannossa on selked kirjaus pohjoisten
harvaan asuttujen alueiden erityisesta kehittamistarpeesta. Suomelle ndiden alueiden



aseman turvaaminen artiklan 174 kirjausten pohjalta on avainkysymys. Pohjoiset
harvaan asutut alueet karsivat vaikeista ja koko unionin mittakaavassa
poikkeuksellisista ja pysyvista olosuhdehaitoista, kuten pitkistd valimatkoista,
harvasta asutuksesta ja pohjoisista olosuhteista. Lisdksi Suomella on Euroopan
unionin pisin yhteinen maaraja Vengjan kanssa. EU:n alue- ja rakennepolitiikkaa
pitad jatkaa ja kehittéaa tavalla, joka asianmukaisesti ottaa huomioon naiden alueiden
erityisolosuhteet.

Tiedonannossa esitetédn, ettd jatkossa uusien makroaluestrategioiden tulisi pohjautua
perusteelliseen selvitykseen nykyisten strategioiden kokemuksista ja kaytettévissd olevista
voimavaroista. Strategioiden tulisi olla lagjapohjaisia, ja niiden tulisi vastata Euroopan suuriin
yhteiskunnalisiin  haasteisiin.  Ohjelmia rahoitettaisiin  sekd EU-ohjelmien kautta etta
kansallisesti.

Suomi suhtautuu myonteisesti rajat ylittavan alueellisen yhteistyon jatkamiseen.
Suomi kannattaa kuitenkin perusteellisen selvityksen tekemista
makroaluestrategioiden kokemuksista ja voimavaroista. Makroaluestrategioiden
toimeenpanoa on tehostettava ja niille on osoitettava riittavasti EU: n rahoitusta.

Kaupunkipolitiikka nostetaan vahvasti esille. Kaupunkiohjelmat ja niille myonnettava rahoitus
tulee nékya ohjelma-asiakirjassa ja kaupungeilla tulisi olla vahvempi rooli kaupunkipolitiikassa.
Esityksessd pohditaan kaupunkialueiden roolia luovuuden ja innovaatioiden moottorina
Esityksessa painotetaan kuitenkin kaupunkien ongelmia, kuten ympériston rappeutuminen ja
sosiaalinen syrjaytyminen.

Komission tiedonannossa pohditaan myags, tulisiko koheesiopolitiikan sé&nt6ja joustavoittaa niin
etta tavoiteohjelmien toteuttaminen vois olla mahdollista kansallista tai aluetta alemmilla
tasoilla kuten kaupunkiryhmittymien tai joki/merialuetasoilla.

Suomi  korostaa kaupunkien roolia kasvun ja kilpailukyvyn sekd osaamisen
parantamisen kannalta ja niiden roolia verkostoyhteistytssd. Tiedonannon
suurkaupunkialueiden ongelmia korostava |ahestymistapa soveltuu huonosti Suomen
olosuhteisiin.

Tiedonannossa korostetaan Eurooppa 2020 -strategiaan tukeutuen, ettd kehitetdan paikallisen
kehittdmisen menetelmia jotka tukevat esimerkiks paikallista osallistumista, sosiadlisia
innovaatioita, innovaatiostrategioita ja koyhien kaupunkialueiden elvytystd koskevassa
suunnittelussa.  Lahestymistapa oliss Leader -tyyppinen. Téassa yhteydessd puhutaan
mahdollisuudesta korvamerkitd rahoitusta paikalliseen kehittdmiseen, jota tulee kehittéa
yhtei styssd maaseuturahaston vastaavan toiminnan kanssa.

Suomessa on hyvia kokemuksia sekéd kansallisin ettd EU:n varoin toteutetusta
paikallisesta kehittamisesta, jossa maakuntien, kuntien ja paikallisten toimijoiden
rooli korostuu. Ratkaisut paikallisen toiminnan menetelmistd tulee tehda
kansallisella tasolla.

3. Strateginen ohjelmatyo (s.3; kohta 2.1)



Koheesiopolitiikan lisdarvon vahvistamiseks tiedonannossa esitetédn vahvemmin tuloksiin
perustuvaa politiikkaa. Koordinoinnin varmistamisekss Eurooppa 2020-strategian kanssa
esitetéan selvempai ohjausta EU—-tasolla ja strategi sempaa neuvottel uprosessia seuraavasti:

Ohjematyéta kehitettéisiin tavalla, joka nayttéd lisdavan jarjestelman monimutkaisuutta.
Komissio hyvaksyisi Eurooppa 2020-strategiaan yhteen sovitetun yhteisostrategian, joka kattaa
kaikki rakennerahastot seka kalastus- ja maaseuturahastot. Komissio myos hyvaksyisi
jasenmaiden laatimat kumppanuussopimukset (partnership contract), joissa sovitaan
rahoituksen  aueellisesta jaosta, tulostavoitteista ja rahoituksen  ehdollisuudesta
Tavoiteohjelmat séilyisivat, ja ne muodostavatkin tarkedn tyokalun Eurooppa 2020 -strategian
toteuttamiseksi.

Jasenmaiden magrdlisiin ja taloudellisiin indikaattoreihin perustuva ja Eurooppa 2020
hallintosyklin mukainen vuosiraportti laaditaan huhtikuussa. Vuosiraportin perusteella kaydaan
poliittinen keskustelu neuvostossa ja parlamentissa. Tama tarkoittais ettd aluekehityksesta
vastaavat ministerit kokoontuisivat virallisesti kerran vuodessa.

Suomi  katsoo, ettd koheesiokertomuksessa esitetty suunnitelma- ja ohjelma-
arkkitehtuuri on liian moniportainen ja johtaa hyvin monimutkaiseen valmistelu- ja
koordinaatiomekanismiin. Jasenvaltiot voisivat perustaa omat suunnitelmansa
suoraan Eurooppa 2020 —strategiaan, jolloin voitaisiin vahentda ohjaustasoja (esim.
yhteisostrategia). Kumppanuussopimuksissa tulis  keskittya vain  kaikkein
olennaisimpiin kysymyksiin kunkin jasenmaan nakokulmasta. Suomi tukee esitysta
aluekehityksestd vastaavien ministerien virallisista vuosittaisista kokouksista
neuvoston puittei ssa.

4. Toteuttamig arjestelma (s. 4; kohdat 2.3-2.5)

Tiedonannon mukaan paétavoitteena on tuloksellisuuden ja vaikuttavuuden parantaminen seka
asanmukainen varojen kayttd ja ahainen virhetaso. Toimeenpanojérjestelmd sdilyis
perusteiltaan kuluvan kauden mallin mukaisena, mutta komissio esittéa parannuksia olemassa
olevaan jérjestelmaan.

Tukien ehdollisuutta laajennetaan, jolloin médérérahoja voidaan keskeyttda valiaikaisesti tai
peruttaa kokonaan. Sanktioihin e liity varojen takaisinmaksua. Ehdollisuus koskee ainoastaan
koheesiopolitiikkaa. Uusia ennaltaehkdisevia menetelmia kehitetéén ja niistd sovitaan
bilateraalisesti jasenmaan ja komission vdlilla Ehdollisuutta e sidota rakentedllisin ja
institutionaalisiin reformeihin jasenmaissa.

Suomi pitédd hyvana lahtokohtana linkittda EU-budjetin rakenne- ja muut tuet vakaus-
ja kasvusopimuksen noudattamiseen. Perustana télle on se, etté rakenne- ym. tukien
hyodyt voidaan saavuttaa vain tilanteessa, jossa talouden rakenteet ovat terveet ja
tasapainoiset.

Vakaus- ja kasvusopi muksen ennaltaehkéi sevan osan vaikuttavuutta tulis parantaa ja
téhan voitaisiin kytked EU-budjetin menot nykyista lagjemmin. On tarkedd, ettd
taloudelliset sanktiot kohdistuvat kansallisiin budjetteihin, eivatka valittomasti tukea
saaviin ykgittdisiin - toimijoihin. Tavoitteena tulee olla yhtendinen kaikkia
jasenvaltioita yhtenaisell& tavalla kohteleva mekanismi.



Osarahoitusperiaate sdilyy, mutta osuudet sdadetédn vastaamaan paremmin jasenmaiden
taloudellista kehitystd. Tama voi tarkoittaa ettd maksimissaan yhteisotukiprosentti voi erdlle
alueille nousta yli nykyisen 85 prosenttia.

Suomi pitda tarkedna osarahoitusperiaatteen sailyttamista, koska se tukee terveen
talouden periaatteiden toteuttamista. Yhteisorahoituksen osuus tulisi rajoittaa
maksimissaan 75 prosenttiin.

Komissio esittdd uusia rahoitusinstrumentteja otettavaksi kdyttoon. Uusilla rahoitusmuodoilla
halutaan siirtya perintei sesta tukiperustei sesta rahoituksesta jarj estelmaan, jossa rahoitusvélineita
voidaan monipuolistaa ja yhdistéé seka ottaa kayttéon uusia rahoitugérjedelyja. Hyvaksyttavien
kustannusten s&annot laaditaan erikseen tukiperusteiselle rahoitukselle ja takaisinmaksettaville
rahoitusmuodoille. Tarkoituksena on myos lagjentaa uusien rahoitusvédlineiden kayttéa
yksityisen ja julkisen rahoituksen yhdistamisessa (Public Private Partnership PPP).

Suomi pitdd uusien rahoitusinstrumenttien kayton laajentamista perusteltuna.
Haasteena kuitenkin on ettd niiden kayttoonotto vaatii merkittavia muutoksia
sdadosperustaan ja kansallisiin jarjestelmiin.

Komissio esittéd  yhteisovarauksen  kayttéonottoa.  Varoja  korvamerkittdisiin
koheesiobudietista ja suunnattaisiin toisaalta toimintaan joka edesauttaa Eurooppa2020 strategian
toteuttamista ja toisaalta kokeileviin innovatiivisiin hankkeisiin ja verkottumiseen. Kuluvalla
kaudella komission kayttdon osoitetaan teknista tukea nédihin tarkoituksiin. Esitetddn myds, etta
osa koheesiopolitiikan budjetista jagtaan mydhemmin vdiarvioinnin perusteella ohjelmille, jotka
ovat parhaiten toteuttaneet Eurooppa 2020 -drategiaa. Y hteisdvaraus oli esilla myos kuluvan
kauden neuvotteluissa, jolloin esitettiin ettéd kayttamattomiad varoja (ns. N+2 -sdantd) esitettiin
suunnattavaks hyvin toteutuneille ohjelmille.

Suomi suhtautuu varauksel lisesti yhtei svar auksen kayttéonottoon.

Kansallinen kasittely:
EU4-jaosto 8.11. sekakirjallinen kuuleminen 9.-10.11.2010
Agenda-johtoryhma 10.11.2010
EU- ministerivaliokunta 12.11.2010 ja 19.11.2010

Eduskuntakasittely:
E-kirje 19.11.2010
Suuri valiokunta 19.11.2010
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT, THE COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
COMMITTEE, THE COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONSAND THE EUROPEAN

INVESTMENT BANK

Conclusions of thefifth report on economic, social and territorial cohesion: the future of
cohesion policy

1. INTRODUCTION

Europe faces a daunting task. It must exit from a deep crisis and reduce unemployment and
poverty, while switching to a low-carbon economy. Such an ambitious task requires swift
action on many fronts, which is why the European Council adopted the Europe 2020
Strategy”. For Europe to succeed, European, national, regional and local levels all need to
play their part. Cohesion policy should continue to play acritical role in these difficult times,
in order to deliver smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, while promoting harmonious
development of the Union and its regions by reducing regional disparities.

Cohesion policy has made a significant contribution to spreading growth and prosperity
across the Union, while reducing economic, social and territorial disparities. The fifth report
on economic, social and territorial cohesion shows that the policy has created new jobs,
increased human capital, built critical infrastructure and improved environmental protection,
especialy in the less developed regions. Undoubtedly, without cohesion policy, disparities
would be greater. Y et the lasting social effects of the crisis, the demand for innovation arising
from increased global challenges and the imperative to make the most of every euro of public
expenditure call for an ambitious reform of the policy.

As indicated in the EU budget review?, in particular progress needs to be made in the
following key areas. concentrating resources on the Europe 2020 objectives and targets;
committing Member States to implementing the reforms needed for the policy to be effective;
and improving the effectiveness of the policy with an increased focus on results. The explicit
linkage of cohesion policy and Europe 2020 provides a real opportunity: to continue helping
the poorer regions of the EU catch up, to facilitate coordination between EU policies, and to
develop cohesion policy into a leading enabler of growth, also in qualitative terms, for the
whole of the EU, while addressing societal challenges such as ageing and climate change.

With these conclusions, the Commission opens a public consultation on the future of cohesion
policy. Thisis organised around a series of questions on the main ideas for its reform.

The following sections ook, in turn, at how the policy can be made more effective and its
impact improved so as to enhance the European added value (Section 2), at how governance
of the policy can be further strengthened (Section 3), at how the delivery system can be
streamlined and made simpler (Section 4) and at the architecture of the policy (Section 5).

‘Europe 2020: A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’ - COM(2010) 2020, 3.3.2010.
2 ‘The EU Budget Review’ - COM(2010) 700, 19.10.2010.
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2. ENHANCING THE EUROPEAN ADDED VALUE OF COHESION POLICY

The added value of cohesion policy is recurrently debated by policy-makers, academics and
stakeholders. Some argue that cohesion policy is loosely linked to EU priorities, that it
spreads resources too thinly across policy areas and that its impact is often difficult to
measure. Though the report shows that cohesion policy has contributed to economic and
social development of regions and to the well-being of people, the Commission takes these
criticisms very seriously.

Further reforms of cohesion policy, while preserving its overall objective, should therefore
aim to steer the policy decisively towards results and enact the reforms needed in order to
achieve results, while cutting red-tape and simplifying the daily management of the policy.

2.1. Reinforcing strategic programming

Cohesion policy has already been substantially aligned with the Lisbon Strategy, in particular
by earmarking financial resources. However, this alignment is not sufficient due to a
governance gap between the two strategic processes. More can be done in the future to further
alignment of cohesion policy with the Europe 2020 Strategy. This requires, first of all, clear
guidance at European level and a more strategic negotiating process and follow-up.

The EU budget review outlined a new strategic programming approach for cohesion policy
with a view to closer integration of EU policies to deliver the Europe 2020 Strategy and the
Integrated Guidelines. This approach would consist of:

— acommon strategic framewor k (CSF) adopted by the Commission trandating the targets
and objectives of Europe 2020 into investment priorities. The framework would cover the
Cohesion Fund, the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Fisheries Fund;

— a development and investment partnership contract which, based on the common
strategic framework, would set out the investment priorities, the alocation of national and
EU resources between priority areas and programmes, the agreed conditionalities, and the
targets to be achieved. This contract would cover cohesion policy. In order to promote
economic, social and territorial cohesion in a coherent and integrated manner, it might be
useful to extend its scope to other policies and EU funding instruments. The contract will
be the fruit of the discussions between Member States and the Commission on the
development strategy presented in their National Reform Programmes. It would also
describe the coordination between EU funds at national level; and

— operational programmes (OPs) which, as in the current period, would be the main
management tool and would trandate the strategic documents into concrete investment
priorities accompanied by clear and measurable targets — which should contribute to reach
the national targets set in the framework of Europe 2020.

The timing of the annual reports monitoring progress towards the targets would be aligned
with the Europe 2020 governance cycle. On this basis, a regular political debate in the
relevant Council formations and European Parliament committees would improve
transparency, accountability and assessment of the effects of cohesion policy.
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Three proposals in the EU budget review have a particular impact on cohesion policy:
concentrating financial resources, the system of conditionality and incentives, and focus on
results.

2.2. I ncreasing thematic concentration

The ex-post evaluations of cohesion policy concluded that greater concentration of resources
isrequired to build up acritica mass and make atangible impact.

In the future it will therefore be necessary to ensure that Member States and regions
concentrate EU and national resources on a small number of priorities responding to the
specific challenges that they face. This could be achieved by establishing, in the cohesion
policy regulations, a list of thematic priorities linked to the priorities, Integrated Guidelines
and flagship initiatives of Europe 2020.

Depending on the amount of EU funding involved, countries and regions would be required to
focus on more or fewer priorities. Thus, Member States and regions receiving less funding
would be required to allocate the entire financial allocation available to two or three priorities,
whereas those receiving more financial support may select more. Certain priorities would be
obligatory.

At the same time, thematic concentration should not prevent Member States and regions to
experiment and fund innovative projects. Ring-fencing expenditure for specific target groups
or experimental approaches (e.g. local development) might also be considered, possibly in the
form of global grants.

2.3. Strengthening per for mance through conditionality and incentives

The financial and economic crisis has aready compelled the Commission to propose
measures to improve the economic governance of the Union®. Sound macroeconomic policies,
a favourable microeconomic environment and strong ingtitutional frameworks are
preconditions for creating jobs, stimulate growth, reduce socia exclusion and bring about
structural changes.

Thisis even truer of cohesion policy, since its effectiveness largely depends on the economic
environment in which it operates. It is therefore possible to strengthen the links between
cohesion policy and the economic policy framework of the Union.

First, to support the new economic governance system new conditionality provisions would
be introduced creating incentives for reforms. Member States would be required to introduce
the reforms needed to ensure effective use of financial resources in the areas directly linked to
cohesion policy, for example environmental protection, flexicurity policies, education or
research and innovation.

For each thematic priority the CSF would establish the key principles which interventions
should follow. These principles must leave room for adaptation to national and regional
contexts. Their main purpose would be to help countries and regions to tackle the problems
that past experience has shown to be particularly relevant to policy implementation. These

3 ‘Enhancing economic policy coordination for stability, growth and jobs — Tools for stronger EU

economic governance' - COM(2010) 367.
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principles could be linked to, for example, transposition of specific EU legidation, the
financing of strategic EU projects, or administrative, evaluation and institutional capacity.

On this basis, specific binding conditionality in the areas directly linked to cohesion policy
would be agreed with each Member State and/or region — depending on the institutional
context — at the beginning of the programming cycle in the programming documents (i.e. the
development and investment partnership contracts and the operational programmes), in a
coordinated approach with al relevant EU policies. Their fulfilment could be a prerequisite
for disbursing cohesion resources either at the beginning of the programming period or during
areview in which the Commission would assess progress towards completing agreed reforms.

Achievement of institutional reformis critical to underpin structural adjustment, foster growth
and jobs and reduce socia exclusion, notably by reducing regulatory and administrative
burdens on businesses or by improving public services. As now, these would be
complemented by support under cohesion policy to develop administrative and institutional
capacity and effective governance. This should be available to every Member State and

region.

Second, financial sanctions and incentives linked to the Stability and Growth Pact have been
so far limited to the Cohesion Fund. The Commission has proposed to extend it to the rest of
the EU budget as complementary leverage to ensure the respect of key macro economic
conditions in the context of the corrective arm of the Pact. In cases of non-compliance with
the rules of the Pact, incentives should be created by suspending or cancelling part of current
or future appropriations from the EU budget without affecting end-beneficiaries of EU funds.
Resources cancelled would remain within the EU budget.

Still in the context of the wider economic governance of the EU, the verification of the
principle of additionality should be reformed by linking it to the EU economic surveillance
process, using indicators aready provided in the Stability and Convergence Programmes
which Member States submit to the Commission every year.

Co-financing is one of the fundamental principles of cohesion policy ensuring ownership of
the policy on the ground. Its level should be reviewed and, possibly, differentiated to reflect
better the level of development, EU added value, types of action and beneficiaries.

Finally, other instruments which could further strengthen the effectiveness of cohesion policy
also need to be explored. For example, a performance reserve could be established at EU
level to encourage progress towards Europe 2020 targets and related national targets and
objectives: alimited share of the cohesion budget would be set aside and be allocated, during
a mid-term review, to the Member States and regions whose programmes have contributed
most — compared to their starting point — to the 2020 targets and objectives. Also, the
experience gained over the current period has demonstrated that the Commission needs some
resources to support directly experimentation and networking, aong the lines of the
innovative actions of previous programming periods.

2.4. I mproving evaluation, per formance and results

Higher-quality, better-functioning monitoring and evaluation systems are crucial for moving
towards a more strategic and results-oriented approach to cohesion policy. A number of
changes would support this shift.
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First, the starting point for a results-oriented approach is ex-ante setting of clear and
measurable targets and outcome indicators. Indicators must be clearly interpretable,
statistically validated, truly responsive and directly linked to policy intervention, and
promptly collected and publicised. Indicators and targets should be agreed in the discussions
on the programming documents in addition to a few core Fund-specific indicators for all
operational programmes linked to the Europe 2020 framework. Moreover, timely and
complete submission of accurate information on the indicators and on the progress towards
the agreed targets would be central to the annual reports.

Second, ex-ante evaluations should focus on improving programme design so that the tools
and incentives for achieving objectives and targets can be monitored and evaluated during
implementation.

Third, evaluation should make much greater use of rigorous methodsin line with international
standards, including impact evaluation. Whenever possible, impact evaluations would be
designed at an early stage to ensure collection and dissemination of the appropriate data.
Moreover, plans for on-going evaluation of each programme would become an obligation,
since they facilitate transparency at EU level, foster evaluation strategies and improve the
overall quality of evaluations. Evaluations could also be envisaged once a certain amount of
the funds has been certified to the Commission.

Finally, Member States could prepare a report synthesising results of on-going evaluations
they conduct during the programming period with a view to giving a comprehensive
summative evaluation of programme performance.

2.5. Supporting use of new financial instruments

The EU budget review makes a strong case for increasing the leverage effect of the EU
budget. New forms of finance for investment have been developed in the 2007-2013
programming period, moving away from traditional grant-based financing towards innovative
ways of combining grants and loans. The Commission would like Member States and regions
to make a more extended use of such instruments in the future.

Financial instruments help to create revolving forms of finance, making them more
sustainable over the longer term. Thisis also one way of helping Europe to increase resources
for investment, especially in times of recession. It opens new markets to different forms of
public-private partnership, bringing in the expertise of international financial institutions.

To improve financial engineering instruments within cohesion policy, a number of measures
could be examined:

— Provide greater clarity and differentiation between rules governing grant-based
financing and rules governing repayable forms of assistance in the regulatory framework,
especialy on digibility of expenditure and audits;

— Channel generic financial support to firms mainly via financial engineering instruments
and use grants to co-finance targeted support schemes (innovation, environmental
Investments, etc.);

— Extend both the scope and scale of financial engineering instruments. in terms of
scope, to encompass new activities (e.g. sustainable urban transport, research and
development, energy, local development, lifelong learning or mobility actions, climate
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change and environment, ICT and broadband); in terms of scale, to combine interest
subsidies with loan capital or other forms of repayable financing.

e How could the Europe 2020 Strategy and cohesion policy be brought closer together at
EU, national and sub-national levels?

e Should the scope of the development and investment partnership contract go beyond
cohesion policy and, if so, what should it be?

e How could stronger thematic concentration on the Europe 2020 priorities be achieved?

e How could conditionalities, incentives and results-based management make cohesion
policy more effective?

e How could cohesion policy be made more results-oriented? Which priorities should be
obligatory?

3. STRENGTHENING GOVERNANCE
3.1 Introducing a third dimension: territorial cohesion

The Lisbon Treaty has added territorial cohesion to the goas of economic and socia
cohesion. As a result, it is necessary to address this objective in the new programmes, with
particular emphasis on the role of cities, functional geographies, areas facing specific
geographical or demographic problems and macro-regional strategies.

Urban areas can be the engines of growth and hubs for creativity and innovation. Higher
growth levels and new jobs can be created provided a critical mass of actors like companies,
universities and researchers is established. Urban problems, whether related to environmental
degradation or to social exclusion, call for a specific response and for direct involvement of
the level of government concerned. Accordingly, an ambitious urban agenda should be
developed where financia resources are identified more clearly to address urban issues and
urban authorities would play a stronger role in designing and implementing urban
development strategies. Urban action, the related resources and the cities concerned should be
clearly identified in the programming documents.

For the future, one aspect which should be examined is whether the regulatory architecture of
cohesion policy should alow greater flexibility in organising operational programmes in
order to reflect the nature and geography of development processes better. Programmes could
then be designed and managed not only at national and regional levels, but also — for
example — at the level of groups of towns or of river and sea basins.

The report has shown that in some cases geographical or demographic features could
intensify development problems. This is particularly true of the outermost regions but also of
northernmost regions with very low population density and island, cross-border and mountain
regions, as explicitly recognised by the Lisbon Treaty. It will be necessary to develop targeted
provisions to reflect these specificities, without unnecessarily multiplying instruments and
programmes. Territorial cohesion also means addressing urban-rural linkages in terms of
access to affordable and quality infrastructures and services, and problems in regions with a
high concentration of socially marginalised communities.

Finaly, further work on new macro-regional strategies should be based on a thorough
review of existing strategies and the availability of resources. Macro-regiona strategies
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should be broad-based integrated instruments focused on key challenges and supported by a
reinforced trans-national strand, although the bulk of funding should come from the national
and regional programmes co-financed by cohesion policy and from other national resources.

3.2 Reinforcing partnership

Effective implementation of Europe 2020 requires a governance system that involves the
actors of change in Member States and that links the EU, national, regional and local levels of
administration.

In order to mobilise fully all involved, representation of local and regional stakeholders, social
partners and civil society in both the policy dialogue and implementation of cohesion policy
should be strengthened. With this in mind, support for the dialogue between public and
private entities, including socio-economic partners and non-governmental organisations,
should be maintained.

In this context, the role of local development approaches under cohesion policy should be
reinforced, for example by supporting active inclusion, fostering social innovation,
developing innovation strategies or designing schemes for regeneration of deprived areas.
These should be closely coordinated with similar actions supported under rural development
and maritime policies.

e How can cohesion policy take better account of the key role of urban areas and of
territories with particular geographical features in development processes and of the
emergence of macro-regional strategies?

e How can the partnership principle and involvement of local and regional stakeholders,
social partners and civil society be improved?

4, A STREAMLINED AND SIMPLER DELIVERY SYSTEM

Although it is too early to draw final conclusions on the effectiveness of the delivery system
of cohesion policy in the period 2007-2013, Member States have argued against too frequent
and drastic amendments of the rules that could hamper implementation. Nevertheless, a
number of targeted changes deserve to be examined.

4.1. Financial management

In line with the recent proposal for revision of the Financial Regulation®, each year the
authority responsible for managing cohesion policy programmes would present a management
declaration accompanied by the annual accounts and an independent audit opinion. This
would strengthen the line of accountability for expenditure co-financed by the EU budget in
any given financial year.

On the basis of the annual management declaration, the Commission proposes to introduce a
periodical clearance of accounts procedure for cohesion policy. This would reinforce the
assurance process and also allow regular partial closure of programmes.

‘Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the Financial Regulation
applicable to the general budget of the European Union’ - COM(2010) 260.
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The Commission has to consider whether not reimbursing national authorities until the
corresponding EU contribution has been paid to beneficiaries would speed up payments of
grants to beneficiaries and increase the incentive for strong national control.

Also, the Commission will examine the possibility of introducing output- or results-based
elements for disbursement of the EU contribution to operational programmes or parts of
programmes, depending on the type of action.

Finally, smplified methods of reimbursement, such as the standard scale of unit costs and
lump-sum payments for grants introduced for 2007-2013, should be further promoted, thus
increasing their impact. This would be another way of moving towards a more results-based
approach.

4.2. Reducing the administrative burden

The genera approach for 2007-2013, under which éligibility rules are set at national level,
should be retained. However, common rules should be adopted on key points such as
overheads covering different EU Funds. Alignment of rules on eligibility of expenditures
across policy areas, financia instruments and funds would simplify use of funds by
beneficiaries and management of funds by national authorities, reducing the risk of errors
while providing for differentiation where needed to reflect the specificities of the policy, the
instrument and the beneficiaries.

In line with the proportionality principle, it would also be useful to examine how control
measures could be made more cost-effective and risk-based to improve their effectiveness and
efficiency while ensuring adequate coverage of the inherent risks at a reasonable cogt, in
accordance with the principle of sound financial management.

4.3. Financial discipline

The de-commitment rule aims to ensure that projects are implemented within a reasonable
timeframe and to encourage financia discipline. However, it can distort the behaviour of
Member States and regions by concentrating too much attention on quick, and less on
effective, use of resources. Furthermore, application of the de-commitment rule has been
complicated by a number of derogations. There is a need to strike a careful balance between
ensuring the quality of investment and smooth and rapid implementation. One possibility
would be to apply N+2 with the exception of the first year to al programmes and remove
exemptions and derogations.

4.4. Financial control

With regard to management and control systems, there is a need not only to deliver stronger
assurance but also to achieve greater commitment, on the part of Member States, to quality
control. This would allow the European Parliament, the Commission and Member States to
focus more on the results and impact of the policy.

The first proposal is to review the procedure for ex-ante assessment of the systems, taking
account of the experience gained from the ex-ante compliance assessment for 2007-2013
programmes in order to prevent problems in management and control systems. The procedure
should be streamlined whilst retaining its benefits. This can be achieved by targeting the
assessment on the main management body responsible by means of an accreditation process
and by reviewing the Commission’s involvement in this process.
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The second proposal is to reinforce assurance by concentrating responsibilities. An accredited
body would assume sole responsibility for proper management and control of the operational
programme.

e How can the audit process be simplified and how can audits by Member States and the
Commission be better integrated, whilst maintaining a high level of assurance on
expenditure co-financed?

e How could application of the proportionality principle aleviate the administrative burden
in terms of management and control? Should there be specific simplification measures for
territorial cooperation programmes?

e How can the right balance be struck between common rules for al the Funds and
acknowledgement of Funds' specificities when defining eligibility rules?

e How can financia discipline be ensured, while providing enough flexibility to design and
implement complex programmes and projects?

5. THE ARCHITECTURE OF COHESION POLICY

Cohesion policy aims to promote harmonious development of the Union and its regions by
reducing regional disparities (Article 174 of the Treaty). It also underpins the growth model of
the Europe 2020 strategy including the need to respond to societal and employment
challenges all Member States and regions face. The policy supports such development with a
clear investment strategy in every region by increasing competitiveness, expanding
employment, improving socia inclusion and protecting and enhancing the environment. The
multilevel governance system for the policy helpsto make the EU more visible to its citizens.

All regions and Member States would be eligible to cohesion policy and able to tailor their
strategy in an integrated manner to their specific strengths and weaknesses.

As today, support would be differentiated between regions based on their level of economic
development (measured by GDP per capita), drawing a clear distinction between ‘less and
‘more’ developed regions. To soften the transition between these two categories and ensure a
fairer treatment for regions with similar level of economic development, the question could be
asked as to whether a ssimpler system with a new intermediate category of regions could
replace the current phasing-out and phasing-in system. This category would also include
regions currently eligible under the ‘convergence’ objective but whose GDP would be higher
than 75% of the Union average according to the latest statistics.

At the same time, and consistently with the EU Budget Review, there is a need to consider for
the future architecture of cohesion policy, how the ESF could be refocused on securing the
2020 targets and objectives and how to achieve greater visibility and predictable funding
volumes. It is also important to examine how the Fund could better serve the European
employment strategy and contribute to the comprehensive European employment initiative
called for by the EU Budget Review.

The policy will continue to focus on implementing the Integrated Guidelines for economic
and employment policies.
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The Cohesion Fund would continue to benefit Member States whose GNI per capitais lower
than 90% of the Union average.

Finally, cohesion policy would continue to foster territorial dimensions of cooperation (Cross-
border, transnational and inter-regional). This would include a review and simplification of
the current arrangements for cross-border cooperation, including IPA, ENPI and EDF cross-
border cooperation at the EU’s external borders, and also of current practices in transnational
action supported both by the ERDF and the ESF.

e How can it be ensured that the architecture of cohesion policy takes into account the
specificity of each Fund and in particular the need to provide greater visbility and
predictable funding volumes for the ESF and to focus it on securing the 2020 objectives?

e How could a new intermediate category of regions be designed to accompany regions
which have not completed their process of catching up?

6. NEXT STEPS

The fifth cohesion report sets out some of the Commission’s key ideas for the reform of
cohesion policy following a long discussion which started with the fourth cohesion report in
2007. These will be fine-tuned and consolidated in the next few months.

The Commission invites all stakeholders to give their responses to the questions presented in
this Communication. Comments can be posted until 31 January 2011 on:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional _policy/consultation/index_en.htm.

Due account will be taken of the responses received when drafting the legidlative proposals to
be presented immediately after the adoption of the new Multi Annual Financial Framework in
2011.

The Fifth Cohesion Forum which will take place in Brussels on 31 January and 1 February
2011 will provide a good opportunity to discuss these ideas.
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