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• We are at a crucial moment in the negotiations. Thanks to Danish 

Presidency, we have made significant progress on the legislative 

package. The position of the European Parliament is also taking 

shape. At the same time, discussion on the budget is entering a 

critical phase. The two discussions are, obviously, closely 

interlinked.  

• Thus, we need to send the strongest possible signal that we are 

for an ambitious policy focused on jobs and growth if we want to 

argue for an ambitious budget.  

• Together with László Andor, we have always maintained that the 

reform of the policy rests on a three, closely-linked elements: ex-

ante conditionality, setting of targets and indicators, and thematic 

concentration. We agreed on the main elements for ex-ante 

conditionality in April. Today we discuss the other two: thematic 

concentration and performance. 

Thematic concentration 

• At the GAC in April, a group of countries presented ideas on how 

to ensure Better Spending. I told you then and I confirm now that 



I fully share those ideas. But we need to ensure that declarations 

are followed by facts. 

• This is why the Commission can only insist on the importance for 

the ESF to have a predictable budget to provide for the necessary 

minimum level of investments in people. This is also important to 

be able to support Member States in implementing the reforms 

outlined in the National Reform Programmes and country specific 

recommendations and in the end to deliver our ambitious 

employment objectives. The Presidency compromise makes it 

impossible to guarantee a minimum share for the ESF within 

cohesion policy and thus disconnects the use of cohesion policy 

funds from the EU policy objectives for employment, education 

and inclusion defined in Europe 2020. It is therefore not 

acceptable for the Commission. 

• Similarly, the Commission cannot accept that our shared 

commitment to reduce poverty, as agreed in the European 

Council, is not reflected in the ESF thematic concentration 

mechanism. The Presidency proposal to count ERDF amounts 

towards the objective of 20% of the ESF allocated to promoting 

social inclusion and combating poverty would make the 

concentration mechanism irrelevant. The ERDF should not replace 

ESF investments in this area, but give an additional support to 

fighting social exclusion.  



• The Commission is open to a number of adjustments for thematic 

concentration under the ERDF: taking into account ICTs; including 

the contribution of sustainable urban mobility to the low carbon 

economy (but with an increase in the concentration target from 6 

to 10%); and allowing for flexibility between regions provided that 

the overall concentration effort is maintained. This is, however, 

our limit. To go beyond this would cross the line between 

flexibility and dilution.   

• This is why the Commission cannot accept to support 

infrastructure in more developed regions. There is little economic 

benefit in making use of the small amounts available under the 

ERDF in more developed regions to pay for infrastructure. These 

are regions which are already well endowed and where the 

private sector is capable of making the investments for ICT. There 

is even less justification for support of infrastructure for transport 

or environment.  

• Finally, the Commission maintains that a significant part of the 

specific additional allocation goes to modernise and diversify the 

economies of the outermost regions. We owe it to them to help 

them realise their full potential and reduce dependence on 

subsidies. Investments in innovation, research, ICT and SMEs are a 

key element in this.   

 



Performance framework 

• We welcome the Presidency compromise on the performance 

framework. This is a central element of the reform to provide 

more effectiveness, and accountability.  

• The ultimate objective is to allow a regular, informed policy 

discussion on the results of cohesion policy. I welcome the idea of 

the Friends of Better Spending to regularly discuss progress and 

success of the policy in the Spring Council. I also welcome the 

acceptance by the Friends of Cohesion of the need to further 

improve the policy and make it more effective. 

• Yet, the system must be credible. This means a focus on results, 

but it also means discouraging poor performance and unrealistic 

target setting. There needs to be as ultima ratio the possibility to 

suspend and, at the end of the programme, when all else fails, to 

introduce financial corrections.  

• These should be applied in an intelligent way at the end of a 

process of dialogue between Commission and Member States. 

Financial consequences should relate only to factors within the 

control of the managing authority, and only when it has failed to 

take the necessary corrective measures. But poor performance 

has to be discouraged. 

 



Financial instruments 

• Let me now turn to financial instruments. In its proposals the 

Commission wanted a set of rules to promote and facilitate the 

use of financial instruments in the next funding period. We have 

strong reservations about a number of the elements included in 

the Presidency compromise.  

• The possibility to "park" large amounts rather than investing them 

to create jobs and growth is not acceptable and is not serious 

when at the same time we are discussing of how to ensure that 

resources reach beneficiaries on the ground. The ultimate 

objective of these instruments is creating jobs and stimulating 

growth not supporting financial institutions. 

• The Commission also opposes the unrestricted support to working 

capital since we believe that support for working capital should be 

limited to start ups and new projects. We can also not accept to 

support projects which have already been completed. Firstly, this 

is not allowed under state aid rules. Secondly, you will recall that 

in the eligibility rules which were part of the April package there 

was broad agreement that completed projects should not receive 

grant aid. Finally, we have strong reservations about the proposal 

to exclude final recipients from audit (except in the case of fraud) 

and release them from the obligation of record keeping, since this 

would simply make them impossible to audit. 



• I want again to thank the Danish presidency for its work and 

looking forward to a fruitful cooperation with the incoming 

Cypriot presidency. 

• Thank you 

 


