
Minutes 
ENEA Plenary, Brussels, 10.06.09, Beaulieu BU-5 Room C 

 
1) Welcome, approval of agenda and minutes of last meeting (George Kremlis DG 
ENV.D3) 
 
George Kremlis (GK) welcomed the participants, and especially the Managing Authorities 
who were participating in ENEA. At the previous meeting in November 2008, it had been 
agreed that for ENEA to be a really effective network, it was necessary to bring together both 
Managing and Environmental Authorities on a regular basis. 
 
The draft agenda and minutes of the previous meeting were approved. 
PowerPoint presentations mentioned in the following Minutes are available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/cohesion_policy_en.htm  
 
2) "Latest situation on adopted or proposed amendments to Cohesion Policy 
Regulations, including on energy efficiency; European Economic Recovery Package" 
(Enrique Buatas DG REGIO.D2) 
 
Enrique Buatas (EB) gave a PowerPoint presentation. Firstly, he presented a statistical 
analysis of the energy performance across Member States; energy efficiency and renewable 
energies have been mainstreamed into the OPs of some MSs more than others. EB described 
then how energy efficiency and renewable energies have become lynchpins of the European 
Economic Recovery Package (EERP). The Cohesion Policy has a clear role in delivering the 
EERP; indeed the ERDF Regulation has been recently amended to allow co-financing across 
the EU27 for energy efficiency and renewable energy in housing up to a ceiling of 4% of the 
ERDF allocation. MSs must now make the most of the resources made available. 
 
During questions, Bankwatch (NGO) raised the issue of the low-level of allocations foreseen 
for sustainable energy in the 2007-13 OPs in the new MSs, as compared with an old MS like 
Italy. They asked whether MSs were already proposing to change their OPs and whether there 
were perceived problems with absorption rates. EB replied that Estonia and Lithuania were 
already considering making changes to their OPs, including through using JESSICA; finally 
the CZ were making a presentation later in the morning. In addition, internal training was 
being organised for the REGIO geographical units. 
 
3) "An agenda for a reformed cohesion policy: environmental aspects (the Barca 
Report)" (Eric Von Breska DG REGIO.C1) 
 
Anastasios Nychas (AN) explained that Commissioner Danuta Hübner had asked renowned 
Italian economist Dr. Fabrizio Barca to draft a report on the Cohesion Policy, looking at its 
foundations, operation and achievements, in order to further the debate on its future. The 
report’s recommendations were drawn up independently from the European Commission and 
will provide a starting point for looking at how to shape the new policy, which starts in 2013. 
The report had been presented in Brussels on the 27.04.09. Dr. Barca unfortunately could not 
make it today; however, Eric Von Breska (EVB), who was the Commission's contact point for 
this report, gave a PowerPoint presentation of the main findings. IT stressed that not only Dr. 
Barca was a well-known economist of the Bank of Italy tradition, but he had been leading for 
more than 10 years the Italian Programming and Managing Authority within the Ministry of 
Economy. 
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The "Barca Report" addressed 3 key questions: i) do we need a Cohesion Policy at all?; ii) is 
there a rationale to act at the regional level?; iii) what is the added value of the Cohesion 
Policy compared to other sectoral policies? 
 
In general terms, the "Barca Report" takes as a starting point that there is a strong case for the 
EU to allocate a large share of the Community budget to a place-based strategy. Cohesion 
Policy represents the appropriate basis for implementing the place-based development 
approach needed by the Union. However, the state of the empirical evidence on the 
performance of Cohesion Policy is unsatisfactory. There is no systematic impact evaluation of 
interventions; the system of outcome indicators and targets is of poor quality; there is a lack 
of focus on priorities; there is a lack of focus on results and a remarkable lack of debate on 
results. 
 
Amongst the conclusions of the "Barca Report", the following were seen as most relevant for 
the environment: 
1) the selection of the core priorities – these must have EU wide relevance, and demonstrate 
the advantage of EU wide action over MS action; 
2) there needs to be a place-based relationship for the core priorities. This idea is relevant for 
example for dealing with climate change, where there are common challenges, but it is also 
needed to justify the European value-added of making climate change a core priority for the 
2014-20 programming period; 
3) the policy must be verifiable, with robust indicators; 
4) the contractual arrangements between the MSs, Regions and the Commission need to be re-
examined. Can a new Council arrangement be envisaged? 
5) the role of the Commission needs to change from focusing on financial management, 
control and audit towards following the effectiveness of the OPs and co-financed operations. 
 
AN thought that the "Barca Report" provided many good ideas for discussion in a future 
ENEA plenary meeting. In response to a question, the Commission indicated that DG ENV or 
any other Commission service for that matter, would not be adopting a formal view on the 
Report, as it was specially requested by Commissioner Hübner. However, it is likely that 
some of its elements will find their way into the public debate on the future Cohesion Policy 
(e.g. in the periodic Cohesion Reports), and maybe even appear in the proposed Regulatory 
package. Already, a high-level meeting was fixed on 22.06.09. Another comment was that the 
report was not really focused on environment and sustainable development; therefore it might 
be appropriate for ENEA to come up with a statement on environment, sustainable 
development and climate change in relation to the Report. 
 
In concluding, AN reminded that the report was an independent study and its conclusions are 
those of Dr. Barca and his collaborators and not of the Commission services. 
 
4) "Energy efficiency in the Czech Republic" (Jan Kriz, Czech Ministry of the 
Environment) 
 
Jan Kriz (JK) made a PowerPoint presentation on how the OP Environment in the CZ is being 
used for energy efficiency and promoting renewable energies. This was not only appropriate 
as it was the CZ Presidency, but also as they have a particular experience relevant to all MSs.  
JK first provided a policy and statistical analysis of Priority Axis 3 "Sustainable Use of 
Energy Sources"; he also included some successful projects (e.g. school buildings). CZ is 
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strongly motivated by the need to reduce air pollution from domestic boilers. He concluded by 
introducing the "Green for Savings" initiative, established with ETS credits from Japan; this 
has the objective of promoting energy savings and the use of renewable energies in the 
housing sector.  
 
In response to a question about how the Managing Authority will ensure that projects are 
being implemented and used according to the OP's rules (i.e. people use less-polluting pellets 
rather than coal in boilers), taking into account that there will be a very large number of 
projects, JK explained that in the CZ there are previous experiences in co-financing this type 
of activities under the National Environmental Fund; thus, the already existing rules for the 
national fund, which proved their applicability, will have to be complied with for the EC co-
financing also. The National Environmental Fund generates its own resources through the 
application of the Polluter Pays Principle. JK added in response to another question that job 
creation is the raison d'être of the change in the ERDF Regulation (which CZ strongly 
promoted), and that the environmental benefits were a desirable secondary result.  
 
5) "Major Projects: DG ENV checklists for water and waste projects" (Cristina 
Brailescu and Jon Parker ENV.D3); Increasing the threshold for major environmental 
projects to €50 million (George Kremlis ENV.D3). 
 
Cristina Brailescu (CB) and Jon Parker (JP) provided a PowerPoint presentation explaining 
the procedure that the Commission adopts for approving Major Projects. As the current 
Standard Application Forms are less detailed regarding water and waste projects, DG ENV 
has taken the step, in close collaboration with DG REGIO, to devise checklists. JP 
emphasised that even if the Commission is called on to approve Major Projects, the Member 
States are responsible, according to Articles 9.5 and 60a of the General Provisions Regulation, 
to ensure that the projects respect the acquis. Thus the function and character of the two 
checklists is to address the main pressure points rather than to be exhaustive. CB in her 
conclusions explained that the Commission wanted to share the two checklists with the MSs, 
firstly to get their reactions on the contents and structure, but secondly so that they knew the 
type of information that the Commission would itself be checking (avoiding the so-called 
"ping-pong"). The checklists were a draft and new elements, e.g. sustainable construction, 
might be added with time. 
 
Where certain elements were currently classified in the check-list as best-practice deriving 
from new legal provisions with a deadline for transposition that is yet to come, such as the 
legal codification of the waste hierarchy, GK advised MSs to transpose the new Waste 
Framework Directive as soon as possible, so that projects that are approved now, with a life 
cycle of 20-30 years, will also be compliant with the new legal requirements. In addition, he 
stressed that the line between legal requirement and best practice is sometimes very thin, and 
thus, due attention should be paid to the full contents of the checklists. He also advocated 
common sense, for example with regard to investing in tertiary treatment for wastewater 
treatment in HU, as the Black Sea waters were now designated as sensitive following the 
accession of BG and RO in 2007 (which was after the intermediate targets had been agreed 
for HU in their accession treaty). 
 
Several MSs have appreciated the development of these instruments and the openness of the 
Commission in presenting and debating them (IT, PT, AT, PL). In questions, PL stated that 
they had already circulated the checklists to their regions; they would also like an air pollution 
checklist. PT stated that they were in the process of developing national checklists, and thus, 
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the ones presented by the Commission are very useful. The Managing Authority of MT 
wondered whether COCOF would be informed.  Bryon Karabakis (DG REGIO) replied that 
maybe this would happen, what was needed is a common language. AT asked if these 
checklists would also be sent to the Candidate Countries; the Commission answer was the 
checklists have widely been discussed and disseminated within the Commission, including to 
the colleagues dealing with the enlargement countries; they will probably be revised in order 
to become applicable for non-MSs, but the core substance will remain the same. BE thought a 
national platform could be established, rather like a national network to examine Major 
Projects. 
 
DG ENV would welcome comments on the checklists from the ENEA Members (MSs) by 
the 31.08.09. After that date, the intention would be to make the checklists more widely 
available. 
 
GK described briefly the current internal discussions in the Commission as part of the 
simplification package. One element is to raise the threshold from €25 to €50 million for 
Major Environment Projects. He stated that the following three conditions should be 
followed: (i) information concerning projects which will escape ex ante control, i.e. between 
€25-50 Million; these projects should be put in national websites accessible to all, including 
the public and NGOs, before they are officially approved in the MSs; (ii) a special sub-section 
is devoted to these projects in the Annual Implementation Report; (iii) joint "on the spot" 
project visits of Commission services would be envisaged, on a case by case basis. The 
publication in the InfoRegio database of these projects should also be foreseen. The estimate 
of projects to escape is between 30%-35% in number of projects while the budgetary volume 
that will not be checked is only between 13-20%. This change should be compensated by the 
three conditions above which would even improve the situation compared to the current ex 
ante assessments "on paper".  
 
IT and BE reminded that discussions in the ENEA plenary and in its Working Groups in the 
previous years had recognised the usefulness and rationality of non-discrimination between 
environment and non-environment (e.g. energy, transport) major projects. But considering 
that: a) with the last two cycles the assessment capacity of PMCs has (or should have) grown; 
b) a major effort has been developed by the Commission in promoting and diffusing the 
culture of assessment (e.g. EIA, SEA, CBA); it would have been, according to IT, more 
reasonable to lower the threshold of non-environmental major projects back to €25 million 
(instead of raising environment projects to €50 million). PL appreciated the proposal for a 
single threshold of €50 million as it diminishes the national burden and the Commission has 
often no sufficient resources to give a rapid answer. 
 
6. Ex-post study 2000-6 results on sustainable development (Keith Clement, EPRC 
University of Strathclyde) 
 
At the last ENEA meeting in November, Veronica Gaffey from DG REGIO presented an 
overview of the ex-post study on the results of the 2000-6 OPs. At this plenary, Keith Clement 
(KC) made a PowerPoint presentation of the results of the sustainable development 
component of the Work Package which evaluated Management and Implementation Systems 
(MIS) of Cohesion Policy OPs in EU25, which addressed effectiveness, continuity, added 
value, and sustainable development integration.  
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KC presented the following aspects: sustainable development in EU Cohesion Policy context; 
the definition of sustainable development and guiding principles for the Cohesion Policy 
context; and an overview of the results from 10 case studies in different countries (DE, PT, 
ES, SW, BE, DK, NL, UK, HU, SK), comprising 4 Objective 1 programmes, four Objective 2 
programmes and two CSFs. Seven components of the Management and Implementation 
Systems were examined: programme design; project generation, appraisal and selection; 
monitoring; evaluation; reporting; financial management; and partnership and institutional 
engagement. 
The presentation concluded that differentiated progress had been made in accommodating 
sustainable development during the 2000-2006 programming period, with considerable 
difficulties experienced in coming to terms with sustainable development. However, a 
momentum was initiated that provided a basis for developing the potential for integration in 
the MIS. For future practice, the report recommends that: 

• Sustainable development should become a main task of Cohesion Policy, rather than 
only a cross-cutting principle, with stronger regulatory requirements for integration:  

• Regional policymakers should seek a local consensus on sustainable development; 
• The scope for sustainable development spillovers outside the co-financed operations 

should be explored; 
• On-going sustainable development training should be provided for partners and 

stakeholders; 
• The range of interests and institutions to be involved in programme design and 

implementation should be specified, as well as the expected degree of influence; 
• A working definition of sustainable development should be provided, accompanied by 

detailed guidance on its fulfilment in Cohesion Policy; 
• The application process should be modified to provide information on impacts across 

dimensions; 
• Tools should be provided for project selection that integrate sustainable development 

attributes; 
• Monitoring, reporting and evaluation should appraise effectiveness in sustainable 

development integration and/or impact; and 
• Indicator sets should be broadened to allow options to capture region-specific 

sustainable development. 
The subsequent discussion focussed on the following: the need to look at the real origins, 
meaning and substance of sustainable development (MT); that the new Cohesion Policy needs 
to have a fundamental link to sustainable development (HU); that environmental limits 
(carrying capacity) should define what we can and cannot do, in terms of decoupling and 
deresourcing; and the identification of the driving force behind the integration of sustainable 
development (DG ENV). On this last point, KC confirmed that it was often the secretariat of 
the OPs to have the responsibility. 
The results of this workpackage will be placed on the Inforegio homepage, along with the rest 
of the ex-post study. 
 
7. Report back from ENEA Working Groups (Biodiversity; Climate Change; SEA) 
 
Ludo Holsbeek (LH) from Belgium made a PowerPoint presentation on the activities of the 
Working Group on Cohesion Policy and Biodiversity which would meet on the 11.06.09. This 
Working Group aims to develop strategies on how to adjust more efficiently policy planning 
and integration objectives for nature and biodiversity, and how to fit these objectives into the 
post 2010 EU strategy and renewed targets. It covers co-ordination aspects among various 
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funds (ERDF, ESF, EAFRD, EFF, LIFE+, etc.). LH addressed the following issues: 
integration; spatial planning; public awareness (in particular much lower awareness of 
biodiversity compared to climate change); linkages between biodiversity and ecosystem 
services; mid-term review of the BAP (Biodiversity Action Plan) advocating for a better 
integration of biodiversity into  sectoral policies; biodiversity targets; indicators; data (better 
data are needed, for example as those that exist for investments for climate 
change); habitats and species under the Bird and Habitat Directives inside as well as 
outside of Natura 2000 network;  the importance of other high nature value not included in the 
Habitat Directive. This Working Group would probably conclude its work in mid-2010, after 
2 years of operation. An overall feeling coming out of the first meeting of the Working Group 
was that additional measures should be put in place to ensure that the EU co-financed 
projects will not have a negative impact on the overall biodiversity goals.  The integration of 
nature and biodiversity targets into sectoral policies is generally accepted as a valuable tool, if 
implemented correctly. At the very least the integration policy has proven to be an important 
tool in terms of landscape protection, preserving connectivity and nature protection on a 
secondary level.  However, it is not entirely clear if the integration policy can 
meet the expectations with respect to the core aspects of nature and biodiversity conservation. 
 
Ruslan Zhechkov (RZ) from the REC made a PowerPoint presentation on the activities of the 
Working Group on Cohesion Policy and Climate Change which had met on 08-09.06.09. 
Phase I involved a stocktaking of concrete country practices of taking climate change into 
consideration and preparation of a report with the aim of improving the climate resilience of 
OPs.   
 
ENEA Members and Observers were now called on to make comments on the draft report 
before 31.08.09.   
 
Follow-up work starting towards the end of 2009 would be placed in the context of the 
recommendations of the "Barca Report". Other issues to tackle would be:  Climate Change as 
an economic driver; delivering resilience as opposed to minimize CO2 emissions; selecting 
the best tools, work towards replication. France volunteered to join this Working Group, in 
particular on the basis of the NECATER (presented at the 2008 Open Days along with the 
experiences in other MSs such as AT, UK and IT). 
   
In discussions, it was felt that each Working Group should closely consider the work of the 
other (DG ENV).  
 
The SEA Working Group has so far not met in 2009 (Aldo Ravazzi from IT); this is mainly 
due to resource constraints. IT would convene meetings after the summer (October or 
December). In response to a question on whether the Commission would take an initiative on 
SEA monitoring indicators, AN replied that nothing was foreseen beyond the two 
Communications on the effectiveness and efficiency of the EIA and SEA Directives. Finally, 
GK and AN reminded MSs of the information note sent to all the Permanent Representations 
on 30.09.08 addressing the issue of on-going SEA. In particular, they highlighted the need to 
carry out a screening for changes to an OP as these would constitute what the SEA Directive 
calls "minor modifications" (Article 3.3, SEA Directive). Obviously "major modifications" 
would need a new SEA. Already one MS, who was present at this plenary, is addressing this 
issue. 
 
8. Roundtable of Member States' experiences to share with ENEA 
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While many MSs had already taken the floor, Alex Huke (AH) from UK made a presentation 
of the work of the South-West England Regional Development Agency (RDA) on promoting 
sustainable development and low carbon in their ERDF and ESF OPs. The environment is 
seen as an economic driver. Guidance and tools have been devised and a net-zero carbon 
corporate plan devised. He presented six case studies of co-financed ERDF and ESF projects. 
AH concluded by outlining the steps needed to go from a lower carbon economy to a low 
carbon economy. 
 
9. Reports from environmental NGOs and ENCORE representatives  
 
Keti Medarova-Bergstrom (KMB) of Bankwatch and Friends of the Earth Europe reflected on 
the changes to the EU funds regulations in relation to the economic crisis measures aiming to 
accelerate EU funding for major infrastructure projects in CEE countries. She presented the 
map called "Faster – but Smarter or More Destructive?" which addresses 55 projects, mainly 
motorways and waste incinerators calling for increased transparency and more stringent 
assessment of alternative solutions and enforcement of EC environmental law. A question was 
posed on how the NGOs had come to their conclusions; the answer from KMB was through 
inputs from national networks, with clear criteria on the impact to be applied. KMB was also 
asked whether the similar map of 2008 had been updated, and the answer was positive. 
 
Peter Torkler (PT) of WWF, and on behalf of the NGO coalition on structural funds with 
Bankwatch, Friends of the Earth Europe and Birdlife, highlighted the inconsistency in the 
budget allocated to roads to that dealing with climate change. He suggested a new strategic 
approaches towards a “green” Cohesion Policy (investing public money only to support 
sustainable development – public money for public goods approach; financing only measures 
supporting and not undermining reduction of GHG emissions, resource efficiency and 
ecosystems resilience; suspending funding that has negative impacts on the environment and 
climate; valuing territorial diversity and assets rather than GDP disparities; adding value to 
EU spending by supporting the preservation of its natural resources). PT concluded with some 
specific substantial and promotional recommendations for the work of ENEA.  AN mentioned 
that these needed specific consideration at a future plenary meeting.  
 
ENCORE representatives were not present. Jon Parker (JP) of DG ENV explained that the 
next biennial conference will be in 2010. The current co-presidencies are Aragon (ES) and 
Wurmia-Mazury (PL). There is the ENCORE Virtual Working Group on Climate Change 
"meeting" in Dusseldorf on 27-29 October 2009 which is relevant for the work of the ENEA 
Working Group on Climate Change, and of course the discussions on the future Cohesion 
Policy 2014-20.  The Commission would also encourage the ENEA Working Group on 
Biodiversity to also take account of the results of the ENCORE Working Group on the same 
topic that produced a report last year; indeed the Commission understands that the topic of the 
2010 ENCORE conference in Wurmia-Mazury will address biodiversity and climate change. 
Belgium (Flanders) was in a unique position in being a member of both ENEA and ENCORE. 
  
10. Report back on other relevant events: 

o Biodiversity meeting in Athens, 27-28.04.09 
Szilvia Bosze (SB) of DG ENV (Unit B2) provided a PowerPoint presentation and described 
the results of the Athens conference considering the future direction of EU policy on 
biodiversity protection. The meeting brought together around 250 participants from national 
governments, international organisations, business, NGOs, interest groups and academia 
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constituting a representative cross-section of stakeholders. Various Working Groups analysed 
different themes. The conference produced a so-called "Message from Athens" of which the 
ninth and last priority was about funding. There was a feeling that the integration approach 
including through the Cohesion Policy was not providing adequate support and that a specific 
new instrument was therefore required. The message contained the idea that making progress 
on biodiversity should be a pre-condition for access to some Community funding instruments. 
It was also noted that a review of the impacts of EU funds have on biodiversity should be 
made and measures taken to address negative impacts. Also there where some voices calling 
for addressing the issues of ecosystem services under regional policy when looking into the 
future shape of Cohesion Policy but this does not appear explicitly in the final message. This 
conference is relevant for ENEA and the Working Group, as we could become more involved 
in initiatives like Business and Biodiversity and of TEEB (The economics of ecosystems and 
biodiversity). In response to a question, SB said that biodiversity impacts outside the EU were 
also considered, as the EU should not have negative impacts on the rest of the world.  

o EIA-SEA Experts Group: report back on Prague meeting, 02-03.04.09 
Milena Novakova (MN) of DG ENV stated that the main discussions during the Expert Group 
focused on the reflection for future amendment of the EIA Directive (issues covered were: the 
lack of monitoring; alternatives; reviews of the four Annexes, etc.).  The proposals made by 
the group were further discussed by the national experts. In addition, it should be mentioned 
that the Commission will prepare and launch two Communications to the Council, the 
European Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions 
with regard to the application and effectiveness of the EIA and SEA Directives; thus a public 
consultation will be launched on these two Communications, and GK promised to inform the 
ENEA Members and Observers as soon as they were published. The two studies that have 
provided an input to these Communications will be placed on the DG ENV homepage 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/home.htm). GK suggested that the ENEA SEA Working 
Group could make useful comments on ensuring the coherence of the two Directives, through 
the proposed amendment to the EIA Directive. The Communication on the SEA Directive 
makes a reference to the experience gained through the application of the SEA Directive for 
the Cohesion Policy OPs. The next EIA/SEA Experts Meeting will be in Uppsala on 8-9 
October 2009. 

o Open Days, 05-08.10.09 
JP informed that this will take place as regularly in October. Amongst 125 total sessions, there 
will be 3 sessions organised by DG ENV on territorial cohesion and coastal zones, climate 
change, and eco-innovation. The registration will start on 06.07.09. Please feel free to register 
at the address: www.opendays.europa.eu.  
 
11. Conclusions and date of the next proposed meeting  
 
GK was happy that this was the first meeting that brought formally together Environmental 
and Managing Authorities. At a future meeting if enough Managing Authorities attend, it 
might be decided to propose to change the name of ENEA to reflect this wider membership. 
 
Important issues had been raised regarding the role of ENEA in debating the future Cohesion 
Policy which would need to be returned to at a future plenary.   
 
GK stated that the next meeting would take place on 02.12.09 in Brussels, BU-5, Room C.  
Options would be explored for a 1.5 day meeting, maybe with a visioning seminar on the 
afternoon of the 01.12.09 and a possible social event. 
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National representatives were kindly invited to think and make proposals about a working 
formula that can guarantee participation until the end of the meeting. 
 


