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Oplysningerne i denne beretning fremlægges i mere udførlig form i Kommissionens tekniske dokument [bilag I, (EN)].

Denne beretning fremlægges i henhold til artikel 45, stk. 2, i forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999 om vedtagelse af generelle bestemmelser for strukturfondene. Det er den femtende årsberetning om gennemførelsen af strukturfondene. Den vedrører aktiviteterne i 2003.

1.
Forenkling
I forlængelse af det arbejde, der blev indledt i 2001 og 2002, blev der i 2003 truffet en række foranstaltninger for at forenkle gennemførelsen af programmerne finansieret af strukturfondene. Den 25. april 2003 vedtog Kommissionen en meddelelse om "forenkling, præcisering, koordinering og fleksibilitet vedrørende forvaltning af strukturpolitikkerne 2000-2006" (C(2003) 1255). Kommissionen havde forberedt denne meddelelse i partnerskab med de nationale myndigheder, således at de sammen kunne tage stilling til, hvordan forvaltningen af strukturpolitikkerne kunne forbedres.
Efter vedtagelsen af denne meddelelse har en række af foranstaltningerne i "forenklingspakken" allerede haft synlige virkninger i 2003. Det gælder bl.a. foranstaltningerne vedrørende ændring af programmerne, kontrol, resultat- og virkningsindikatorer og resultatreserven. Flere af medlemsstaterne har således forenklet deres gennemførelses-, resultat- og virkningsindikatorer og ligeledes listen over indikatorer, der anvendes i forbindelse med fordeling af resultatreserven.

2.
Status over aktiviteterne
2.1.
Gennemførelse af budgettet
2.1.1.
Forpligtelser
Forpligtelsesprofilen for 2003 afspejlede den normale årlige rate svarende til Berlin-profilen. De indgåede forpligtelser beløb sig til i alt 31 109 mio. EUR, eller så godt som 100 % af de samlede disponible bevillinger.
2.1.2.
Betalinger
I 2003 nåede gennemførelsen af betalingerne op på det højeste niveau nogensinde for strukturfondene, med et beløb på 26,2 mia. EUR. Der blev gjort betydelige fremskridt med budgetgennemførelsen for alle mål og programmeringsperioder. Den underudnyttelse af betalingsbevillingerne, der tidligere har præget gennemførelsen for strukturfondenes vedkommende, vendte sig markant til det bedre i 2003. Den samlede underudnyttelse faldt fra 29 % i 2002 til 11 % i 2003. Det skyldes ikke mindst gode fremskridt i den praktiske gennemførelse af programmerne.

I 2003 beløb betalingerne sig til i alt 26 243 mio. EUR, eller 89 % af budgettet, mens det uudnyttede beløb var på 3 311 mio. EUR, hvoraf størstedelen (73 % af det samlede beløb) skyldes de tidligere programmer. Til sammenligning lå betalingerne i 2002 på 71 %. Af de betalingsbevillinger, der er til rådighed til programmerne i perioden 2000-2006, var 96 % anvendt, hvilket er ret så forskelligt fra den tidligere underudnyttelse og faktisk et punkt, der må fremhæves i gennemførelsen i 2003. 

For programmerne 2000-2006 opfordres medlemsstaterne til at samle deres betalingsanmodninger i tre ”pakker” i årets løb. Det faktiske betalingsmønster viser, at denne fremgangsmåde er blevet fulgt på en noget ujævn måde.
Som helhed var budgetgennemførelsen bedst for mål 1 (95 %). PEACE-programmet brugte kun 48 % af de bevillinger, der var afsat til det i 2003, hvilket skyldtes forsinkelser som følge af forhandlingerne om en ny beslutning og det tilhørende programtillæg. Gennemførelsen af mål 2 udviser en mærkbar forbedring (91 % af de disponible bevillinger, mod 48 % i 2002). Fællesskabsinitiativerne halter stadig bagefter, med en gennemførelsessats på kun 48 %.
Set i forhold til 2002 kunne der også registreres en betydelig forbedring i afslutningen af programmerne for 1994-1999, selv om det ikke som planlagt lykkedes at afvikle de fleste af de uindfriede forpligtelser for de tidligere programmer i 2003. Ved udgangen af 2003 beløb de uindfriede forpligtelser sig til 9,2 mia. EUR, hvilket svarede til en nedgang på 59 % i forhold til 2002. Budgettets betalingsforpligtelser blev imidlertid nedjusteret med 5 000 mio. EUR efter vedtagelsen af et ændringsbudget i 2003. De afsluttende betalinger var lavere end planlagt, fordi hovedparten af de endelige betalingsanmodninger først blev indgivet lige inden udløbet af den allersidste frist (31. marts 2003). Det førte til en ekstrem koncentration af betalingsanmodninger, og mange af afslutningspakkerne indeholdt ikke alt det nødvendige bilagsmateriale. Der blev i 2003 frigjort 2 848 mio. EUR af de uindfriede forpligtelser for programmerne 1994-1999.
For målenes vedkommende kan gennemførelsen af mål 1- og mål 2-programmerne betegnes som udmærket. Derimod er gennemførelsesgraden betydeligt lavere for programmerne under det tidligere mål 5a/FIUF uden for mål 1 og i særdeleshed for fællesskabsinitiativerne, som til stadighed ligger bagud i forhold til hovedprogrammerne. Når det gælder den tidligere periodes programmer, var gennemførelsen fortsat ringe for mål 3 og fællesskabsinitiativerne.
I 2003 foreslog Kommissionen en række overførsler, som budgetmyndigheden accepterede. Der skete ingen overførsler for forpligtelsesbevillingernes vedkommende. For betalingsbevillingerne blev der imidlertid foretaget ret betydelige overførsler. Overførslerne fra fællesskabsinitiativet Interreg androg 66 % af det oprindelige betalingsbudget, hvilket igen illustrerer den ringe budgetgennemførelse i 2003. Overførslerne af betalingsbevillinger fra fællesskabsinitiativet Equal var også betydelige (38 % af det oprindelige budget). Overførslen til Det Finansielle Instrument til Udvikling af Fiskeriet (FIUF), mål 1, svarede til næsten 46 % af det oprindelige budget. EFRU, mål 1, modtog det største overførselsbeløb, nemlig 1,5 mia. EUR, svarende til 17 % af det oprindelige budget. En del af dette beløb (515,4 mio. EUR) blev finansieret ved overførsler, der ikke hidrørte fra strukturfondene. De fleste af overførslerne blev imidlertid foretaget mellem de forskellige budgetposter for strukturfondene.
2.2.
Gennemførelse af programmerne
Når samtlige mål og fonde betragtes under ét, fordeler strukturfondsinterventionerne
 sig som helhed afbalanceret på tre store kategorier: basisinfrastrukturer, produktionsvilkår og menneskelige ressourcer. En analyse efter sektorer viser imidlertid en vis overvægt til to sektorer, der tilsammen tegner sig for mere end en fjerdedel af programmeringen for perioden 2000-2006: «transportinfrastruktur» (15 %) og «støtte til SMV og håndværk» (11 %). Sektorer som «positive særforanstaltninger for kvinder på arbejdsmarkedet» og «telekommunikationsinfrastruktur og informationssamfundet» opnår derimod kun henholdsvis 2 % og 3 % af de programmerede beløb. Disse forskelle kan – i det mindste i nogen grad – forklares med de store udsving i omkostningerne pr. projekt fra sektor til sektor eller selve projekternes beskaffenhed.

Disse relative prioriteter viser sig igen i gennemførelsestakten (attesterede udgifter i forhold til beløbene i programtillæggene): de sektorer, der får flest penge, såsom «transport», har også de højeste gennemførelsestakter, mens de sektorer, der får færrest penge, såsom «telekommunikationsinfrastruktur og informationssamfundet», har den langsomste gennemførelsestakt. Også forskellene i gennemførelsestakten kan i nogen grad forklares med projekternes beskaffenhed. Men sektoren vedrørende informationssamfundet fremstår alligevel som svagt repræsenteret og med store gennemførelsesvanskeligheder. Det synes særligt foruroligende i en tid, hvor konkurrenceevne og vækst, som er snævert forbundet med informations- og kommunikationsteknologien, bliver en prioritet i samhørighedspolitikken.
2.2.1.
Mål 1
I programmeringen for mål 1 står basisinfrastrukturer som en klar prioritet, der tegner sig for 41 % af de tildelte midler. Når det gælder gennemførelsen af programmerne, er det ligeledes basisinfrastrukturer, der udviser den hurtigste gennemførelsestakt (28 %). Dette forhold kan i hovedsagen tilskrives transportinfrastrukturerne, der alene tegner sig for 20 % af mål 1 og har en gennemførelsessats på næsten 35 %. 

Der er også to andre sektorer, der har en gennemførelsessats på over 30 %, nemlig «støtte til SMV» og «støtte til store virksomheder» (31 %). 

To sektorer inden for kategorien «basisinfrastrukturer» (sociale og sundhedsmæssige infrastrukturer: 29 %; miljøinfrastrukturer: 25 %) og to inden for kategorien «produktionsvilkår» (F&U og innovation: 28 %; skovbrug: 26 %) har en gennemførelsessats på 25-30 %.
2.2.2.
Mål 2
Set i forhold til mål 1 har mål 2 en noget anderledes programmeringsprofil. Den primære kategori er her ikke basisinfrastrukturer, men produktionsvilkår, der alene tegner sig for over halvdelen af de programmerede finansielle midler:
Sektormæssigt kan der ses en klar koncentration af midlerne. To tredjedele af de finansielle midler er koncentreret på fire sektorer: støtte til SMV, udvikling og rehabilitering af erhvervsarealer, F&U og innovation og turisme. Sektoren «støtte til SMV og håndværk» tegner sig alene for en tredjedel af programmeringen.
På grund af tidsforskydningen mellem mål 2- og mål 1-programmeringen ville det ikke være unaturligt at forvente, at gennemførelsessatsen var lavere for mål 2 end for mål 1. Men det er ikke tilfældet. Med en gennemførelsessats på 24 % ligger mål 2 på linje med mål 1.
Ser man på sektorerne, fremviser «sociale og sundhedsmæssige infrastrukturer» med 36 % den bedste gennemførelsessats, men denne sektor indtager på den anden side en marginal plads (1 %) inden for mål 2 som helhed. Den næste sektor i rækken, med en gennemførelsessats på 32 %, er klart mere fremtrædende, eftersom det drejer sig om støtte til SMV, der tegner sig for en tredjedel af programmeringen inden for
mål 2.
To andre sektorer har også en gennemførelsessats (28 %) betydeligt over gennemsnittet. Det er F&U-innovation (10 % af mål 2) og miljøinfrastrukturer. For transportinfrastrukturer er gennemførelsestakten meget langsommere (15 %).
2.2.3.
Mål 3
Der har på det seneste været en tendens til en mere afbalanceret ESF-intervention for de forskellige beskæftigelsesretningslinjer i tråd med den fornyede europæiske beskæftigelsesstrategi og anbefalingerne vedrørende beskæftigelsen. ESF har spillet en vigtig rolle ved gennemførelsen af den europæiske beskæftigelsesstrategi og de nationale handlingsplaner på både nationalt og regionalt plan i medlemsstaterne med en betydelig andel af de samlede offentlige udgifter til beskæftigelsespolitikken.
2.3.
Strukturfondenes bidrag til Lissabon- og Göteborg-strategien
Den vigtigste forbindelse mellem strukturfondene som et finansielt instrument og Lissabon-strategien er, at strukturfondene bidrager til finansiering af investeringer på områder, der prioriteres i Lissabon-strategien og fremmer udviklingen af decentrale rammer for implementering af politikken. Denne sidste form for bidrag til Lissabon-prioriteterne vil få større betydning efter EU’s udvidelse.
I retningslinjerne fra august 2003 om midtvejsevalueringen anmodede Kommissionen medlemsstaterne om at lægge særlig vægt på Lissabon- og Göteborg-prioriteterne ved den kommende midtvejsevaluering af strukturfonds-interventionerne.

3.
Programmering i de nye medlemsstater
I 2003 blev der også taget fat på programmeringen af de 16 mia. EUR, der inden for strukturfondene var afsat til de tiltrædende lande, som blev medlemmer af EU fra 1. maj 2004. Alle forhandlingerne blev ført og afsluttet i 2003, således at de strategiske programmeringsdokumenter kunne færdiggøres i december 2003. Overholdelsen af fristen den 31. december 2003 var en absolut betingelse for, at udgifterne kunne blive støtteberettigede fra den 1. januar 2004 i overensstemmelse med tiltrædelsesakten.
Af de berørte 41 regioner (NUTS 2) er 38 støtteberettigede under mål 1, og 3 under mål 2 (Prag, Bratislava og Sydcypern). I betragtning af den korte tid, der er til rådighed til gennemførelsen af programmerne (maj 2004–december 2006), lagde Kommissionen under forhandlingerne særlig vægt på gennemførelsesmekanismerne. Dette skal ses i forlængelse af, at Unionen allerede tidligere har ydet en stor indsats for at styrke forvaltningskapaciteten i de nye medlemsstater.
4.
Sammenhæng og koordinering
4.1.
Sammenhæng med de øvrige fællesskabspolitikker
4.1.1.
Konkurrence
Ifølge forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999 skal de af Kommissionen godkendte interventioner omfatte alle nødvendige oplysninger til en forudgående vurdering af statsstøttens forenelighed med det fælles marked. I 2003 fokuserede Kommissionen således på en undersøgelse af, om foranstaltningerne i de operationelle programmer og enhedsprogrammeringsdokumenterne vedrørende fondenes interventioner i de nye medlemsstater i perioden 2004-2006 var forenelige med traktaten, samt på en vurdering af forskellige store projekter, som er støtteberettigede efter nævnte forordnings artikel 25 og 26.
4.1.2.
Miljø
I programmeringen for perioden 2000-2006 forudses der anvendt ca. 25 mia. EUR til miljøvenlige foranstaltninger i bred forstand. Dette beløb svarer til 13 % af det samlede beløb for programtillæggene (196 mia. EUR). Det er værd at bemærke, at gennemførelsestakten for disse miljøforanstaltninger ligger over det generelle gennemsnit for fondene (20 %). Det gælder især udgifterne til miljøinfrastrukturer i snæver forstand (25 %).
Tidligere er iværksættelsen af visse foranstaltninger i nogle medlemsstater blevet forsinket eller standset som følge af, at der manglede retlige miljørammer i overensstemmelse med den gældende lovgivning. Dette var stadig tilfældet i 2003, selv om der kunne konstateres forbedringer på f.eks. affaldsområdet. Situationen er fortsat lidet tilfredsstillende på andre områder, såsom rensning af byspildevand og gennemførelse af nitratdirektivet og det ændrede direktiv 85/337/EØF om vurdering af miljøvirkningerne.
4.1.3.
Indre marked
For at sikre, at procedurerne er i overensstemmelse med fællesskabsnormerne, tilskynder Kommissionen til, at der træffes sådanne foranstaltninger som uddannelse af personale, der beskæftiger sig med indgåelse af kontrakter, eller udarbejdelse af vejledninger om indgåelse af kontrakter. Men Kommissionen sørger også for, at kontraktindgåelsesprocedurerne er i overensstemmelse med fællesskabsretten. I den forbindelse undersøgte den i 2003 over 430 tilfælde af potentielt fejlagtig transponering eller anvendelse af de relevante fællesskabsdirektiver. Der kan indledes en ad hoc-undersøgelse enten efter en klage eller på initiativ af Kommissionens tjenestegrene, bl.a. ved de revisioner, der regelmæssigt foretages som led i kontrollen af de medfinansierede projekter.
4.1.4.
Transport
I 2003 traf Kommissionen 117 beslutninger om finansiering af TEN-transportprojekter til et beløb af 626,6 mio. EUR og 13 TEN-energiprojekter til et beløb af 18,64 mio. EUR.
I meddelelsen af 23. april 2003 (KOM(2003)132) redegjorde Kommissionen for situationen med hensyn til infrastrukturen inden for det transeuropæiske net og finansieringen heraf og påviste, at der var behov for at implementere en række foranstaltninger, herunder støtte til offentlige-private partnerskaber. Kommissionen fortsatte også arbejdet med at ændre forordningen om finansiering af TEN, så loftet for medfinansiering kan forhøjes fra 10 % til 20 % for visse dele af transportprojekterne af europæisk betydning.
Revisionen af retningslinjerne for udvikling af TEN-transport fortsatte i 2003. På grundlag af anbefalingerne fra gruppen på højt plan (sammensat af repræsentanter for nuværende og kommende medlemsstater og EIB) og resultaterne af den offentlige høring fremlagde Kommissionen et nyt forslag
, som tilføjer nye projekter til listen over prioriterede projekter, således at antallet af projekter på de vigtigste transportakser kommer op på 30. Den forbedrede også redskaberne til koordinering mellem medlemsstaterne, særlig med hensyn til grænseoverskridende projekter.
4.2.
Koordinering af instrumenterne
4.2.1.
Strukturfondene og Samhørighedsfonden
Hovedinstrumentet til koordinering af Samhørighedsfondens og strukturfondenes interventioner er den strategiske referenceramme. Beslutningerne om Samhørighedsfondens finansiering af projekter efterprøves for at undgå en overlappende finansiering med programmerne vedtaget under strukturfondene. Kandidatlandene, som alle var berettigede til støtte fra Samhørighedsfonden, begyndte at forberede deres strategiske referenceramme i 2003 samtidig med udarbejdelsen af deres programmer for strukturfondene.
Det skal nævnes, at Irlands BNP pr. indbygger har nået et sådant niveau, at landet fra den 1. januar 2004 ikke længere er berettiget til støtte fra Samhørighedsfonden.
I 2003 blev der i øvrigt afholdt to informationsmøder med medlemsstaterne og kandidatlandene koordineret med møderne i Komitéen for Udvikling og Omstilling i Regionerne, hvilket bidrager til yderligere styrkelse af sammenhængen mellem disse finansielle instrumenter.
4.2.2.
Strukturfondene og EIB/EIF
Kommissionens vigtigste initiativ i 2003 var vækstinitiativet og ”quick start”-projekterne, som sammen med 2010-innovationsinitiativet og forskning og udvikling var af fælles interesse og blev drøftet på samarbejdsmøder.
I 2003 beløb Den Europæiske Investeringsbanks udlån sig til i alt 42,3 mia. EUR. Lånene til de ti tiltrædelseslande nåede rekordhøjder med 4,6 mia. EUR, og lånene til Middelhavspartnerlandene (inklusive Tyrkiet) var på 2,1 mia. EUR. I EU15-landene blev der stillet 16,3 mia. EUR til rådighed til projekter i støtteberettigede regioner i form af individuelle lån og ca. 6,5 mia. EUR i form af kreditlinjer til partnerbanker (til finansiering af SMV-projekter og mindre offentlige investeringer). Tiltrædelseslandene medregnet, blev der ydet lån på 27,3 mia. EUR til regionale udviklingsprojekter, hvilket svarede til 70 % af EIB’s samlede långivning i EU15 og de fremtidige medlemsstater i 2003.

Inden for EIB-gruppen er Den Europæiske Investeringsfond (EIF) nu ene om at varetage alle venturekapital- og garantitransaktioner for mindre virksomheder og risikovillig kapital (fællesskabsmidler og EIB/EIF-midler). Dens virksomhed var koncentreret om finansiering i de indledende faser, den højteknologiske sektor og det videnbaserede samfund. EIF indskød 135 mio. EUR i venturekapitalfonde og ydede garantier på 2,2 mia. EUR for SMV-finansiering.
5.
Evaluering
Midtvejsevaluering af programmerne for perioden 2000-2006
I overensstemmelse med artikel 42 i forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999 skulle medlemsstaterne forelægge Kommissionen en midtvejsevalueringsrapport senest den 31. december 2003, og Kommissionen skulle undersøge evalueringernes kvalitet og relevans. Kommissionen indgik i den forbindelse i et samarbejde med forvaltningsmyndighederne.
De vigtigste spørgsmål, der rejste sig vedrørende de undersøgte rapportudkast, drejede sig bl.a. om behovet for et vist arbejde i marken, en klar præsentation af de fysiske og finansielle data og klare, veldokumenterede konklusioner og praktiske anbefalinger. De rapportudkast og endelige rapporter, der blev fremlagt inden årets udgang, viste en klar kvalitetsmæssig forbedring i forhold til tidligere evalueringer. Årsberetningen for 2004 vil indeholde en fuldstændig analyse af resultaterne af evalueringerne.
Evaluering af programmerne og fællesskabsinitiativerne for perioden 1994-1999
To undersøgelser har vist, at strukturfondsinterventionerne har haft en betydelig positiv virkning i mål 1- og mål 2-regionerne. De har også vist, at F&U-aktiviteterne i mål 1-regionerne og indsatsen i forbindelse med Lissabon-strategien i mål 2-regionerne kunne støttes i større udstrækning.
Midtvejskontrol af additionalitetsprincippet
Med additionalitetsprincippet kan det undgås, at fællesskabsfondene erstatter nationale offentlige udgifter, der er støtteberettigede på samme interventionsområder. Ifølge artikel 11 i forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999 skal Kommissionen midtvejs i programmerne for 2000-2006 kontrollere, at dette princip overholdes. Kontrollen viste, at additionalitetsprincippet blev overholdt i otte medlemsstater (B, E, FIN, GR, NL, PT, A, S), men ikke i tre andre (D, I, IRL). Efter en undersøgelse af de enkelte tilfælde fandt Kommissionen det dog ikke nødvendigt at nedjustere udgiftsmålet for resten af programmeringsperioden, eftersom disse medlemsstater stadig har tid til at indhente det forsømte. To medlemsstater (F, UK) fremlagde ikke de nødvendige oplysninger til kontrollen inden for de fastsatte frister.
6.
Kontrol
OLAF
I forbindelse med undersøgelserne i 2003 aflagde OLAF tretten operationelle besøg i medlemsstaterne. Seks af besøgene drejede sig om kontrol og efterprøvninger på stedet, som Kommissionen foretog for at beskytte Fællesskabets finansielle interesser mod svig og uregelmæssigheder. De syv andre besøg drejede sig om assistance til de nationale forvaltningsmyndigheder eller retslige myndigheder.
Otte besøg vedrørte ESF-området, heraf fire i forbindelse med sager, der blev indledt i 2003, og fire i forbindelse med undersøgelser, der var indledt i de foregående år. Tre besøg vedrørte EFRU i forbindelse med sager, der blev indledt i 2000, 2002 og 2003. Et besøg, der vedrørte EUGFL, Udviklingssektionen, og et, der vedrørte FIUF, angik sager, der blev indledt i 2003. Undersøgelserne afslørede falske fakturaer og falske erklæringer i forbindelse med manglende bilagsmateriale.
For 2003 underrettede medlemsstaterne desuden i henhold til forordning (EF) nr. 1681/1994 Kommissionen om 2 439 tilfælde af uregelmæssigheder, der tilsammen drejede sig om et beløb på 340 173 487 EUR. Set i forhold til 2002 var der en nedgang svarende til næsten en halvering i både antallet af indberettede uregelmæssigheder og de beløb, det drejede sig om.
EFRU
Kontrollen var i 2003 præget af to prioriteter. Den første var analysen af de «gyldighedserklæringer», der på grundlag af artikel 8 i forordning (EF) nr. 2064/1997 blev udarbejdet ved afslutningen af programmerne 1994-1999 for EFRU. Analysen vedrørte 744 erklæringer, eller så godt som alle programmerne, og førte til afvisning af 229 erklæringer, fordi en yderligere kontrol var nødvendig, eller fordi der krævedes yderligere oplysninger. Den anden prioritet var revision af de udgifter, medlemsstaterne havde anmeldt for programmerne 1994-1999. Denne undersøgelse omfattede revision af et udsnit af programmer udvalgt i medlemsstaterne, idet det ved kontrol af et repræsentativt antal projekter efterprøvedes, om de af medlemsstaterne anmeldte udgifter var i overensstemmelse med forskrifterne og støtteberettigede. Der blev således aflagt 36 revisionsbesøg vedrørende 17 programmer i 12 medlemsstater.

EUGFL
Som for EFRU var kontrollen koncentreret om gyldighedserklæringerne. Undersøgelsen vedrørte 360 ud af 381 erklæringer, hvoraf 226 accepteredes. Den anden prioritet var en gennemgang af de forvaltnings- og kontrolsystemer, medlemsstaterne havde indført for programmeringsperioden 2000-2006. Ved udgangen af 2003 var systemet for 100 programmer ud af i alt 144 undersøgt. For 33 programmer ud af disse 100 undersøgte blev der foretaget en revision på stedet.

ESF
I 2003 blev ESF’s revisionsprocedurer moderniseret, og der blev fastlagt en flerårig revisionsstrategi på grundlag af en kvantificeret risikoanalyse. Samtidig indledtes aktiviteterne i forbindelse med udvidelsen (tekniske besøg med henblik på anerkendelse af systemerne i de nye medlemsstater). Der blev aflagt 34 revisionsbesøg vedrørende programmeringsperioden 2000-2006, og det var dermed muligt at fortsætte den praktiske evaluering i marken af de beskrivelser af systemerne, som medlemsstaterne havde fremlagt (artikel 5 i forordning 438/2001). Derudover blev der udført tre revisioner vedrørende afslutningen af perioden 1994-1999.
FIUF
Der blev i 2003 aflagt i alt 14 revisionsbesøg. Otte vedrørte alene afslutningen af programmerne 1994-1999 i syv medlemsstater, tre vedrørte alene efterprøvning af forvaltnings- og kontrolsystemerne for programmerne 2000-2006 i to medlemsstater, og tre kontrolbesøg vedrørte både afslutning og efterprøvning af systemerne i to medlemsstater. Finansielt set drejede revisionen vedrørende afslutning sig om programmer til et samlet beløb af 1 114 mio. EUR, og for efterprøvningen af forvaltnings- og kontrolsystemerne drejede det sig om et beløb på i alt 814 mio. EUR. Der blev i 2003 revideret i alt 58 strukturprojekter, som blev gennemført i de to programmeringsperioder og repræsenterede et beløb på 18,2 mio. EUR. Det blev konstateret, at en fællesskabsstøtte til et beløb af 1 mio. EUR ikke var berettiget, og der skal fratrækkes et endnu ikke fastlagt beløb ved afslutningen af de to medlemsstaters programmer.
7.
Udtalelser fra udvalg og komitéer
Komitéen for Udvikling og Omstilling i Regionerne
Denne komité behandlede i 2003 som led i sin opgave som forvaltningskomité først og fremmest to sager vedrørende støtteberettigelse (ændring af forordning (EF) nr. 1685/2000
) og fortolkning af reglen om automatisk frigørelse, særlig i undtagelsestilfælde som omhandlet i artikel 31 i forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999. 

ESF-Udvalget
ESF-Udvalget deltog i 2003 i arbejdet med revisionen af forordning (EF) nr. 1685/2000 om støtteberettigelse. Det undersøgte også regelmæssigt den europæiske beskæftigelsesstrategis virkninger for gennemførelsen af ESF.
Komitéen for Landbrugsstrukturerne og Udviklingen af Landdistrikterne (STAR)
STAR-komitéen mødtes ni gange i 2003. Den afgav positive udtalelser om 38 planer for udvikling af landdistrikterne i henhold til artikel 44, stk. 2, i forordning (EF) nr. 1257/1999 og om 14 ændringer af planer for udvikling af landdistrikterne i henhold til artikel 4 i forordning (EF) nr. 1268/1999.
Komitéen for Fiskeri og Akvakultur
Komitéen blev hørt ved fem lejligheder i 2003 om en række forskellige spørgsmål, herunder revision af forordning (EF) nr. 1685/2000.
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Annex 1 – a general analysis of activity

1. Introduction

2003 was marked by an acceleration in the implementation of the programmes, with significant progress made across them all. In all, 96% of payment appropriations available in 2003 for the programmes of the 2000-06 generation were used, up from 91% the previous year.

Simplification

Following the work begun in 2001 and 2002, 2003 saw the introduction of a number of measures to simplify implementation of the programmes financed by the Structural Funds. The Commission wished to respond positively to the Member States’ request to ease the procedures and to facilitate the management and implementation of the appropriations. To this end, it decided to enter into dialogue with the national administrations through the Structural Funds Committees, with a view to identifying the extent and nature of the problems that needed solving. This work resulted in the Commission proposals put to the Member States in September 2002 in a document entitled “Note on the simplification, clarification, coordination and flexible management of the structural policies 2000-06”. This document was discussed thoroughly in Brussels on 7 October 2002, when Mr Barnier, Ms Diamantopoulou and Mr Fischler met the Ministers responsible for regional policy in the 15 Member States. Following this meeting, the Commission worked in partnership with the national administrations in order to decide together on the improvements that could be made to the management of the structural policies. As a result of this work, on 24 April 2003 the Commission adopted the “Communication on the simplification, clarification, coordination and flexible management of the structural policies 2000-06” (C(2003) 1255). 

Following adoption of this Communication, the impact of some of the measures in the “simplification package” was already clear in 2003. These included the measures on amending programmes, inspections, result and impact indicators and the performance reserve. Some Member States thus simplified their output, result and impact indicators (Italy and Greece in particular), by reducing their number and focussing on the most important ones. In the case of the allocation of the performance reserve, some Member States (Greece, Belgium, Finland, Spain and Portugal) used to good advantage the measures in the communication to simplify the list of indicators chosen for allocating the reserve. 

The quantitative impact of the simplification measures on the mid-term review and the allocation of the performance reserve can be measured only in 2004, however, when those two particular tasks will have been completed. While it is too early to gauge the quantitative impact of this simplification, the qualitative impact of a more flexible decision-making process and the appreciable reduction in the time needed to amend the programmes and programme complements has had a beneficial effect on programme implementation by lessening the administrative burden on the authorities managing the programmes part-financed by the Structural Funds. 

2. Assessment

2.1. Budgetary implementation

2.1.1. General overview

As Chart 1 shows, the commitment appropriations entered in the budget for 2003 are in line with the consolidation of the Structural Fund allocations as determined by the Berlin European Council. 

Chart 1: Commitment and payment appropriations entered in the budget
 from 1994 to 2003 (€ million)
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Chart 2 shows the actual implementation of commitments and payments (including the amounts carried forward) each year from 1994 to 2003.

Chart 2: Commitments and payments (all types of appropriations from 1994 to 2003 (€ million)
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While the commitment profile of 2000 and 2001 was skewed by the delays in the adoption of the new programmes at the beginning of the 2000-06 programming period, in 2002 and 2003 the commitments were back to the normal annual instalment level corresponding to the Berlin profile. 

Those delays (in the adoption of the programmes), as well as the slower than anticipated closure of the programmes of the pre-2000 period, were behind the low level of payments in 2001 and 2002 (around €20 billion). However, in 2003 the implementation of payments reached the highest level ever for the Structural Funds, amounting to €26.2 billion. This reflects some progress in the closure of the pre-2000 programmes, but essentially is due to good implementation of the 2000-06 programmes. 

Annex 4 contains a detailed table of outturn in commitments and payments.

2.1.2. Implementation in commitments

In 2003 the commitment appropriations for the Structural Funds totalled €31 129 million, i.e. 91% of the appropriations for structural operations and 32% of the budget. On top of these budget appropriations, carryovers of €1 million brought the total appropriations available to €31 130 million. 

Table 1 gives details of the appropriations available by Objective and by Fund, making a distinction between the appropriations entered in the budget and those carried over. 

Table 1: Appropriations available in 2003 (including any transfers)

	 
	ANNUAL APPROPRIATION
	CARRYOVERS
	TOTAL

	 
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	 

	Objective 1
	2.755
	392
	13.426
	4.895
	21.468
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	21.468

	Peace

	9
	1
	70
	29
	109
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	109

	Objective 2
	 
	 
	3.284
	368
	3.652
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	3.652

	Objective 3
	 
	 
	 
	3.719
	3.719
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	3.719

	FIFG (outside Objective 1)
	 
	172
	 
	 
	172
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	172

	CI
	354
	 
	1.003
	510
	1.866
	0
	 
	 
	 
	0
	1.867

	M & TA
	2
	4
	92
	45
	143
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	143

	TOTAL
	3.120
	569
	17.875
	9.566
	31.129
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	31.130


The appropriations available increased slightly relative to 2002, when the available appropriations totalled €30 868 million. As for the carryover of appropriations, the pattern of 2003 is back to normal (the carryovers of the preceding years, €8 226 million from 2000 to 2001, and €172 million from 2001 to 2002, were due to delays in the adoption of programmes in the first years of the 2000-06 programming period).

Table 2 gives details of implementation by Fund and by Objective. Commitments made total €31 109 million, practically 100% of the total available appropriations, as would be expected under the essentially automatic commitment procedures
; only €21 million in appropriations was not committed eventually. All appropriations carried over were committed.

This very high rate of utilisation reflects the fact that the vast majority of the programmes for the new period were adopted before the end of 2001. Small amounts under the Community Initiatives, innovative measures and technical assistance were not committed either in 2002 or 2003. Some €314 million in under-used appropriations in innovative measures was carried forward to 2004. 

Table 2: Implementation of the commitments in 2003

	 
	ANNUAL APPROPRIATION
	CARRYOVERS
	TOTAL

	 
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	 

	Objective 1
	2.755
	392
	13.426
	4.895
	21.468
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	21.468

	Peace
	9
	1
	70
	29
	109
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	109

	Objective 2
	 
	 
	3.284
	368
	3.652
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	3.652

	Objective 3
	 
	 
	 
	3.719
	3.719
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	3.719

	FIFG (outside Objective 1)
	 
	172
	 
	 
	172
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	172

	CI
	347
	 
	1.003
	504
	1.854
	0
	 
	 
	 
	0
	1.854

	M & TA
	1
	3
	92
	39
	135
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	136

	TOTAL
	3.112
	568
	17.875
	9.554
	31.108
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	31.109

	%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	100%


The automatic commitment rules do not apply in practice to Chapter B2​‑16 (Innovative measures and technical assistance), where new decisions are taken each year. That said, the utilisation rate for these instruments was again very good, even if it has slightly decreased when compared with the two previous years (96% in 2001, nearly 100% in 2002 and 94.5% in 2003). 

2.1.3. Implementation in payments

a) Overview

The storyline of the 2003 budget implementation is best illustrated by Chart 3. It shows that the under-utilisation of payments, which used to be one of the most distinctive features of Structural Funds implementation both in absolute amounts and in relative terms, has taken a very significant turn for the better in 2003. The overall level of under‑utilisation has fallen to 11% from last year's 29%
. While this is due in part to more pro-active budget management, it is also a direct consequence of the good progress of the programmes on the ground. This is suggested by the headline increase in the absolute amount of payments: €26 243 million
, up from €20 312 million in 2003, an increase of almost 30%.

Chart 3: Under‑utilisation of payment appropriations from 1994 to 2003

(Left‑hand scale: absolute amounts in million, and right‑hand scale: relative rate)
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Table 3 shows the payment appropriations available by Chapter and by Fund (all appropriations together). A distinction is made between appropriations for payments on programmes in the current period 2000-06 and payment appropriations for programmes from earlier periods. The appropriations available totalled €29 554 million
.

Table 3: Payment appropriations available (all appropriations together and including transfers)

	 
	NEW PROGRAMMES
	OLD PROGRAMMES
	TOTAL

	 
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	
	

	Objective 1
	2.167
	430
	10.513
	3.739
	16.849
	3.091
	19.940

	Peace
	13
	1
	78
	3
	95
	
	95

	Objective 2
	 
	 
	2.569
	253
	2.822
	1.128
	3.950

	Objective 3
	 
	 
	 
	2.925
	2.925
	502
	3.427

	FIFG (outside Objective 1)
	 
	138
	 
	 
	138
	156
	293

	CI
	146
	 
	264
	243
	653
	1.032
	1.686

	M & TA
	3
	3
	70
	36
	113
	49
	162

	TOTAL
	2.329
	572
	13.494
	7.199
	23.595
	5.959
	29.554


The outturn (see table 4 below) is €26 243 million, or 89%, leaving €3 311 million unused, most of which involves earlier programmes (all Objectives combined). In fact, the amount unused in the earlier programmes (€2 431) accounts for 73% of the total surplus
. Seen another way, this means that 96% of the payment appropriations available for the 2000-06 programmes was used, which is a significant departure from the under-implementation of recent years, and indeed the major highlight of implementation in 2003.

Overall budget implementation was best for Objective 1 (95%). The implementation of Objective 2 shows quite an improvement - to 91% of the available appropriations (48% in 2002). The Community Initiatives are still lagging behind, with an implementation rate of only 48%. 

Relative to 2002, the 2003 performance improvement extended beyond the 2000-06 programmes. There was also a significant improvement in the payments for the earlier programmes, which increased from €1 174 million to €3 528 million. However, it has not been possible to clear most of the outstanding commitments for the earlier programmes in 2003, as had been planned. This was because the bulk of the associated final payment claims was received just before the final deadline of 31 March 2003, and this extreme concentration of payment claims, together with the fact that many of them did not include all the required supporting documentation, slowed down the payments procedure. Thus the Commission was unable to pay in 2003 all the final payment claims received for the earlier programmes, and €5 billion of the associated payment appropriations was deducted from the budget in Amending Budget No 6. It is expected that the outstanding commitments for these programmes will be cleared in 2004, save for the small amounts associated with cases undergoing legal proceedings.

b) Analysis by Objective and by Fund

Table 4 gives a breakdown of outturn by Objective and by Fund. The rates of implementation relative to available appropriations are shown in the last column and row.

Table 4: Payments in 2003

	 
	NEW PROGRAMMES
	OLD PROGRAMMES
	TOTAL
	%

	 
	EAGGF
	FIFG
	ERDF
	ESF
	TOTAL
	
	
	

	Objective 1
	2.167
	401
	10.512
	3.693
	16.773
	2.166
	18.939
	95,0%

	Peace
	 
	 
	44
	2
	46
	
	46
	48,4%

	Objective 2
	 
	 
	2.569
	233
	2.802
	785
	3.587
	90,8%

	Objective 3
	 
	 
	 
	2.415
	2.415
	133,5
	2.548
	74,4%

	FIFG (outside Objective 1)
	 
	87
	 
	 
	87
	89
	176
	60,1%

	CI
	88
	 
	243
	162
	492
	309
	801
	47,5%

	M & TA
	2
	2
	70
	26
	99
	46
	145
	89,5%

	TOTAL
	2.257
	490
	13.438
	6.531
	22.715
	3.528
	26.243
	 

	%
	97%
	86%
	100%
	91%
	96%
	59%
	89%
	 


Significant progress in budgetary implementation was achieved in 2003, across all Objectives and programming periods. The overall implementation rate across all programmes (89%) was considerably higher than in 2002, when it stood at 71%. The new programmes reached an implementation rate of 96%, although the Peace programme, where no payments were made last year, consumed only 48% of its appropriations in 2003 due to delays caused by the negotiation of a new decision and corresponding programme complement.

Table 5, comparing payment rates in 2002 and 2003, illustrates this situation clearly.

Table 5: Comparison of payment rates in 2002 and 2003
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Objective 1

18%

96%

82%

70%

99%

95%

Objective 2

15%

77%

48%

70%

99%

91%

Objective 3

0%

84%

72%

27%

83%

74%

Ex-obj 5a/ 

FIFG

(out. Obj. 1)

33%

54%

41%

57%

63%

60%

CI

12%

52%

25%

30%

75%

48%

IM & TA

56%

91%

76%

94%

88%

90%

TOTAL

16%

91%

71%

59%

96%

89%


In terms of Objectives, programme implementation for Objectives 1 and 2 stands out as excellent. This is to be contrasted with the considerably lower implementation of the programmes under former Objective 5(a)/FIFG (outside Objective 1) and the Community Initiatives, which lag considerably behind the implementation of the main programmes. The implementation of programmes from earlier periods has remained very poor in the case of Objective 3 and the Community Initiatives.

Chart 4 compares utilisation by Fund in 2002 and 2003, including that relating to the “completion of old programmes” lines. The ERDF is still the best at implementation, but there were significant improvements across all Funds. 
Chart 4: Utilisation rate by Fund in 2002 and 2003
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c) Analysis of under‑utilisation in 2003 

The under-utilisation in 2003 was mainly due to the earlier programmes. Table 6 summarises the outturn. Budgetary implementation issues clearly differ between the programmes of the earlier periods and those of the current period, so justifying a separate analysis.

Table 6: Payments on old and new programmes
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(*) Appropriations available are after transfers and Amending Budgets in the course of the year

Payments on old programmes

Only €3 528 million was paid out of €11 023 million of payment appropriations initially available. The actual payments for the year were quite low, particularly given that the appropriations available corresponded to the amounts Member States had forecast they would claim before the final deadline for the presentation of final payment claims for this programming period. 

The reasons for the low outturn are twofold. First, the bulk of the final payments claims were received just before the final deadline of 31 March 2003. Second, many payment claims lacked the required supporting documentation. This slowed down considerably the final payments and closure of the programmes. The Commission reacted quickly, proposing in the autumn an amending budget to return to the budget €5 billion in payment appropriations that could not be used in 2003 (eventually adopted by the budgetary authority in December as Amending Budget No 6). Decommitments of outstanding commitments amounted to €2 848 million (the 1994-99 rules had no "n+2" or similar clause, meaning that the bulk of decommitments associated with unexecuted programmes occurs at the end of the programming period, at the closure of the programmes). Thus the outstanding commitments at the end of 2003 stood at €9.2 billion, 59% below the level of outstanding commitments at the end of 2002 (€15.6 billion).

The Commission now expects to clear the bulk of these outstanding commitments in 2004, either through final payments or decommitments. This will necessitate a significant increase in the relevant appropriations in the 2004 budget, originally intended only for programmes undergoing legal proceedings. 

Payments on programmes for the 2000-06 period

From an allocation of €23.6 billion, €22.7 billion, i.e. 96% of the appropriations available, were paid. In 2002, only some €400 million of the total payments made were payments on account (for programmes whose adoption was delayed to late 2001 or 2002). In 2003, the payments on account amounted to €17.9 million. All of these payments were made to Community Initiative programmes (Interreg, Urban and Leader+). 

The implementation of new programmes on the ground has continued to pick up strongly in 2003. That said, the budgetary implementation of payments is still lagging behind original expectations for the programmes in this period. This is illustrated in Table 7, which compares actual implementation with the assumptions implicit in the original financial perspective. At the end of 2003, accumulated payments are trailing initial expectations by around €20 billion.

The “backlog” of payments in relation to the estimates contained in the financial perspective has again increased in 2003. However, the annual increase of the backlog has been lower than in the two preceding years.

Table 7: Comparison between assumptions in financial perspective, budgets and budget outturn

[image: image8.wmf]€ billion

2000

2001

2002

2003

TOTAL

Financial Perspectives

9,2

19,6

25,6

27,6

82,0

-of which, payments on account

8,0

6,0

0,0

0,0

14,0

-of which, reimbursements

1,2

13,6

25,6

27,6

68,0

Outturn

5,9

14,7

19,2

22,7

62,5

-of which, payments on account

5,9

7,7

0,4

0,0

14,0

-of which, reimbursements

0,0

7,0

18,8

22,7

48,5

Differences vis-à-vis FP

-3,3

-4,9

-6,4

-4,9

-19,5

-of which, payments on account

-2,1

1,7

0,4

0,0

0,0

-of which, reimbursements

-1,2

-6,6

-6,8

-4,9

-19,5


The schedules on which the financial perspective and the first budgets were based have not been able to account fully for the time lags caused by the new payments rules. In the current programming period, after the initial payment on account, interim payments are based on the reimbursement of actual expenditure on the ground. However, programmes have taken off at a slower rate than originally anticipated, which is probably linked to the trough in the economic cycle that started in 2001. 

This led the Commission, with the support of the budgetary authority, to revise payment appropriations downward to accommodate the slower than expected progress of the programmes in the new period. Table 7A illustrates this point.

Table 7A – Differences between (original) Financial Perspective and Budgets
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Budget 2001 was the only one above the financial perspective assumption. However, this was entirely due to the initial delays in the adoption of many programmes, and consequently in the disbursement of substantial payments on account in 2001 rather than in 2000. The total payment on account for the new period is some €14 billion, of which only €5.9 billion was paid in 2000. This left payments on account of €8.1 billion for 2001. Deducting this from the budget, the budget for interim payments (disbursements) was already lower than the one implicit in the original financial perspective (€12.9 billion against €13.6 billion). 

The relaxation of the macro-economic constraints will probably mean that the forthcoming period will be marked by better financial implementation of the programmes. This expectation has already been reflected, to some extent, in the 2004 budget. The Preliminary Draft Budget for 2005 should confirm this trend.

2003 was also the first (real
) year of application of the N+2 rule on decommitments. 

d) Transfers made in 2003

A few transfers were proposed by the Commission in 2003 and accepted by the budgetary authority (see table 8). There were no transfers in commitment appropriations, but relatively significant transfers of payment appropriations were made. 

Table 8: Transfers between the Structural Funds in 2003
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Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance 

(FIFG) - Obj. 1

B2-101

135.400.000

45,91%

European Regional Development Fund 

(ERDF) - Obj. 1

B2-102

1.500.000.000

16,64%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj. 1

B2-103

-200.000.000

-5,19%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj. 2

B2-111

-50.000.000

-16,53%

Community initiative - Interreg III

B2-1410

-370.000.000

-65,69%

Community Initiative - Equal

B2-142

-150.000.000

-38,15%

Cohesion Fund

B2-300

-350.000.000

-13,21%

TOTAL

0

Other transfers

%

%

European Regional Development Fund 

(ERDF) - Obj. 1

B2-102

-15.420.000

-0,11

To: Obj1/ESF 

+0,31%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj.2

B2-111

-699.500

-0,18

To: Obj2/ERDF 

+0,02%

IM & TA (ESF)

B2-1630

-1.422.265

-3,02

To: IM & TA (Earlier 

progr)

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj.2

B2-111

-631.968

-0,16

To: Obj2/ERDF 

+0,02%

IM & TA (ERDF)

B2-162

-34.435

-0,04

To: IM & TA (Earlier 

progr)

IM & TA (ERDF)

B2-164

-10.000.000

-15,7

To: IM & TA (ERDF) 

+19,9%

IM & TA (ESF)

B2-1630

-218.201

-0,46

To: IM & TA (Earlier 

progr) 

IM & TA (ERDF)

B2-164

-10.000.000

-24,1

To: IM & TA/ERDF 

+19,9%

IM & TA (EAGGF)

B2-160

-3.400.000

-68,7

To: IM & TA (ERDF) 

+3,9%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj.1

B2-103

-16.499.378

-0,34

To: Obj1/ERDF 

+0,12%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj2

B2-111

-14.927.919

-3,88

To: Obj2/ERDF 

+0,46%

IM & TA (ERDF)

B2-164

-102.900

-0,2

To: IM & TA (ERDF) 

+0,2%

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj.1

B2-103

89.000.000

2

From: PEACE/ESF 

45.000.000

Earlier programmes 

Obj1 44.000.000

European Social Fund (ESF) - Obj.2

B2-111

-255.530

-0,07

To: Obj2/ERDF 

+0,01%

From Internal Policies 

(340 Meur) and from 

External Actions 

(175.4 Meur)


The transfer from the Interreg Community Initiative accounts for 66% of its initial payments budget, which again illustrates its poor budget implementation in 2003. The transfer of payment appropriations from the Equal Community Initiative was also quite significant (38% of its initial budget). 

The transfer to the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) – Objective 1 was almost 46% of its initial budget. ERDF Objective 1 received the highest transfer amount, €1.5 billion representing 17% of its initial budget. Part of this amount, €515.4 million, was funded by transfers from outside the Structural Funds (Internal Policies and External Actions). However, most transfers were made between the different Structural Funds budget lines. 

The Commission also made some transfers within Structural Funds budget chapters (see Table 8). These reflect inevitable but relatively minor budget adjustments during the year. 

2.1.4. End-of-year concentration

Structural Funds implementation is typically concentrated at the end of the budget year. As regards commitments, this concentration has virtually disappeared in the 2000-06 programming period. Indeed, under the Structural Funds Regulation for the new period, commitments are made by 30 April each year, i.e. almost automatically after the annual instalments decided for each adopted programme. As regards payments, improvements are still needed.

Chart 5 illustrates the point. It shows that the end-of-year concentration for commitments did disappear. However, it also shows that the concentration in payments has not changed much since 1996. From 2002 to 2003 there was even a slight increase in the clustering of payments in December. 

Chart 5: Concentration of commitment and payment appropriations in December (percentage implemented in December)
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The monthly implementation pattern in Chart 6 offers a more comprehensive view. Again, that chart illustrates clearly that commitments are now made in the first four months of the year. 

As for payments, the chart shows the obvious concentration in the last months of the year – half of the payments are made after August and over one-quarter are made in December. For the 2000-06 programmes, Member States are invited to group their payment applications in three batches over the year with the last application to be sent, in accordance with Article 32(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999, by 31 October each year. The pattern of actual payments suggests that this procedure has been followed in a less than smooth way
. A more regular batching of payment claims is desirable in the interests of a more efficient payments profile. 

Chart 6: Monthly implementation pattern in 2003 (€ million)
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2.1.5. Implementation by Member States

Chart 7 shows the commitments and payments made in 2003 by Member State (all appropriations combined).

Because of the cross‑border nature of some operations for which there is often a single accounting commitment per programme (Interreg, Peace, Border regions), commitments and payments in these operations cannot be allocated to a specific Member State in the accounts, hence the existence of the “other” column in the chart. Certain technical assistance operations are similarly not attributable to a Member State. 

For Spain and Portugal, and to a lesser extent, Austria and Sweden, the volume of payments in 2003 nearly exceeded the volume of commitments, with a corresponding absolute decrease in outstanding commitments. For Finland, payments were equal to new commitments. It is interesting to note that it was the first time, after the beginning of the 2000-06 programming period, that outstanding commitments decreased for some Member States, which confirms previous observations that implementation in 2003 improved significantly over previous years. 

Chart 7: Commitments and payments in 2003 by Member State
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Chart 8, which shows total commitments and payments from the beginning of the 2000‑06 period, provides a more realistic picture of the current relative weight of the different Member States in the Structural Funds.

Chart 8: Commitments and payments from 2000 to 2003 by Member State (€ million)[image: image14.emf]0
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Looking at payments, Spain has by far the largest share, accounting for one quarter of total payments. Spain, Germany, Italy, Portugal and Greece, the five biggest shares in order of rank, absorb three quarters of all payments.

While this information is undoubtedly useful, it cannot be used to analyse the relative performances of individual Member States in the implementation of the Structural Funds programmes. The annual amount of commitments and payments for a given Member State depends directly on the share of that Member State in the Structural Fund allocations or the outstanding commitments. The analysis of the relative performance in implementation should therefore be made by reference to the country’s allocation
 (though the difference, in relative terms, between commitments and payments also suggests how effective Member States have been in implementing the programmes on the ground
).

Programme implementation
The main areas of assistance and the contribution of the Structural Funds to the Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategy

The European Council held in Lisbon on 23-24 March 2000 defined a new strategic objective for the European Union in the coming decade of becoming “the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion”. In June 2001, the European Council adopted in Gothenburg a sustainable development strategy for the EU. The sustainable development strategy is a response to the political commitments of the Lisbon strategy to achieve sustainable development. 

In the long term the Lisbon Strategy and the Structural Funds have converging objectives. Growth and greater economic and social cohesion are in fact two sides of the same coin. The main link between the Structural Funds as a financial instrument and the Lisbon Strategy is that the Structural Funds provide joint financing of investments in areas which are priorities of the Lisbon Strategy. In addition, the Structural Funds provide a decentralised framework for delivering these policies. In this regard they stimulate the development of institutional and administrative capacities at the regional and national level, which also contributes to the achievement of the Lisbon targets. This important contribution of the Structural Funds to the Lisbon priorities will become more apparent after EU enlargement. 

Structural Funds assistance has been codified into identifiable sectors
. These sectors are grouped into three major categories, each of which accounts for about a third of all Structural Funds programming. The breakdown below has been established on the basis of the programme complements:

Basic Infrastructure
33.1%

Productive Environment
32.6%

Human Resources
31.5%

to which must be added

Technical assistance and innovative measures (2.8%).

In the chart below the share for each sector (and for all Objectives) is calculated on the basis of the funding allocated to all the programme complements. 


[image: image15]
The chart shows that the Structural Funds mostly assist transport infrastructure and SMEs, these two sectors being the only ones to exceed 10% of the funding allocated to all the programme complements. Next come seven sectors whose allocations range between 5% and 10% of the total: rural development, planning and rehabilitation, all of the ‘human resources’ sectors (with the exception of positive actions for women on the labour market) and environmental infrastructure. 

An analysis of certified expenditure on 31 December 2003 (excluding Objective 3) showed appreciable differences in the pace of implementation between the various sectors of assistance. For all the Structural Funds (not counting Objective 3), certified expenditure on 31 December 2003 accounted on average for 23% of the amounts programmed for 2000-06. The implementation rate was 27% for Basic Infrastructure, 24% for Productive Environment and 16% for Human Resources. 

By assistance sector, implementation rates ranged from 2% for fisheries to 34% for transport infrastructure. Two sectors achieved implementation rates above 30%: transport infrastructure (34%) and assistance to large businesses (31%). None of the Human Resources sectors had reached the 20% mark. Telecommunications infrastructure and the information society was the only sector under Basic Infrastructure to fail to reach the 20% mark.


[image: image16]
These different rates of implementation obviously have an impact on the relative share of each sector: rapid implementation sectors, i.e. those above the average for the Funds, are able to improve their relative standing in the total, while the others see their relative share decline. The above chart shows the gap between the relative shares at the programming stage (all programme complements other than Objective 3) and the relative shares of certified expenditure on 31 December 2003 (excluding Objective 3). 

The relative shares enjoying the biggest increases are transport infrastructure and assistance to SMEs. Transport infrastructure has increased by almost 8 percentage points and, with 25% of certified expenditure, occupies pole position in terms of Structural Funds spending. Assistance to SMEs and the craft sector has also strengthened its hold on second place, with a relative share rising from 12.5% to 14.5%. Matters are more complicated in the case of the sectors that can be directly linked to the Lisbon and Gothenburg objectives: while RDT and environmental infrastructure have both improved their relative standings, the same cannot be said for telecommunications or the information society.
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Structural Funds (excluding Objective 3) - Evolution of relative shares by sector


In the August 2003 guidelines for the mid-term review of the Structural Funds programmes, the Commission asked Member States to pay special attention to the Lisbon and Gothenburg priorities in the forthcoming mid-term review of Structural Funds assistance. The re-programming of the Structural Funds is a potential opportunity to consolidate the Community contribution to this strategic objective, particularly through the joint financing of investments aimed at improving employment, economic and social cohesion and the competitiveness of the Union’s various regions. This aim could be pursued by adapting the programming documents so as to put more emphasis on competitiveness factors such as accessibility, the knowledge society, innovation, research and development, the environment, employment, social integration and life‑long education and training, especially in a context of economic and social restructuring resulting from technological changes and a process of economic catch-up in the Union. 

2.1.6. Objective 1

Programming

Objective 1 is less well balanced by category than the Structural Funds as a whole. The Basic Infrastructure category predominates, accounting for 41%, while Human Resources accounts for 23% of the entire Objective. 

Transport infrastructure alone accounts for 20% of Objective 1. The second sector is assistance to SMEs (10% of the total). Next come four (4) sectors whose relative share is around 7%: training, active labour market policies, rural development and environmental infrastructure. The sectors with the smallest budgets are fisheries, with a relative share below 1% of the entire Objective, positive actions in favour of women and energy infrastructure, each with a relative share of just above 1%. 

The chart “Objective 1 – Programming: breakdown by sector” compares the share of each category and sector relative to all the programme complements for Objective 1.


[image: image18]
Implementation

In terms of the pace of programme implementation (the amount of expenditure certified as against the amount indicated in the programme complements), Objective 1’s rate of 24% places it slightly above the Structural Funds average (23%).

	
	Structural Funds
	Objective 1

	Productive environment
	24%
	25%

	Human resources
	16%
	17%

	Basic infrastructure
	27%
	28%


The main Objective 1 category, i.e. Basic Infrastructure (41% of the entire Objective) also enjoys the fastest implementation rate (28%). This is mainly because transport infrastructure alone accounts for 20% of Objective 1 and has an implementation rate of almost 35%. 

Apart from transport infrastructure, two other sectors had implementation rates above 30%: “aid to small firms” and “aid to large firms” (31%). 

Two sectors in the Basic Infrastructure category enjoy implementation rates of between 25% and 30% (social infrastructure and public health: 29%; environmental infrastructure: 25%), as do two sectors in the Productive Environment category (RTD and innovation: 28%; forestry: 26%). At nearly 20%, the leading sector under Human Resources is “education and vocational training”.


[image: image19]
These differences in implementation rates obviously have an impact on the relative shares of the categories in Objective 1 as a whole. Thus, Human Resources, which accounted for 23% of all programming under this Objective, accounts for no more than 16% of the expenditure actually incurred and the relative shares of all the sectors in this category have fallen. In contrast, the relative share of the Basic Infrastructure category has risen from 41% to 47%.

This increase in the standing of Basic Infrastructure is due exclusively to transport infrastructure, whose share in terms of implementation is 43% higher than programmed. Of the four other sectors in this category, the increase in the two growth sectors (social infrastructure and environmental infrastructure) is not enough to offset the fall of the two in decline. 

The situation is more balanced in the other growth category (Productive Environment). Two sectors stand out in this category: assistance to SMEs, whose relative share increases from 9.5% in the programming to 12.1% in implementation, and agriculture, whose share falls back from 5% in the programming to 3.3% in actual implementation.
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ERDF

Activity in 2003 was built around three priorities: programme monitoring, the mid-term evaluation and allocation of the performance reserve, and application of the N+2 (automatic decommitment) rule 

As all the programming work has been completed, programme management has now reached cruising speed. As a result, except in a few minor cases, it has been possible to avoid automatic decommitments under Article 31 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999. 

In some cases programming had to be adjusted to take account either of special items linked to programme implementation (e.g. infrastructure programmes associated with the preparations for the Olympic Games in Athens in 2004) or exceptional events such as the floods in Germany or the fires in Portugal.

Debates on future cohesion policy also took place in many cases in the Monitoring Committees or at the annual meetings. 

ESF

ESF activities in Objective 1 regions continued satisfactorily in 2003, focussing principally on supporting measures to promote human capital development in these regions in line with the European Employment Strategy.

FIFG

2003 was the first year of implementation of the reformed CFP, as adopted in December 2002. Some programmes were amended as a result, to take account of the CFP reform. The Commission has committed the fourth tranche for the 37 programmes of the Objective 1 regions, amounting to EUR 391.7 million. Payments were especially significant in 2003, reaching EUR 401.2 million. Of particular note is the Spanish programme’s very high level of spending, given the use of FIFG funding to counter the effects of the Prestige disaster. 

2.1.7. Objective 2

Programming

Objective 2 has a somewhat different programming profile from that of Objective 1. The leading category is no longer Basic Infrastructure but the Productive Environment, which alone accounts for over half the financial resources programmed.

	
	Objective 1
	Objective 2

	Productive environment
	24%
	57%

	Human resources
	23%
	11%

	Basic infrastructure
	41%
	28%


There is a clear concentration of resources at sector level. Two-thirds of the financing is concentrated in four sectors: assisting SMEs, planning and rehabilitation, RTD and innovation and tourism. The sector “assisting SMEs and craft sector” alone accounted for one-third of the programming.


[image: image21]
Implementation

Since the programming of Objective 2 began later than that of Objective 1, its implementation rate might be expected to be slower. This is far from being the case. In terms of the pace of programme implementation (the amount of expenditure certified as against the amount indicated in the programme complements), Objective 2’s rate of 24% places it squarely on the same level as Objective 1. There is some slippage between the categories however, although the discrepancies are less marked overall:

	
	Objective 1
	Objective 2

	Productive environment
	25%
	26%

	Human resources
	17%
	21%

	Basic infrastructure
	28%
	25%


In terms of sectors, “social infrastructure and public health” has the highest rate of implementation (36%) but accounts for only a small percentage (1%) of the Objective as a whole. By contrast, the second sector, “assistance to SMEs”, with an implementation rate of 32%, is much more significant because it accounts for one-third of the Objective. 

Two other sectors have significantly above-average (28%) implementation rates. These are RTD and innovation (10% of Objective 2) and environmental infrastructure. The implementation rate for transport infrastructure is the slowest (15%).


[image: image22]
Like Objective 1, the different implementation rates affect the relative share of the sectors and categories within the Objective as a whole. Movements up and down are limited, however, since the differences in implementation rates are less marked here than in Objective 1. 

The share allocated to the Human Resources category has fallen relative to the other two, the Productive Environment in particular. Unlike Objective 1, the category making most headway in relative terms is the Productive Environment, not Basic Infrastructure.

All of the Human Resources sectors have seen a fall in their relative shares, whereas the Productive Environment sectors have all maintained or improved their positions.
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Objective 2 - Evolution  of relative shares by sector


ERDF

In general, the programming of Objective 2 began later than that of Objective 1, with the result that programmes were late in getting under way. In some cases, as in Luxembourg, the first projects could not be selected until 2003. Despite these initial delays, all the programmes were able to avoid automatic decommitments under the N+2 rule.

Although they started late, most programmes were amended in the course of 2003. While the bulk of amendments were of a technical nature, such as a change in the list of State aid schemes or an adjustment to take account of changes in national legislation, some affected the programme content. Such amendments involved a transfer of resources between measures, or between priorities, resulting in some cases in a reduction in ESF assistance and an increase in ERDF assistance.

During the meetings of the Monitoring Committees or the annual meetings, reference was made on several occasions to the difficulties encountered in implementing the programmes, as a result of either the budgetary constraints of the Member States or the slowdown in economic activity. The effect of those difficulties was either an inadequate number of project proposals from the private sector or too little part-financing from the national governments. 

ESF
ESF assistance under Objective 2 was generally satisfactory during the year although in some Member States there were some transfers of resources from ESF to ERDF due to implementation problems for some operational programmes. In the context of the mid-term review, it was noted that in some cases, better coordination between ESF and ERDF activities should be sought.
2.1.8. Objective 3

ESF activities during 2003 focused on the conclusions of the mid-term evaluation and the preparation of the mid-term review. To this end a series of national seminars were held in each Member State during the autumn, with the aim of bringing together all ESF stakeholders in order to take stock of the main achievements to date, assess the priorities for the second half of the programming period, and identify the challenges for future ESF assistance in the framework of the Lisbon agenda and the revised European Employment Strategy (EES). The ESF national seminars highlighted a general agreement on the fact that the added value of ESF assistance stems mainly from its distinctive feature: it is the only Community Fund which, on the one hand, provides direct support to individuals with a view to their integration in the labour market and, on the other hand, underpins the European Employment Strategy by supporting policies aimed at achieving full employment, increasing quality and productivity at work, and promoting social cohesion.
The ESF has played a significant role in supporting and implementing the European Employment Strategy (EES) in the Member States. The seminars and evaluation reports underlined the links and coherence between ESF assistance and the EES: the new policy framework provided by the EES - and translated into the National Action Plans for employment (NAPs) - has improved the strategic dimension of the ESF. 

These links have become increasingly important during the implementation of ESF programming: across the EU, the ESF supports key policy initiatives presented in the NAPs and the Member States' efforts to implement the Employment Recommendations, with a catalyst effect for initiating national policies. As a result of this, the Employment Recommendations and the ESF are perceived in some Member States as the main policy driver and financial incentive for undertaking changes to and reforms of national and regional employment and labour market policies. 

At the beginning of the programming period, ESF assistance focused on supporting employability, and in particular on the introduction of a preventive approach to unemployment, on the strengthening of active measures, and on the modernisation and improvement of public employment services. More recently, there has been a trend towards more balanced support across the different employment guidelines, in line with the emerging priorities of the renewed EES and the Employment Recommendations. 

In those Member States where the ESF provides a substantial percentage of overall public expenditure on employment policies, the Fund has played a significant role in the implementation of the EES and the National Action Plans, through active labour market policies (ALMPs) at both national and regional level. In some Member States, ESF funding currently represents more than half of the overall public investment in areas such as vocational training, and has been an essential factor in the modernisation of public employment services and education systems. 

In those Member States where the ESF represents a smaller percentage of overall expenditure on ALMPs, it has provided added value by complementing national programmes, particularly by targeting and enhancing support in areas or groups which experience a higher level of labour market disadvantage (e.g. unemployed single parents, the very long-term unemployed or ethnic minorities), and by supporting activities not covered – or not significantly funded - by national programmes. The ESF has also helped promote innovative approaches to traditional labour market measures, mapping out alternative methods to promote employment and support social inclusion. 

In Member States where regions are endowed with genuine power, ESF programming has helped make national and regional priorities more consistent through part-financing arrangements and the setting-up of a common policy framework. 

Overall, the ESF has played an essential role in implementing labour market and employment policies, and in the fight against social exclusion at regional and local level.
The national seminars also generally highlighted the fact that the ESF has contributed to enhancing good governance and promoting awareness of the EES, through its decentralised approach towards carrying out the programmes, its emphasis on bottom-up comprehensive partnerships and its contribution to the overall development of the institutions and networks involved in implementing employment policy. 

The increased synergies between the EES, the NAPs and ESF programming have resulted in greater attention to performance and results, notably through a clearer definition of indicators, and in better monitoring of assistance granted under the Fund. However, while the quality of ESF assistance has generally been enhanced through well-formulated strategies and policy priorities, in some cases there is still too much emphasis on absorption and financial implementation, at the expense of a more policy-driven approach. 

The complexities of the Structural Funds and ESF legal framework and delivery system, and the need for clearer and simpler implementing rules, have been strongly underlined across the national seminars. Many final beneficiaries have criticised the administrative burden involved in obtaining ESF subsidies, which discourages promoters from applying for such support. In this context, the present division of responsibilities between the Commission and the Member States is often mentioned as a source of difficulties in the delivery of the ESF. 

By enhancing the responsibility of all actors in the implementation and programming of part-financed assistance, the ESF has had a positive effect in the development and forging of partnerships, mostly at local level. Partnership has been widely recognised as a fundamental contribution of the ESF and of the Funds as a whole, and as a key condition for the success of interventions.
The contribution of the ESF to the dissemination of a programming and evaluation culture, notably at regional and local level, has been acknowledged particularly in the Member States benefiting from Objective 1 funding. 

The overall strategy and ESF policy priorities for 2000-06 were adopted in a context of greater economic expansion than present conditions allow; however, the general view is that they remain valid and fully responsive to the current economic downturn. Therefore, adjustments rather than radical changes in the policy priorities and specific measures selected for the implementation of the strategy are being proposed. 

Seven broad policy areas have emerged as those which should receive increased emphasis between 2004 and 2006 across the EU, to better support the EES and the objectives of the Lisbon agenda: 
Throughout the Union, ESF support for skills development and in-house training should be intensified and consolidated, taking greater account of the needs of undertakings and the development of adequate human capital strategies within companies, in order to raise skills levels and productivity, and increase competitiveness. Using the ESF to support schemes which enable enterprises to prepare for and manage change was also stressed.
· Greater attention will be given to the development of life-long learning policies and strategies, for instance by modernising and developing systems of education and vocational training, by promoting better links between the educational system and the productive sector and by improving upper secondary education.
· Increased emphasis on the fight against discrimination and on providing greater support to the socially excluded and those facing greatest difficulties, including migrants. Social entrepreneurship could be an effective form of support for the most vulnerable groups.
· Further efforts - notably in the least‑developed areas - to ensure efficient functioning of labour market institutions and improve the skills of unemployed persons, through stronger focus on individualised measures targeted at the needs of each beneficiary.
· In line with the Employment Recommendations, particular attention will be paid to attracting more people into the labour market, by supporting the integration of the economically inactive into work and by preventing early retirement through active ageing policies.
· Enhancing the participation of women in the labour market by facilitating access to child-care.
Fostering entrepreneurship by strengthening entrepreneurial skills and the conditions for entrepreneurship. In those Member States where the ESF significantly supports research activities, there will be emphasis on placing researchers in enterprises rather than awarding them traditional post-graduate grants, wth a view to encouraging the dissemination of innovation and research within companies.
2.1.9. FIFG outside Objective 1 regions

The Commission committed appropriations totalling €171.9 million for the fourth tranche of the eleven programmes for regions outside Objective 1. The rate of financial execution remains low. The mid-term evaluation highlighted certain problems which lie at the root of this under-use. The mid-term review must enable this shortcoming to be remedied in part and allow more efficient use of FIFG funds.

Community Initiatives and innovative actions
Leader

Leader+ is aimed at encouraging and supporting integrated pilot strategies for local rural development.

At the end of 2003, the procedure for selecting local action groups (LAGs) was still being finalised in some Member States. Of the 915 LAGs provided for under Leader+, 845 had already been chosen. The selection of LAGs had been completed in all Member States except Italy .

The first finding which may be made is that there has been some degree of continuity in the territorial implementation of the Leader Community Initiative, since most of the LAGs currently selected were already selected under Leader I and/or Leader II. It may also be noted that 36% of LAGs are entirely or partially on Objective 1 territory. The majority of LAGs (61%) have the legal status of a non-profitmaking association.

The LAGs selected cover an area of 1 399 293 hectares and have a population of 45 792 316. 

"Making the best use of natural and cultural resources" is the most popular theme, alone accounting for almost a third of LAG priorities, followed by "quality of life" (25%), then "adding value to local products" (20%) and "new technologies" (11%). 

The national networks are all in place except in Ireland, Luxembourg and Belgium.

Two meetings of the Leader+ Steering Committee were held in 2003. This Committee, which was chaired by the Commission, brought together the representatives of the national authorities and networks. It examined the progress achieved in implementing the Community Initiative, particularly as regards cooperation. 

At the end of 2003, several Member States submitted their mid-term evaluations.

The total Community assistance for Leader+ in 2000-06 is €2 105.1 million. For 2003, an amount of €346 million was committed.

Interreg

The last of the 72 programmes originally provided for were approved in 2003, namely the Archimed transnational cooperation programme involving Greece and Italy, and the two cross-border cooperation programmes involving Greece and Italy, and Greece and Turkey respectively. 

During 2003, negotiations began with a view to approving nine new programmes for the new internal and external frontiers, and amending twenty-three programmes (to integrate the ten new Member States). They will be adopted during 2004.

In addition, the approval of the Commission Communication on paving the way for a New Neighbourhood Instrument
 allowed a swift improvement in coordination between Interreg and external policy instruments (even for the period 2004-06). The Commission embarked on an in-depth discussion on future arrangements for cooperation at external frontiers.

The practical implementation of the seventy-two programmes adopted continued and intensified on the ground. The Commission took part in several monitoring and steering committee meetings, as provided for in the Fund regulations. It also monitored the mid‑term evaluation exercise carried out under each of the programmes, as provided for in Article 42 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999. Most of the reports were submitted to the Commission by the managing authorities before the end of 2003. This exercise will form the basis of the mid-term review of programmes, which will take place during 2004.

In 2003, the Commission continued to close the pilot projects for the period 1994-99 within the context of Recite (47 projects) and Terra (15 projects). All the projects have been closed apart from two Terra and two Recite projects, which will be closed in the course of 2004. 

Urban

Implementation of the Urban II programmes gathered pace and all 70 met their N+2 spending targets for December 2003. In fact, 100% of the 2003 appropriations were already committed and 92% of the 2003 payments budget implemented by the end of the year.
In addition, the Urbact programme for exchange of experience between European cities started this year. Thirteen thematic networks were launched and another three were proposed. They cover topics as diverse as local economic development, citizen participation, inclusion of immigrants, inclusion of young people, crime prevention and reduction of urban insecurity.
Finally, a new round of the Urban Audit was launched in cooperation with Eurostat and national statistical offices. A comprehensive set of social and economic indicators covering all aspects of urban life is being collected for 258 cities in the EU27.
Equal

In 2003, the Community Initiative Equal focussed on the continued execution of Development Partnership (DP) projects on the ground, and identified and capitalised on the initial results of the Initiative. 

In both its objectives and its architecture, the Equal Initiative gives pride of place to capitalising on the innovative elements and their dissemination in employment and training policies.

In the context of this mainstreaming
, the European Thematic Groups (ETGs), in partnership with the national thematic networks, pursued their task of evaluating the most promising practices and findings, and integrating them into policy-making. The ETGs met according to their own schedules on numerous occasions and all held concurrent meetings in October 2003 in Brussels, when several hundred key players from the grassroots, administrations and world of politics took part.

From the start of the new session, the Commission, in partnership with the Member States, got down to the task of defining the second call for proposals for Equal (2004) on the basis of the lessons learned from the national and European evaluations. This exercise yielded a new Communication on Equal (COM(2003) 840 of 30 December 2003
). The Communication reviews some of the early results of Equal, pointing to promising practices which can already contribute new ways of tackling discrimination and inequality on the labour market. 

It also sets the scene for the second round of Equal, confirming the principles and architecture, whilst simplifying the administrative implementation in order to enhance its effectiveness. Member States are granted more flexibility, while the need to capitalise on and disseminate the benefits and results is reinforced.

Preparations for including the new Member States in the Equal programme were made throughout 2003. The programming documents (Community Initiative Programmes – CIPs) will be adopted during the first half of 2004. The twenty-five Member States
 will participate in the programme within the context of an enlarged Europe.

Lastly, in 2003, the Commission closed the Community Initiative Programmes for the period 1994-99.

Innovative actions

FIFG

Two calls for proposals were published on 15 May 2003 with a deadline of 11 July 2003. Fifty-nine proposals were received, five of which were ineligible. The 54 other proposals were assessed and 19 were chosen for Community funding totalling €1 824 807.

In addition to innovative aspects connected with socio-economic diversification in areas dependent on fishing, enhancement of the value of fishery and aquaculture products, and improvement of the image of the industry, a special effort was made in 2004 to reinforce the role of women in the fishing industry. Consequently, seven of the 19 proposals selected were specifically aimed at increasing the standing of women in the industry.
ERDF
During 2003, a further 13 new ERDF part-financed regional programmes of innovative actions were approved, bringing the total number of programmes to date to 139 (out of 156 eligible regions). The total ERDF contribution to those 139 programmes is €346 million and their total value is over €1 billion. Regional authorities were encouraged to adopt a more strategic approach to promoting innovation at regional level in partnership with all the relevant regional actors including the private sector and social partners. The objective of the programmes is to boost regional competitiveness by experimenting with pilot projects under one or more of the following three strategic themes: regional economies based on knowledge and technological innovation, e‑EuropeRegio: the information society at the service of regional development, and regional identity and sustainable development. Over two-thirds of the regions opted for measures under one or both of the first two themes, while just over one-third opted for the third theme.
3. Programming in the new Member States
3.1. Background and main milestones 
The accession negotiations resulted in a financial allocation for the new Member States of €24.5 billion for Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund in the period 2004-06. Two‑thirds of this amount is earmarked for Structural Funds, which corresponds to almost €16 billion. The acceding countries and the European Commission agreed during the accession negotiations that most of the necessary preparations for the implementation of the Structural Funds would be carried out before the end of 2003 in order to allow expenditure under the Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund to be eligible from 1 January 2004, as provided for in the Act of Accession, once all conditions are met.
An important element was the timely agreement on funding programmes, namely the Community support framework and the related operational programmes, and the single programming documents. In this connection, the Commission agreed with the acceding countries on a time-schedule which would lead to a preliminary agreement on the main programming documents before the end of 2003. It is, however, important to note that the formal approval of the documents can take place only when the acceding countries become Member States. 

The main milestones agreed were:
(1) spring 2003: submission of the draft programming documents to the Commission,
(2) summer 2003: opening of the consultations on the programmes,
(3) end of 2003: confirmation of the mutual preliminary agreement on the content and structure of the programming documents by an exchange of letters.
At the same time as the programming, the administrative and institutional preparations had to be conducted by the new Member States on the basis of the agreements reached during the accession negotiations. The Commission monitored very closely the implementation of these negotiation commitments. On 16 July 2004, a special Monitoring Report was communicated (COM(2003) 433), which assessed the progress in implementing the negotiation commitments and the status of preparations for the management of the Structural and Cohesion Funds. In this connection, the report highlighted the progress made by the acceding countries, as well as the outstanding issues still to be tackled. In addition, advice was provided on the necessary steps to be taken to ensure that each country would be able to establish a system for the sound and efficient implementation of the Funds. On 6 October 2003, a high‑level meeting was held in Brussels between the Commissioner responsible for Regional Policy and the relevant Ministers in order to discuss the main points of the report, i.e. enhancement of administrative capacity, finalisation of programmes, preparation of projects in good time and preparations for sound financial management. 

3.2. State of play of programme negotiations
Of the 41 NUTS II regions in the acceding countries, 38 qualify for Objective 1 support; only the regions of Bratislava and Prague, as well as the southern part of the island of Cyprus have Objective 2 status. All Objective 2 areas and five of the Objective 1 countries have drafted single programming documents, while each of the other four countries with Objective 1 regions has drawn up a National Development Plan with corresponding draft operational programmes. 

The Commission received a total of 37 programming documents, all of which – following the redrafting of two - were declared admissible for consultations. Although all programmes are established at central government level, larger countries also submitted an integrated regional programme, to be managed at national level but drawn up in close collaboration with the relevant regional authorities, which will help the regional bodies to become increasingly familiar with Structural Fund assistance. The objectives of promoting or maintaining high economic growth and creating new employment – in line with the Lisbon and Göteborg objectives – are common to all the programmes submitted.
Consultations on the documents gradually got under way with all the countries concerned between June and September 2003. Key criteria in the negotiating mandates were that each document should be completely consistent, other Community policies should be taken into consideration and complied with, any potential overlap should be eradicated and there should be a clear focus on a limited number of priorities. In view of the short time available for implementing the programmes (2004-06 instead of 7 years), the Commission placed a great deal of emphasis during the consultations on the aspects of the programmes concerned with implementation. In particular, it encouraged the new Member States to rely as far as possible on existing structures for implementation and to limit the scope of assistance where the administrative capacity to carry it out had still to be established. All acceding countries agreed that they would submit the first drafts of the programme complements during the programme consultations. The availability of these first drafts of the programme complements contributed to the timely discussion of crucial aspects of implementation.
As envisaged, the main programming documents were agreed upon before the end of 2003. In December 2003, the European Commission confirmed the preliminary conclusion on all Community support frameworks and on all Objective 1 single programming documents. Further, almost all ERDF operational programmes and Objective 2 single programming documents were concluded in 2003. Only five ERDF programmes and six ESF programmes are to be closed at the beginning of 2004. Four EAGGF programmes - for the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and Poland - are to be concluded in the first quarter of 2004, while the pre-accession instrument SAPARD provides for EAGGF-type structural support until accession. There is also an FIFG programme for Cyprus.
4. Consistency and coordination

4.1. Consistency with other Community policies
Competition

Monitoring of State aid is a competition policy instrument which may, to the extent that the Commission pays special attention to the potentially beneficial effects of aid aimed at facilitating the economic development of the least-favoured regions, make an effective contribution towards achieving cohesion policy objectives. Since a large part of the assistance from the Structural Funds directly benefits individual businesses, it is essential to ensure that the Community's regional policy is conducted in full compliance with the rules on competition.
In this connection, Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 states in paraticular that assistance approved by the Commission must include all the elements required for the ex-ante assessment of the compatibility of state aid with the common market. Accordingly, during 2003 the Commission paid particular attention to assessing the compatibility with the Treaty of the measures in the operational programmes and single programming documents involving Fund assistance in the new Member States for the period 2004-06, and to appraising certain major projects eligible under Articles 25 and 26 of that Regulation.

In addition, the Commission carried out a thorough examination of the guidelines for state aid for regional purposes, which must be revised in time to allow the Member States to prepare for the period after 2006. Such a revision must clearly take account of the developments in Community cohesion policy, as well as national and regional policies aimed at attaining the objectives laid down by the Lisbon and Göteborg European Councils. Consequently, one of the essential objectives of this revision will be to scale down state aid in terms of both number and size, but to target it more effectively. 

Finally, the Commission departments continued their discussions on the potential for taking greater account of the real economic impact of certain types of aid (significant impact test). 

Environment
The European Union undertook to guarantee sustainable development and to maintain the protection and improvement of the environment at a high level. This dual requirement is taken into account in the establishment and execution of the Structural Funds both through direct investment aimed at improving the environmental infrastructure and through the integration of an environmental dimension into the different assistance granted. The promotion of a top quality environment forms part of the development strategy of many regions, which have for example decided to enhance or rehabilitate their territory in order to attract and develop new activities.

Direct and indirect investment in the environment

In their programming for 2000-06, the regional and national authorities earmarked an overall amount of approximately €25 billion for measures for the environment in the broadest sense. This is 13% of the €196 billion in the programme complements. It will be used, for example, to finance infrastructure in the field of water supply and treatment, purification of waste water, disposing of and recycling waste, and protecting the soil and natural sites, but also measures aimed at disseminating environmentally-friendly technologies or sustainable transport infrastructure. The following graph gives a breakdown of the €25 billion among the different types of environmental measures.

Most of those investments are provided for in Objective 1 regions. It is interesting to note that the rate of implementation of environmental measures is higher than the general average for the Funds (20%). This is particularly true of expenditure on strictly environmental infrastructure (25%).
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Compliance with environmental legislation and policy

Operations part-financed by the Funds must comply with Community legislation in force, including environmental legislation. On account of this fact, the part-financing and start-up of certain measures was delayed or blocked in some Member States on account of the absence of an environmental legal framework complying with the legislation in force. In 2003, this situation continued, although some improvements were registered in, for example, the area of solid waste, but it is still unsatisfactory in other sectors such as the treatment of urban waste water and implementation of the nitrates Directive. 

For the treatment of urban waste water, specific guidelines were proposed to the Member States regarding applications for financial assistance in the context of infringement proceedings. They concern part-financing applications for facilities which are considered to be useful but to fall short of the requirements of the Directive, and have been challenged by the Commission. 

In some instances, a failure to comply with Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended, on evaluation of the environmental impact slowed down the examination of plans for major projects because the impact studies had not been carried out or were incomplete. However, the obligation to comply with the procedure for evaluating the environmental impact meant that heavy infrastructure which was potentially harmful to the environment could go ahead, but with assurances that strict environmental requirements would be met, the competent environmental authorities would be consulted and the general public would be involved. 

Participation of the environmental authorities

Some Member States have used technical assistance to put in place a network of environmental experts who assume a role alongside the management authorities as environmental authorities and participate to a varying extent in the management of programmes and selection of projects. These networks and task forces paraticipate in the management of funds and ensure, at the most appropriate level, that environmental considerations are taken into account in the implementation of programmes. 

Mid-term evaluation

Despite wide variations between regions, the mid-term evaluation revealed that the implementation of environmental measures had been affected by start-up difficulties generated by difficult economic circumstances. Accordingly, some more innovative measures involving, for example, the development of renewable energy or nature protection were the subject of commitments which fell far short of the original provisions. 

Structural Fund assistance is helping to attain the objectives set in Göteborg – despite the fact that they were scheduled prior to the Göteborg European Council – but much remains to be done if those objectives are to be achieved by 2010, particularly in view of the slowdown in world economic growth. 

Internal market
Article 12 of the General Regulation on the Structural Funds (Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999) stipulates that operations receiving Community funding must "be in conformity with the provisions of the Treaty, with instruments adopted under it and with Community policies and actions, including the rules on [...] the award of public contracts". Greater decentralisation has been introduced into the management of the Structural Funds, increasing the responsibility of the Member States and, in particular, of the managing authorities, for the award of contracts financed by the Community Funds. 

To ensure that these procedures comply with Community rules, the Commission encourages the national authorities to adopt various preventive measures such as appropriate training for staff involved in awarding contracts and issuing guide and vade-mecums on contracting procedures. 

As part of its general tasks, the Commission also ensures that procedures for awarding contracts are in keeping with Community law by checking on the transposition of the relevant Community Directives and by making use of its powers to intervene when Community law is breached. In this context, the Commission examined more than 430 cases in 2003 of inadequate transposition or potential misapplication of the relevant Community provisions.

Compliance is also guaranteed through monitoring by the Commission departments, either at the programming stage or during spot checks. Such checks may be carried out either as a result of complaints or at the Commission's initiative, particularly following the audits carried out regularly as part of the inspection of part-financed projects.

Information Society

Expenditure directly connected with the Information Society accounts for 3% of the Structural Funds (programme complements) and 2% of expenditure certified at 31 December 2003. Over half of the resources are earmarked for services and applications for citizens (35%) and information and communication technologies (26%). 

Overall, measures relating to the Information Society display a rate of execution (13%) substantially below the average for the Structural Funds (20%). The rates of execution range between 11% for "Services and applications for citizens (health, public administration, education)" and 16% for basic infrastructure.
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Transport
The following graph shows that, on the basis of the programme complements, 82% of the funds earmarked for transport infrastructure are intended for roads (57%) and rail 25%). 
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The overall rate of implementation for transport infrastructure measures (34%) is well above the average for the Structural Funds (23%). Only inland waterway transport and intelligent transport systems show a rate of execution below this average.
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Trans-European Networks 
Coordination of the budget for the trans-European transport and energy networks (TENs) with the Structural Funds, in particular the ERDF for Objective 1 and 2 regions, and with the Cohesion Fund is important because these Community financial instruments take into account the need to link those regions suffering from a structural handicap or from their status as islands, landlocked areas or peripheral regions of the Community.
The TENs Financial Regulation
 does not allow the same phase of a single project to be financed by both the TENs budget and other Community financial instruments but, in some cases, feasibility studies financed through the TENs budget may be followed by support from the ERDF, Cohesion Fund and the EIB, mainly for construction work under the same project. Frequently, in the area of transport, the ERDF finances works designed to give access to the trans-European transport network whereas the actual TEN-T network is financed under the TEN budget line and/or the Cohesion Fund.
While both transport and energy TEN projects of common interest are financed from the TEN budget line, the Cohesion Fund provides assistance especially for transport infrastructure and the ERDF for both transport and energy. Article 2 of the ERDF Regulation (EC) No 1783/1999) provides, inter alia, that the ERDF is to contribute to financing investment in infrastructure contributing to the establishment and development of trans-European networks in regions covered by Objective 1. In this connection, the Community also encourages public-private partnerships (PPPs) by, inter alia, providing a higher rate of assistance where its aid takes a form other than a cash grant. The endorsement of PPPs is also set out in the Commission Communication of 23 April 2003 (COM(2003) 132). This examines the situation of infrastructure in the trans-European network and its financing, and shows the need to implement, without delay, a set of complementary measures focussed on more effective use of the funding earmarked for trans-European infrastructure. These measures rest on two major pillars:
· better coordination of public and private financing of the trans-European transport network,
· an effective European electronic toll service.
Furthermore, during 2003, the process of amending the TENs Financial Regulation was pursued
 in order to allow the part-financing ceiling to be raised from 10% to 20% for certain aspects of transport projects of European interest, with the aim of eliminating bottlenecks and/or filling in missing sections, provided that those sections extend across borders or natural barriers and contribute to the integration of the internal market in an enlarged Europe, promote safety, ensure the interoperability of the national networks and/or substantially help reduce imbalances between modes of transport in such a way as to favour the most environmentally-friendly modes. The ceiling was likewise raised for priority projects in the energy sector in order to exert a leverage effect and, in particular, attract private investors.
During the 2003 exercise, the Commission took 117 decisions on the financing of TEN-T projects totalling €626.6 million (€18 million of which was allocated to the Risk Capital Facility) and 13 TEN-E projects totalling €18.64 million.
The revision of the Guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network
 continued during 2003. A high‑level Group consisting of current and future Member State representatives and the EIB made its recommendations to the Commission concerning new priority projects in the enlarged EU. 

Based on the recommendations of the high‑level Group and on the results of the public consultation on the report, the Commission brought forward a new proposal
 on 1 October 2003 complementing the proposal made in 2001. New projects are added to the list of priority projects, bringing up to thirty the total number of projects on major transport axes. Member States should give priority to these projects when requesting funding from EU financing instruments.
In addition to the new list of priority projects, the proposal puts forward improved tools for coordinating projects between Member States, particularly cross-border projects, by means of the following two mechanisms:
· A European Coordinator, appointed by the Commission, will promote joint methods of evaluation, report on the progress of projects and consult operators on financing possibilities. The Coordinator will cover in particular cross‑border sections of the thirty priority projects and, where necessary, may also cover the entire major axis.
· Declaration of European interest allows the coordinated or even joint evaluation of projects. If a project suffers serious delays without adequate justification, the Commission may take appropriate measures to tackle the problems.
The concept of the “Motorways of the sea”, which was launched in the 2001 White Paper, is another new element of the proposal. It aims at concentrating freight flows on a limited number of sea connections to ensure their financial viability and to reduce road traffic. The proposal includes the possibility of providing start‑up aid for new shipping services.
Consistency and complementarity : The Structural Funds and transport and energy policy
In September 2001, the Commission adopted its White Paper "The European Transport Policy in 2010: time to decide" (COM(2001) 370). In the light of rising congestion and external transport costs, the Commission advocates a change in the orientation of the Common Transport Policy based on re-balancing the different transport modes away from the growing predominance of road transport.
The White Paper proposed a programme of about 60 measures, by now well advanced, most of which can be grouped along the following lines:
· introduction of competition in the railways through regulated opening-up of the market, based on different legislative packages, the first of which is already in force;
· improvement and better enforcement of legislation in the road sector;
· promotion of intermodality, notably through the Marco Polo programme;
· carrying out investments in the TENs for railways and other alternatives to road infrastructure, as developed in the revision of the TEN Guidelines proposed in October 2003;
· the development of the Galileo satellite radio-navigation programme is being led by a joint undertaking and has already gained widespread international acceptance;
· creation of a Single European Sky
;
· introduction of a fair system of charging for the use of infrastructure, which has given rise to a proposal for the revision of the Eurovignette, the proceeds being used to fund projects;
· the adoption of a number of proposals to improve safety and security in the different modes of transport, fixing the objective of a 50% reduction in road fatalities by 2010, and including the creation of two agencies for maritime and air transport.
The measures set out in the White Paper will allow a gradual decoupling between transport growth and GDP growth as recommended by the Sustainability Strategy of the Union, which was adopted by the Göteborg European Council in June 2001.
To achieve these objectives the Commission will be relying, among other instruments, on the funding available under the TEN-T budget line, the Cohesion Fund and the ERDF, and on ISPA for the future Member States. In particular the White Paper stated that in the new context of sustainable development, Community part-financing should be redirected to give priority to rail, sea and inland waterway transport, as confirmed by the recent Initiative for Growth, which proposes accelerating investments in TENs and gives priority to railways and other alternatives to road transport.
In the Green Paper "Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply"
, the Commission set out an approach to energy policy which is relevant to the geopolitical context, the opening-up and integration of energy markets in Europe, and environmental and climate goals. Enlargement and the wider Europe policy imply a strengthening and extension of the agenda. The Structural Funds have an important role to play, alongside action on networks, effective functioning of markets, and pursuit of environmental goals.
4.2. Coordination of instruments

4.2.1. The Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund

Assistance granted under the Cohesion Fund allows the financing of transport infrastructure projects contributing to the implementation of trans-European networks, and of environment projects enabling the countries concerned to achieve progress in attaining EU environment policy goals. The Cohesion Fund enables the four eligible Member States (Spain, Portugal, Greece and Ireland) to sustain a major public investment effort in these two fields of common interest, while respecting the targets for reducing budget deficits as set out in the convergence programmes drawn up in the context of economic and monetary union.

The main instrument for coordinating assistance from the Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds is the strategic reference framework (SRF). Member States present the Commission with an SRF as the logical consequence of the new legal provision governing Cohesion Fund operations. Article 1(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1265/1999 stipulates that "Member States shall also provide the results of the environmental impact assessment in conformity with the Community legislation, and their consistency with a general environmental or transport strategy at administrative unit or sector level".

The four Member States qualifying for the Cohesion Fund presented their SRFs for the environment and transport sectors at the end of 2000. Since then, decisions to finance projects under the Cohesion Fund have been checked in order to prevent duplicated funding with programmes adopted under the Structural Funds. Moreover, the SRFs promote greater complementarity between the two instruments.

Thus, in certain cases, these reference frameworks form an integral part of the programmes approved under the Structural Funds for 2000-06, reinforcing coordination between the Cohesion Fund and Structural Fund assistance.

In 2003 the candidate countries, which will all be eligible under the Cohesion Fund from the time of their accession on 1 May 2004, began preparing their SRFs alongside their programmes under the Structural Funds. The SRFs will be finalised during the first quarter of 2004. 

Moreover, it should be noted that Ireland, which has received assistance under the Cohesion Fund since this instrument was set up, ceased to be eligible on 1 January 2004 since its level of per capita GNP is now well above the threshold of 90% of the Community average.

Finally, two information meetings took place with the Member States (including the candidate countries) during 2003 to coincide with meetings of the CDCR (the Structural Funds committee), making it possible to further strengthen the consistency between these financial instruments.

4.2.2. The Structural Funds and the EIB/EIF

Under the terms of the Cooperation Agreement between the Commission and the EIB covering Community structural operations in 2000-06, a contact interface was set up between the two bodies. In addition to the appraisal and part-financing of major projects, an ex-ante consultation procedure has been installed regarding important strategic and policy papers, e.g. "programme lending".
Regional Programme lending and its institutionalisation had been achieved by the parties concerned. The expansion of Regional Programme lending is a demonstration of increased cooperation and closer cooperation with the EIB. Regional Programme lending refers to a specific type of framework facility for supporting multi‑annual investment programmes managed by public authorities and part-financed by the Structural Funds. This issue will be of great importance to the new Member States and remote developing regions. 

Intensive contacts were held in connection with the appraisal of projects. Progress was achieved in mutual understanding and, to a certain extent, harmonisation of appraisal methodology.
A joint DG REGIO/EIB Working Group investigated ways in which the Bank’s financing can support and complement the work of the Structural Funds more directly. The DG REGIO/EIB Working Group contributed to the preparation of future legislation on structural assistance. Further new bilateral meetings were held with individual countries, namely Italy and Germany. The main concerns of the Italian desk related to the transport sector and the possibility of the EIB assisting the Italian authorities in the field of the public-private partnership.
The principal Commission initiative this year was the growth initiative and the quick start projects, which in conjunction with the 2010 innovation initiative and research and development were of common interest and the subject of cooperation meetings.
In 2003, the European Investment Bank lent a total of €42.3 billion (€39.6 billion in 2002) for projects furthering the European Union’s political objectives. Financing in the Member States reached €34.2 billion, while €8.1 billion was made available in non-EU countries. Lending in the ten Member States which subsequently joined the Union in 2004 ran to a record €4.6 billion, and in the Mediterranean Partner Countries (including Turkey) to €2.1 billion.
Within the EU-15 countries, €16.3 billion was made available for projects in eligible regions in the form of individual loans and an estimated €6.5 billion in the form of credit lines ("global loans") to partner banks (for the financing of SME ventures and smaller-scale public investment). Including the future Member States, regional development projects attracted €27.3 billion in loans, corresponding to 70% of total EIB lending in EU-15 and the future Member States in 2003.
Within the EIB group, the European Investment Fund (EIF) is now exclusively in charge of all venture capital and guarantee operations for small businesses and for venture capital (Community resources and EIB/EIF resources). It focussed its activity on early-stage financing, the high-tech sector and the knowledge-based society. The EIF took stakes worth €135 million in venture capital funds and provided a total of €2.2 billion in guarantees for SME financing.
5. Evaluation

5.1. Mid‑term evaluation
Mid‑term evaluation is defined by Article 42 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999: it is to examine, in the light of the ex‑ante evaluation, the initial results of the assistance, its relevance and the extent to which the targets have been attained. It is also to assess the use made of financial resources and the operation of monitoring and implementation. This evaluation is to be carried out under the responsibility of the managing authority, in cooperation with the Commission and the Member State. Article 42(2) stipulates that the results of the evaluation, carried out by an independent assessor, must be sent to the Commission no later than 31 December 2003.
5.1.1. The evaluation process

The Commission made known its general guidelines on mid‑term evaluation from the end of 2000 onwards and worked together with all the managing authorities in 2001 and 2002. Work was stepped up in 2003: the Commission was represented on most of the monitoring committees set up specifically to work on mid‑term evaluation.

Article 42(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 stipulates that the Commission must examine the relevance and quality of mid‑term evaluation. Throughout the second half of 2003 the Commission accordingly assessed the quality of all the drafts submitted by the managing authorities; the aim was to examine any weaknesses in those interim reports and to assist the assessors in drawing up the final reports.

More specifically, the Commission endeavoured to check whether the evaluation reports included:

· analysis and field work not based solely on the opinion of those responsible for implementing the programme,

· a clear analysis of the financial data and of the stage reached in the programme and, for any mid‑term targets not achieved, the reasons why and recommendations on remedial measures to be taken,

· substantiated conclusions and specific recommendations on what must be done to improve programme performance.

All the final reports were sent to the Commission by the 31 December 2003 deadline. Most of them complied with the three criteria above and provided the basis for allocating the performance reserve; they will likewise form the basis for any reorientation of programmes.

The 2004 annual report on the implementation of the Structural Funds will examine the results of these mid‑term evaluations more fully.

5.1.2. Performance reserve

Governed by Article 44 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999, allocation of the performance reserve comprised two main stages:

· evaluation by each Member State, before 31 December 2003 and in close consultation with the Commission, of each programme’s performance based on a limited number of monitoring indicators (and their target values), which must reflect the effectiveness, management and financial implementation of assistance,

· allocation of the reserve by the Commission, before 31 March 2004, to the most successful programmes or priorities, based on proposals from the Member States.

The Commission presented a paper, which it discussed with Member States at the meeting of the CDCR on 28 October 2003, on guiding principles for decisions on the allocation of the performance reserve. Nine guiding principles were outlined, the main ones requiring decisions on the allocation of the reserve to be characterised by transparency, accountability and equity.

The workload relating to carrying out evaluations and allocating the performance reserve was concentrated in just a few months (late 2003 to early 2004). However, the preparatory work - defining the indicators and their target values, establishing a method for assessing the success or otherwise of a programme, and setting possible amounts for each operation – began in 2000 with the drawing‑up of operational programmes and SPDs.

Right up until Member States presented their final proposals, the Commission helped them to devise transparent allocation methods – at both national and regional level – and to ensure that the indicators and target values chosen were relevant. The Commission also took into account the specific institutional features of certain Member States.

In the 16th report on the implementation of the Structural Funds (2004), the Commission will provide detailed information on the allocation of the performance reserve finally decided, with a breakdown by country and Objective. In addition, a detailed report on mid‑term evaluation and allocation of the performance reserve was drawn up in March 2004, for the attention of the Committee on the Development and Conversion of the Regions.

Other evaluations

· Ex‑post evaluation of Objective 1 (1994‑99)

Launched in November 2001, this study showed that the Structural Funds had a positive impact on the GDP of European regions whose development is lagging behind. For some regions, the impact of Objective 1 programmes were quantified by econometric models. The most significant results were observed in Germany – the GDP of the new Länder is estimated to have increased by around 4% – and in Portugal, where GDP in 1999 was around 4.5% higher than it would have been without Community assistance. The added value of EU assistance under Objective 1 is also significant: developing a partnership with the Member States and their regions, introducing a culture of monitoring and evaluation. However, according to the study, research and development activity must be supported more, planning and management of major projects improved, and programme evaluation indicators (and their target values) defined realistically. As regards the 2007‑13 programming period, the evaluation highlighted the need to strengthen institutional capacity in the new Member States.

· Ex‑post evaluation of Objective 2 (1994‑99)

This evaluation was launched in December 2001 and confirmed the relevance of the strategies adopted in the various programmes. However, it highlighted the need to promote measures directly linked to the Lisbon Strategy. It turns out that the regions which centred their programmes on research, development, innovation and technology transfer are those which have created jobs. Also, according to the assessors, the Objective 2 management procedures need to be simplified. As for Objective 1, the study recommends strengthening institutional capacity in the new Member States, including by introducing multi‑annual programming and promoting partnership.

· Ex‑post evaluation of the Interreg II Initiative (1994‑99)

This evaluation proved that the strategies implemented via the various programmes were appropriate and addressed the specific problems of border regions. The programmes’ effectiveness was judged to be satisfactory overall, particularly in the sphere of transport and energy networks. Their implementation and management were not entirely satisfactory, however: the Commission would have liked them to have been drawn up and managed on a genuinely cross‑border basis and in a more integrated manner – particularly on a financial level. The overall impact of Interreg II was nevertheless considered positive. The various programmes implemented improved the accessibility of border regions and promoted improved mobility through the investment made in transport. Interreg II also had a beneficial impact on the production sector: improved services for SMEs, joint research and development projects, better cross‑border professional mobility. In their conclusions, the assessors highlighted the need to strengthen the means of cross‑border cooperation (which will increase with enlargement) and to improve regulation of its implementation and management. They also stressed the need for these cooperation programmes to complement the other forms of Community regional assistance.

Ex‑post evaluation of the Urban I Initiative (1994‑99)

The evaluation covered the 118 programmes launched during the period and examined the reasons for their effectiveness: complementarity with assistance under Objectives 1 and 2, synergy between projects under the same programme and active partnership (particularly on questions of management and implementation). Two weaknesses were highlighted: very limited private‑sector participation and poor understanding of Commission documents by those involved in the programmes. In terms of impact, the programmes enabled the urban areas receiving assistance to be renovated and modernised, and they also helped to improve living conditions there. In some cases, they helped the local authorities to devise an urban strategy. In their recommendations, however, the assessors recognised the need to improve the monitoring and evaluation mechanisms; they also advocated setting up a transnational network among all the cities receiving assistance under Urban.

· Study on the effectiveness of the systems for implementing the Structural Funds

The assessors based their work on case studies. In their view, the problems of ineffectiveness and complexity arising in the implementation of the Structural Funds stem from the Member States and their interpretation of the rules. Programming, the management mechanisms, ex‑ante and mid‑term evaluations, and the allocation of resources on the basis of payments rather than commitments seemed to be satisfactory practices. By contrast, the authors of the study considered that the lengthy process for approving programming documents, the quality and use of information on monitoring programmes, the complexity of financial flows and the dual accounting applied in some regions could impair the effectiveness of Community assistance. The Commission took the study’s findings and recommendations into account when drawing up the 3rd report on economic and social cohesion.

· Ex‑post evaluation of the European Social Fund under Objectives 3, 4 and 1, and of the Employment and Adapt Community Initiatives (1994‑99)

This evaluation was launched in September 2002 and is currently being finalised. It is based on reading national evaluation reports, national closure reports, and qualitative field work. The interim provisional findings have been sent to the Partnership for ESF evaluation and to the ESF Committee. The final reports will be available in 2004. The draft final report’s main findings are:

(i)
the ESF has supported mainly training initiatives and combined measures

(ii)
the impact of the measures has varied according to context, but "pathway" measures and those focused on the needs of individuals seem to be the most fruitful

(iii)
the ESF has also supported improvements in the national systems relating to training and the job market. Overall, it can be concluded that the ESF has also contributed towards consolidating a number of political priorities, such as promoting equal opportunities helping the labour force to adapt. Partnership‑based programming and management at various levels has encouraged a long‑term view of the job market and made it possible to involve the social partners.

· Evaluation of innovative measures (Article 6 of the ESF Regulation) "Local employment strategies and innovation"

This evaluation covers an Article 6 innovative measure aimed at developing local employment strategies. Having started work at the beginning of 2003, the assessors will have to examine the achievements of the projects and the programme, draw lessons for similar measures in future, and make recommendations to the Commission. The final report will be available in 2006.

5.2. Other evaluation work

5.2.1. Cost‑benefit analysis

Article 26 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 requires Member States to notify major projects to the Commission and to provide information on cost‑benefit analysis and the projects’ impact on employment and the environment.

In 2003 the DG for Regional Policy examined and gave an opinion on 161 major projects submitted to it, most of which related to the environment and transport. The European Investment Bank (EIB) provided an expert technical appraisal of 45 projects.

5.2.2. Methodological guides and tools

Throughout 2003 DG REGIO put into effect a number of projects which will enable it to provide assistance with evaluation. For example, the MEANS package – regarded as a real instruction manual for evaluating socio‑economic programmes – was updated; the complete guide will be available on DG REGIO’s website in the first half of 2004. This work is being undertaken in close cooperation with the other Directorates‑General responsible for the Structural Funds.

5.2.3. Conference on evaluation

In cooperation with the other Directorates‑General responsible for the Structural Funds, DG REGIO held a major conference on Structural Funds evaluation in Budapest on 26 and 27 June 2003. The main subject discussed was the challenges of evaluation in an enlarged Europe. A total of 474 evaluation professionals took part in the conference and 29 working papers were presented.

Over the two days, speakers highlighted:

· the increase in evaluation work and expertise in the Member States,

· the importance of evaluation as an aid to decision‑making,

· the need, when evaluating the Structural Funds, to take into account the increasingly complex nature of the policies being implemented and to help the various parties involved to learn and to take responsibility,

· the time it takes to develop an evaluation culture within regional aid programmes (the aim being to improve the quality of the programmes themselves rather than just produce quality evaluations),

· the need, when evaluating a programme, to include both quantitative and qualitative data,

· the complementary nature of evaluating and monitoring Community assistance programmes.
5.2.4. Mid‑term verification of the additionality principle
Among the general principles of the Structural Funds’ operation, additionality makes it possible to prevent the Community Funds from replacing appropriate national public expenditure in the same spheres of assistance. Article 11(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 requires the Commission to carry out a mid‑term verification of compliance with the additionality principle in respect of the 2000‑06 programmes.

On completion of that verification, the Commission and the Member States may agree to revise the level of structural expenditure to be attained if the economic situation has resulted in developments in public revenue or employment in the Member State concerned significantly different from those expected at the time of the ex‑ante verification.

This work was undertaken between August 2003 and February 2004 in close cooperation with DG ECFIN. The main conclusions which can be drawn are:

· Based on the information available, it appears that the additionality principle was complied with in eight Member States (Belgium, Spain, Finland, Greece, the Netherlands, Portugal, Austria and Sweden), enabling a high level of public investment to be maintained – in some cases higher than initially forecast.

· Three countries did not comply with the additionality principle during the period 2000‑02: Germany, Italy and Ireland.

· As this assessment will be followed up by an ex‑post verification in 2005, there is still time for public spending in the latter three countries to increase to a level ensuring compliance with the additionality principle over the programming period as a whole.

· For the Member States not complying with the additionality principle – and after a case‑by‑case examination – the Commission nevertheless deemed it necessary to lower the expenditure target for the remainder of the programming period.

· Neither France nor the United Kingdom had supplied acceptable additionality assessments by the 31 December 2003 deadline.
Controls

The Anti‑Fraud Office

In the course of investigations carried out during 2003, the Anti‑Fraud Office undertook 13 operational missions in the Member States regarding structural measures. For six of those missions, the Anti‑Fraud Office took as its legal basis Regulation (Euratom, EC) No 2185/96
 concerning on‑the‑spot checks and inspections carried out by the Commission in order to protect the European Communities’ financial interests against fraud and other irregularities. The other seven missions were to assist either the national administrative authorities or the judicial authorities.

It should be pointed out that, as well as carrying out operational investigations and coordinating them at Community level, the Anti‑Fraud Office provides all forms of assistance in order to facilitate coordination of investigations launched by national administrative or judicial authorities.

Eight missions related to the ESF, of which four covered cases opened in 2003 and four concerned investigations launched in previous years. Three missions concerned the ERDF and related to cases opened in 2000, 2002 and 2003. One mission concerning the EAGGF Guidance Section and one the FIFG related to cases opened in 2003.

The investigations revealed false invoices and false declarations linked to an absence of supporting documents.

Also during 2003 the Anti‑Fraud Office completed a joint audit, launched with the Directorates‑General responsible for the Structural Funds, on Member States’ implementation of Commission Regulation (EC) No 1681/94 as regards the systems and procedures for notifying and following up irregularities, as well as on the application of Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 438/2001. The audit’s conclusions were sent to the Member States and a summary report was sent to the Council, the European Parliament and the Court of Auditors.

In addition, for 2003 the Member States notified to the Commission under Regulation (EC) No 1681/1994 2 439 cases of irregularities involving a total of €340 173 487.

Compared to 2002, both the number of cases of irregularities notified and the amounts involved are lower – representing about half the previous year’s figures
. This may be explained by the fact that control work prior to closure of the 1994‑99 programmes had been completed in relation to the previous year, which was the last year of controls concerning the same period.

It must also be pointed out that Articles 3 and 12 of Regulation (EC) No 1681/94 require Member States to report to the Commission all cases of irregularities involving €4 000 or above. It should be noted that Regulation (EC) No 1681/94 does not distinguish between fraud
 and other irregularities.

The Anti‑Fraud Office’s involvement in the closure of 1994‑99 programmes, still in progress, also permitted financial monitoring and application of Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 1681/94 with respect to a significant number of cases. Article 5 requires Member States to inform the Commission, on a case‑by‑case basis, of the procedures instituted following irregularities notified and of important changes to those procedures. Since closure has not been completed, however, it is considered too soon to give data.

The Commission was not informed of the action taken on some cases notified. This mainly concerns programmes from the first programming period, although a number of them have been closed for some time. Nevertheless, since legal proceedings are still in progress at national level for irregularities, final clearance of the amounts relating to those irregularities must be suspended until the proceedings have been completed.
ERDF

As regards auditing ERDF expenditure, DG REGIO’s control work for 2003 had two priorities:

The first priority was to examine the validity statements drawn up on the basis of Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 2064/1997 when ERDF programmes are closed. In those statements, an independent body summarises the conclusions of the controls carried out in previous years and gives its opinion as to the validity of the request for final payment as well as the legality and regularity of the operations underlying the final declaration of expenditure. This examination covered 744 validity statements at the end of 2003, involving practically all the programmes in question. A total of 229 of those statements were not accepted on examination, either because additional checks were required or because further information proved necessary.

The second priority was to audit the expenditure declared by Member States for the 1994‑99 programmes. The aim was to audit a sample of programmes selected in the Member States and check the declared expenditure’s compliance and eligibility by examining a representative number of projects. To that end, 17 programmes in 12 Member States were the subject of 36 audit missions.

The remainder of DG REGIO’s ERDF audit effort focused on:

· examining the management and control systems set up by Member States for the 2000‑06 programming period. The follow‑up to that investigation, begun in 2002, comprised seven audit missions in seven different Member States. Those seven audits aimed to record the improvements introduced in response to the comments and recommendations made during previous audits;

· examining the application of Regulation (EC) No 1681/94. Four audits were carried out.

In all, DG REGIO carried out 48 audit missions to Member States in 2003.

EAGGF

The first priority was to examine the validity statements drawn up on the basis of Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 2064/97 when EAGGF programmes are closed. The examination covered 360 of the 381 validity statements at the end of 2003, involving practically all of the programmes in question. On examination, 226 of those statements were accepted. The others were not accepted at that stage, either because additional checks were required or because further information proved necessary.

The second priority was to examine the management and control systems set up by Member States for the 2000‑06 programming period. At the end of 2003, the systems for 100 programmes – out of a total of 144 – had been examined. An on‑the‑spot audit was carried out on 33 programmes out of those 100 examinations.

ESF

It must first be pointed out that, besides continuing ESF audit work, 2003 was marked by the modernisation of ESF audit procedures (inter alia: introduction of a multi‑annual ESF audit strategy based on quantified risk analysis; introduction of the ESF audit manual as part of the revised manual for all the Structural Funds) and the start of work relating to enlargement (launch of technical fact‑finding missions to find out about the systems set up in the 10 new Member States). The purpose of those missions was to obtain a brief on‑the‑spot overview of the systems prior to receiving the written descriptions which the Member States will send in accordance with Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 438/2001. By the end of 2003, four missions covering five countries had been carried out.

ESF audit work related to evaluating the systems for the 2000‑06 programming period as part of the 2003‑06 ESF audit strategy, which should make it possible – by the end of 2004 – to be reasonably sure about the reliability of the management and control systems set up in the Member States. The strategy is based on an integrated audit concept and on progressively mutual auditing between the Member States and the Commission.

In 2003, a total of 34 audit missions were carried out for the 2000‑06 programming period; they can be broken down as follows:

· 16 audits of Objective 1 systems

· 1 audit of an Objective 2 system

· 11 audits of Objective 3 systems

· 6 audits of Equal systems.

The audits carried out made it possible to continue practical on‑the‑spot evaluation of the system descriptions submitted by the Member States (Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 438/2001).

Three audits relating to closure of the 1994‑99 period were also carried out.

FISHERIES

The ex‑post control department accorded priority to auditing systems for the management and control of FIFG programmes in the 2000‑06 period and to the closure of 1994‑99 programmes.

A total of 14 audit missions were carried out in 2003.
Eight audit missions related only to closure of 1994‑99 programmes in seven Member States; three related only to verification of management and control systems for 2000‑06 programmes in two Member States; and three related to both closure and systems verification in two Member States. The programmes audited in respect of closure involved €1 114 million, and those audited for management and control system verification €814 million. In total, 58 structural projects undertaken in both programming periods were audited in 2003, involving €18.2 million. Community aid of €1 million was found to be non‑eligible, and an amount to be determined will be deducted when closing the programmes of the two Member States concerned.

In accordance with Regulation (EC) No 438/2001, DG FISH has completed the desk check of the management and control systems set up by Member States for all the programmes for which it is the lead department, and by 31 March 2004 it will have completed on‑the‑spot checks on those systems in the 13 Member States concerned. Bilateral discussions are in progress with nine Member States to clarify a number of aspects following the desk and/or on‑the‑spot checks. Examination of the management and control systems in four Member States has been completed.

6. Opinions of the committees

6.1. Committee on the Development and Conversion of the Regions

The CDCR acts as a management committee when discussing the rules for implementing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999, and as an advisory committee when discussing any other matter. It also provides a forum for information and debate on any specific aspect of implementing the Structural Funds, and particularly the European Regional Development Fund. In total, some 70 cases were discussed at the 11 meetings of the CDCR and the five meetings of its specialist working group on territorial and urban development matters.

The CDCR’s management committee work in 2003 featured, in particular, examination of the proposal for amending Regulation (EC) No 1685/2000
. The CDCR’s most important discussions also included examining questions referred to it on the interpretation of the automatic decommitment rule, and particularly the exceptions provided for in Article 31 of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999.

6.2. ESF Committee

The ESF Committee met four times in 2003, and its technical working group six times. It delivered two written opinions. The first was on the amendment of Commission Regulation (EC) No 1685/2000, with particular reference to Rules 1, 3 and 7. Four countries voted against the change to Rule 1, and two voted against the changes to Rules 3 and 7. Other countries voted in favour or did not respond.

At its meeting on 18 June 2003, the Committee adopted an opinion on the Commission communication 'The Structural Funds and their coordination with the Cohesion Fund – Revised Indicative Guidelines'. The opinion stressed the need to strengthen aspects relating to human resources development and employment as an across‑the‑board priority. It emphasised that partnership is an integral component in the implementation of programmes and that the involvement and contribution of the social partners should be recognised and strengthened. The Committee also requested that the text of the guidelines should be updated in order to take account of the recent revision of the European Employment Strategy.

At its regular meetings, the Committee discussed the revised European Employment Strategy’s implications for ESF implementation, as well as reports on evaluation and the implementation of Article 6 and Equal.

6.3. Committee on Agricultural Structures and Rural Development

The STAR Committee (agriculture and rural development) met nine times in 2003 and acted as a management committee under the procedure provided for in Article 47(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 on the following issues:

· Amendment of Commission Regulation (EC) No 2759/1999 regarding SAPARD. The Committee gave a favourable opinion.

· Commission Regulation (EC) No 963/2003 amending Commission Regulation (EC) No 445/2002 laying down detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF. The Committee gave a favourable opinion.

· Commission notice amending the notice to Member States of 14 April 2000 laying down guidelines for the Community initiative for rural development. The Committee gave a favourable opinion.

· Ad hoc Regulation (EC) No 141/2004 on implementing rules for specific rural development measures for new Member States. The Committee gave a favourable opinion.

The Committee gave favourable opinions on 38 rural development plans under Article 44(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 and on 14 amendments to rural development plans under Article 4 of Regulation (EC) No 1268/1999.

The Committee was also consulted on:

· Evaluation of the systems established by the Member States for the management and control of Rural Development Programmes for 2000‑06 financed under the Guidance Fund.

· Revised Indicative Guidelines for the Structural Funds and their Coordination with the Cohesion Fund.

6.4. Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture

The Committee was consulted on five occasions in 2003 on the following subjects:

· 17 February 2003: Second revision of Regulation (EC) No 1685/2000 governing the eligibility rules under the Structural Funds. The consultation took place by written procedure and resulted in a positive opinion.

· 10 April 2003: Information on the accompanying measures and financial resources required by affected Member States to address the socio‑economic impact of recovery plans, on the 2003 programme for innovative actions, and the 2003 programme for technical assistance.

· 24 June 2003: Information on the future of cohesion policy, information on the impact of the CFP reform on aid to the fleet, consultation on the revised indicative guidelines for the Structural Funds in future Member States (favourable opinion).

· 29 August 2003: Revision of the list of Objective 2 eligibility zones. The consultation took place by written procedure and resulted in a positive opinion.

· 19 November 2003: Information on the results of the call for proposals for innovative actions in 2003 and the implementation of previous projects under the similar call for proposals in 2002.
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Structural Funds (excluding Objective 3) – Implementation rate by sector
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Objective 1 - Programming: breakdown by sector 
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Objective 1 – Implementation rate by sector
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Objective 2 – Breakdown of Structural Funds assistance, by sector
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Objective 2 – Implementation rate by sector
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�	Analysen af programmeringen er baseret på sektorfordelingen i programtillæggene, mens analysen af gennemførelsen er baseret på de attesterede udgifter som forelagt af medlemsstaterne.


�	KOM(2003) 564 endelig: Forslag til Europa-Parlamentets og Rådets beslutning om ændring af det ændrede forslag til Europa-Parlamentets og Rådets beslutning om ændring af beslutning nr. 1692/96/EF om Fællesskabets retningslinjer for udvikling af det transeuropæiske transportnet. Dette forslag førte til vedtagelse af Europa-Parlamentets og Rådets beslutning nr. 884/2004/EF af 29. april 2004 om ændring af beslutning nr. 1692/96/EF om Fællesskabets retningslinjer for udvikling af det transeuropæiske transportnet, EUT L 167 af 30.4.2004, s. 1.


�	Kommissionens forordning (EF) nr. 1685/2000 af 28. juli 2000 om fastsættelse af gennemførelsesbestemmelser til Rådets forordning (EF) nr. 1260/1999 for så vidt angår støtteberettigede udgifter i forbindelse med foranstaltninger finansieret af strukturfondene,�EFT L 193 af 29.7.2000, s. 39.


�	Including all transfers during the year but excluding amounts carried over.


�	Peace is an Objective 1 programme in the United Kingdom


�	Each of the annual instalments entered in the financing tables for the programmes is committed at the start of the year with no requirement beyond the initial Commission decision. Therefore, after adoption of the programmes, total or near�total utilisation of commitments is to be expected


�	This trend is similar to the one in the earlier programming period, where the first two years (1994 and 1995) were also marked by substantial under�utilisation, especially when measured in relative terms


�	Over €1 billion in acceptable payment claims were received after 31 October in 2003 and only paid out in 2004 – these are not accounted for here. While the Commission endeavours to settle payment claims received after 31 October before the end of the year, this is not always possible. Article 32(3)(f) of Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 requires Member States to present their interim payment claims to the Commission in batches three times a year, the last application being presented no later than 31 October. Member States are also requested to include any payment claims to be presented after the 31 October of any year in their payment forecasts for the following year


�	The appropriations in the initial budget amounted to €33 688 million (of this amount, €3 254 million for the payment of earlier programmes had been carried over from 2002). Over the year, a net transfer of appropriations reinforced the Structural Funds budget by €866 million. Unavoidable delays in settling many of the final payment claims for the earlier programmes, the bulk of which were received, often incomplete, just before the final deadline of 31 March 2003, led to deducting from the budget, in amending budget No 6, €5 billion of the associated appropriations.


�	Most of the "completion of earlier programmes" lines and the Peace line are shared between a number of Funds, with no specific budget appropriation voted by the budgetary authority for the different Funds; hence their inclusion in the table as an aggregate figure


�	An amount of €61 million of unused appropriations in the earlier programmes was carried forward to 2004.


�	We say "real" because the advance payments made in 2000 and 2001 cancelled out to a significant extent the practical impact of the rule at the end of 2002


�	Indeed, in many cases the Commission has received payment claims of quite significant amounts after October (which it has striven to pay as quickly as possible)


�	See the section of the report dedicated to the 2000-06 programming period for this analysis


�	Note however that payments include all payments, including those for the programmes from previous periods, while most commitments are for the 2000-06 programmes. Thus the relative gap between commitments and payments is only a rough yardstick of effectiveness.


�	The assistance is codified at measure level. A measure involving two different sectors will be given two different codes corresponding to those two sectors. Each code is allocated a percentage corresponding to its share of the budget allocated to the measure. This codification provides an initial indication of the relative importance of the various areas of Structural Funds assistance. It does not offer a complete view, however, since a measure classified under one sector can also be beneficial to another. For example, the building of multi-modal transport infrastructure is classed under ‘transport infrastructure’ but also benefits the environment.


�	Communication COM(2003) 393 " Paving the way for a New Neighbourhood Instrument".


�	Mainstreaming = Dissemination and integration into policy-making.


�	Guidelines for the second round (2004-06): Communication from the Commission establishing the guidelines for the second round of the Equal Community Initiative concerning transnational cooperation to promote new means of combating all forms of discrimination and inequalities in connection with the labour market – "Free movement of good ideas".


�	But twenty-seven CIPs: Belgium and the United Kingdom each have two CIPs (Flemish-speaking Belgium, and French- and German-speaking Belgium; Northern Ireland and Great Britain).


�	Council Regulation (EC) No 2236/95


�	This process resulted in the adoption of Regulation (EC) No 807/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 April 2004 amending Council Regulation (EC) No 2236/95 laying down general rules for the granting of Community financial aid in the field of trans-European networks, OJ L 143, 30.4.2004, p. 46.


�	Decision No 1692/96/EC


�	COM(2003) 564 final: Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending the amended proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Decision No 1692/96/EC on Community guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network. This proposal resulted in the adoption of Decision 884/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 April 2004 amending Decision No 1692/96/EC on Community guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network, OJ L 167, 30.4.2004, p. 1.


�	The Single European Sky is an initiative aimed at reforming the architecture of European air traffic control in order to tackle growing traffic congestion, which is at the root of air transport delays. Under existing air traffic control arrangements, which were set in place in the 1960s, each country regulates its own airspace without taking account of transfrontier traffic flows. Those arrangements can no longer cope with the spectacular increase in air transport.


�	COM(2002) 321 final of 26 June 2002.


�	Regulation (Euratom, EC) No 2185/96 of 11 November 1996 - OJ L 292, 15.11.1996, p. 2.


�	14th annual report on the Structural Funds (2002), point 3.2: 4 652 cases involving a total of €604 466 000.


�	For a definition of “fraud”, see Article 1(1) of the Convention on the protection of the European Communities’ financial interests.


�	Commission Regulation (EC) No 1685/2000 of 28 July 2000 laying down detailed rules for the implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 as regards eligibility of expenditure of operations co�financed by the Structural Funds – OJ L 193, 29.7.2000, p. 39.
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