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1. Executive Summary, synthesis and
findings

Over the last twenty years, the role of the Coneuitdf the Regions (CoR) as
the advisory body representing local and regionasth@rities (LRAS) has

evolved from a consultation by the European Comiomssen a final proposal

only to a consultation at all stages of the Europkgislative process. This
ongoing evolution has enabled the CoR to interveat only in the pre-

legislative process through territorial impact asseents (TIAs) and Outlook
Opinions, but also at later stages of the legiggbrocess through the follow-up
of its Opinions notably. To this aim, among othetsnonitors the local and

regional implementation of the Europe 2020 Stratagthe regional and local
level, it promotes territorial cross-border coopiera and it is vested with

enhanced competences in the field of subsidiardyitoring?

To support the CoR in this endeavour, and to buyilch knowledge base on the
impact and the work of LRAs on the implementatidntloe Europe 2020

Strategy, territorial cooperation, and subsidianitnitoring, the CoR has

established three platforms/networks: the Eurof#92donitoring Platform, the

Platform of European Groupings of Territorial Cogi®mn (EGTC) and the

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network (SMN).

This study makes recommendations based on an ¢oealud the activities of
the CoR platforms and netwdrkn ‘how to better link their activities with the
political work of the CoR in the mid-long term, feging on what the platforms
could deliver. In this context, it is invited toggest how to make better use of
these existing platforms for the benefit of thealoand regional authorities in
the EU, improving their effectiveness, visibilitpé political impact, looking at
them from an external perspective. The study shfadds more on the future
rather than evaluate the work done until date effioee it should be examined in
the context of the future role of the CoR’ and [@#allenges at the Horizon
2025] study?

! For further information, see P. Schmitt, T. RuysA&Marx, ‘Political participation, representati@md the
subsidiarity principle. The case of national ant-sational regional parliaments in the Europeanodrafter
Lisbon’, in R. Cordenillo & K. Gardes (edslhclusive Political Participation and Representatiolhe Role of
Regional OrganizationsStockholm, International Institute for Democraayd Electoral Assistance, 2013, pp.
161-189; E. Domorenok, ‘The Committee of the Regidn search of Identity’'Regional & Federal Studies
19(1), 2009, pp. 14364; C. Jeffery, ‘Social and Regional InterestsCEfd Committee of the Regions’, in J.
Peterson & M. Shackleton (edsThe Institutions of the European Unig@xford, Oxford University Press
2002) pp. 326346.

2 The term ‘network’ is used in the singular formthis study given that it only refers to the Sukesiiy
Monitoring Network.

% Order Form No. 5261.



This study builds upon information gathered viafedént sources. First, the
websites and several CoR documents were cons#tsshnd, interviews were
conducted with platforms’ administrators, CoR Mensheofficials from
political groups and members of the Direction fan€ultative Works (DTC) of
CoR. Third, a survey was conducted and sent ouheo platform/network
contacts. In doing so, this study was able to ipomate a wide variety of
opinions and insights. Fourth, a workshop was degahby the CoR on 9
December 2014 on the theme ‘CoR platforms and rm&smacing the future’.
The target audience of this workshop was composedCtR Members —
platforms’ governance, Members of the platformstoek partners, regional
offices in Brussels and CoR administration. Theharg of the present study
presented preliminary findings of the study at thisrkshop and were able to
collect interesting feedback from the workshop ipgréants on some of these
findings.

The first platform reviewed in this study is the rgpe 2020 Monitoring
Platform. This platform groups 177 cities and regions frora U Member
States. Its aim is to monitor the involvement of ASRin the design and
implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy. Gehesaleaking this Platform
has worked well. It has collected input from theAsR which have provided
strong support to the CoR to draft various docusier#ts the Athens
Declaration. The latter have been extensively gquatethe EU debate and the
Platform’s inputs were explicitly acknowledged. Hawer, it also faces some
challenges including the necessity to maintain stnengthen the interest and
ownership of LRAs in the Europe 2020 Strategy arubifising the pertinent
expertise and good practices/experiences fromadba land regional level. In
this view, the potential of the Platform may be eleped in several directions.
One of them could be the closer association ofPflagform to TIAs relating to
the renewed Europe 2020 Flagship Initiatives (Fisloreover, in the Athens
Declaration, the Bureau of the CoR asks that thegi@ss of the renewed
Europe 2020 Strategy is monitored in a structurey w partnership by all
relevant stakeholders, first of all the differeavéls of government, including
sub-national governments.” This monitoring of thaplementation of the
renewed Europe 2020 Strategy by the LRAs couldrigkedaken by the Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform. The involvement of ther&pe 2020 Monitoring
Platform in the pre-legislative phase including $lAnd Outlook Opinions
could be further developed.

* This development entails a revision of the FIswghed in 2010, as suggested in the ‘Blueprint foereewed
Europe 2020 Strategy’ adopted by the Steering Cdtmeniof the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform. Insthi
view, the Fls should be reviewed ‘to take stockheir implementation and outcome so far and tonaligem to
the most recent policy developments and to the 920 headline targets’.



The second platform is the Platform of the Europ&aoupings of Territorial

Cooperation. This platform brings together all EGTGs well as other
stakeholders. Its main objectives include the gatgeof factual information on

cross-border territorial issues, to support andmate the functioning and
establishment of EGTCs, and to monitor EGTC legmtaat the national level.

According to the interviews and the survey, thiatiorm has functioned well.
However, one of its main challenges is to transfamto a platform that can

build upon the experiences and information avadladtl cross-border regions.
Now that it has reached a vast amount of registemdacts, it has started
consulting these contacts more often in order twige information that can

feed into CoR Opinions.

The third, and last, network considered in thiglgtis the SMN.This network
includes 149 members. Its main objective is to litate the exchange of
information on subsidiarity and proportionality &msis between local and
regional authorities in the European Union and th@on level regarding
legislative and non-legislative proposals from Bweopean Commission which,
once adopted, will have a direct impact on thedbkaaities and the policies for
which they are responsible. Once more its memb&vs imdicated to generally
be pleased with the functioning of the network. ©h#&e main challenges is to
increase the interactions between the members. i$hsoblematized by the
fact that the subsidiarity analysis may be condliatea slightly different way
in each country on the basis of different culturékchnical or even
organizational approaches, which may render theerantion difficult.
Moreover, the linguistic differences between itsrtpars may hinder the
exchange of information. Another challenge congistthe systematization of
the subsidiarity analysis on the basis of the exg@iaccumulated within the
SMN. Such systematization may contribute to impngvithe quality and
efficiency of the subsidiarity check by SMN parther

This study further reveals that all three platfaimaswork analyzed in this study
are facing some similar challenges, such as the tigning of the legislative
process. In practice, the consultation process Imeatpo lengthy for the results
to be taken into consideration in the preparatib€@R Opinions. Hence, the
platforms/network have to be proactive. Moreovie, agendas of the different
platforms/network and the CoR should be more irtegh and take more into
consideration the agenda of other EU institutidnsaddition, a possible way
forward could be to subdivide each platform/networkhematic clusters. Such
functional division would allow closer cooperatiand speed up the process.
While the SMN already organizes regular Thematibs8liarity Workshops,
one could suggest a division of the Europe 2020 idddng Platform into
working groups following each of the renewed Eur@p20 Fls. As far as the



EGTC Platform is concerned, the creation of subgsatould eventually follow
a number of common topics related to cross-bordeperation.

In addition to their involvement into the legislagi consultative process of the
CoR, the platforms/network analyzed in this studgynalso develop their

potential in the pre-legislative phase, includingg and Outlook Opinions or

Prospective Opinions.

In general, the strengthening of the links betw&srR rapporteurs, CoR
members and the platforms/network shall be fosteéoethcrease the value-
added of the platforms/network.

It has also been put forward that the platformsyoet should strengthen the
exchange of information among their members, beermrderactive and develop
more personal contacts with the LRAS’ contact pessolhe creation of a
database of contact persons of the platforms/n&twaembers, as the one
created in the ‘Regional Parliamentary Exchang&@REX) may be suggested
in this view. Related, the website should be ugendlly and frequently

updated.

Within the context of the European Parliament-Coge&ment, the relation
between the CoR platforms and the European Paniiaroeuld also be
improved. In the framework of the Agreement witle thuropean Parliament,
new opportunities and synergies should be expl¢eegl studies). In addition,
the platforms/network members could strive to prnthe platforms/network
and the issues discussed in bringing these issoes to the attention of the
members’ respective MEPs. This would strengthervthiee of the CoR, of the
platforms and eventually of the platforms/networkmbers.

Another central issue is the problem of translaiomhe CoR provides a
systematic translation only for selected files. d@sgqible solution would be for
the CoR to provide for summary translations or @vafe with the members for
translations of most documents.

These platforms/network can greatly support the @oBuilding up the unique
knowledge on LRAs this body has to offer to the dp@an decision-making.
Although they are generally well functioning, adshiag these challenges will
increase its impact on the EU decision-making mscdhis will in turn
increase the platforms/network members’ satisfactilwho might feel more
compelled to provide higher quality contributiotesading to a spiral of positive
spill-overs.



2. Introduction

2.1 Importance of platforms/network for the CoR

Set up by the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, the CoR htddinaugural plenary
session in 1994. Over these twenty years, the CaR dvolved from a
consultation by the European Commission on a fimaposal only to a
consultation at all stages of the European legiglairocess. More specifically,
it monitors the implementation of the Europe 202@&t8gy at the regional and
local level, it promotes territorial cross-bordeoperation and it is vested with
extensive responsibilities in the field of subsiitjamonitoring?

The CoR reinforces its consultative and politicalvprs notably by increasing
the quality and the impact of its Opinions on thgidlative process. Indeed, the
weight of the CoR Opinions in the EU legislativegess depends crucially on
the quality and uniqueness of the information ie tBpinionsit provides®
Moreover, the CoR may intervene in the pre-legigtatprocess through
territorial impact assessments (TIAs) and Outloghkn@ns, as well as at later
stages of the legislative process through thevielip of its Opinions notably.

To guarantee the quality and uniqueness of thenrdton in these instruments,
the latter build upon the CoR’s unique expertised@aling with LRAs. This
expertise stems from up-to-date data gatheringaaatl/sis coming from LRAs.
There is a total of over 90.000 LRAs throughout Eig.” To smoothen the
processes of data gathering and data analysistadguatforms and networks
were established that each have a unique objeatisteaison d’étre the Lisbon
Platform (now the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platfortme Platform of European
Groupings of Territorial Cooperation and the SMN.

® For further information, see P. Schmitt, T. RuysA&Marx, ‘Political participation, representatiamd the
subsidiarity principle. The case of national and-sational regional parliaments in the Europeanodrafter
Lisbon’, in R. Cordenillo & K. Gardes (edslhclusive Political Participation and RepresentatioThe Role of
Regional OrganizationsStockholm, International Institute for Democraayd Electoral Assistance, 2013, pp.
161-189; E. Domorenok, ‘The Committee of the Regidn search of Identity’'Regional & Federal Studies
19(1), 2009, pp. 14364; C. Jeffery, ‘Social and Regional InterestsCEfd Committee of the Regions’, in J.
Peterson & M. Shackleton (edsThe Institutions of the European Unig®xford, Oxford University Press
2002) pp. 326346.

® Committee of the Regions’ Future Role and Instinal Positioning,Study ordered by the European Union
Committee of the Regions (written by W. Van Aken,Jorthaut, P. Schmitt & A. Marx), 2014, availakle
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/D@nisiCoR-Future-Institutional-Positioning/ CoR-Fetur
Institutional-Positioning.pd{EN), pp. 19-20. The figures of the SMN membershigre updated to January
2015.

! http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/brochuresibmnts/84fa6e84-0373-42a2-a801-c8ea83a24a72.pdf
(EN).




In addition, the CoR has 350 Members and the sammebar of alternates,

which represent a much wider number of regions @tids of the EU. The

platforms/network are a tool to promote the pgvation of LRAs which are

represented in the CoR or not and this in three igsyes: the Europe 2020
Strategy, which is the backbone of the action ef B, the EGTCs and cross-
border cooperation and the subsidiarity or theribistion of competences
within the EU administrative layers.

The CoR draws on the 177 members of the Europe Rftltoring Platform,
on the partners that are part of the Register obfiean Groupings of Territorial
Cooperation and on the 149 partners of the SMN. plagorms/network allow
the CoR to reinforce its unique expertise and gtirean its voice on the local
and regional impact in their respective issue §el@he platforms/network
enable the CoR to base its expertise on a rich @minuous feed of
guantitative and qualitative data that back up ahguments defended in the
CoR Opinions.These Opinions may have an indirect influence @ galicy
priorities of EU institutions. The amount of influee the CoR will be able to
exercise critically hangs on the strong and unigupertise the CoR has
developed in the matter. The platforms/network @areourse only one of the
options to improve the CoR'’s expert functidngut they have become
important interaction and expertise building tools.

2.2 Aim of the study

Based on an evaluation of the activities of the (@t&forms and network, this
study makes ‘recommendations on how to better timdir activities with the
political work of the CoR in the mid-long term, feging on what the platforms
could deliver.’” In this context, the study suggebw to make better use of
these existing platforms for the benefit of thealoand regional authorities in
the EU, improving its effectiveness, visibility apolitical impact, looking at
them from an external perspective. The study shfadds more on the future
rather than evaluate the work done until date efioee it should be examined in
the context of the future role of the CoR’ and [@hallenges at the Horizon
2025] study?

The three platforms/network of the CoR examinedhis study — the Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform, the EGTC Platform and B&N — were set up in
order to support and reinforce the work of the C&rer the years, these
platforms/network have evolved, making it approjrito take stock of their

8 bid.
° Order Form No. 5261.



realizations, and challenges with a forward-lookiogus. This is the ambition
of the current study.

In a previously-released CoR study on ‘Challengebe Horizon 2025, it has
been noted that ‘[a]s an advisory body, the coatu# role is likely to gain in
importance based on its representative function wode of the LRAs.
Moreover, the CoR will be increasingly consultedifs network capabilities as
coordinator, interlocutor, mediator and expéttience, the potential of the
platforms/network is also examined in this studyalation to the future role of
the CoR.

2.3 Methodology

In order to conduct the research project, infororatwas gathered through
several sources.

First, the websites and several CoR documents weresulted. They are
referenced in the footnotes.

Second, this study is further based on informaigathered through semi-
structured interviews with the platforms’ adminggtrs, CoR Members,
officials from political groups, members of the DTdGnducted in November
and December 2014. The first interviews with theatfpkm/network

administrators at the CoR were conducted in thenbatg of November. The
weeks afterwards, several more interviews were wctedl with other

stakeholders. Three interviews with members froe BNTC were organized.
Three members of the Subsidiarity Expert Group weterviewed. From the
more political side, five interviews were conducteath people from the
political groupings. An additional interview wasraowith a member of the
platforms/network.

Third, an online survey of the platform/network niers was conducted:
https://nl.surveymonkey.com/s/CoRnetwarkehe survey was carried out in
consultation with the CoR, and contained questioc@ncerning the

platform/network members’ perception of the funcing of the

platforms/network. More specific, the survey ask®eel participants to rate their
satisfaction with a number of aspects of the ptatBinetwork. It also inquired
to the need of reforms in the area of these diffeespects. Participation was

19 Challenges at the Horizon 202Study ordered by the European Union Committeta@fRegions (written by
W. Van Aken, A. Marx, P. Schmitt & K. Raube), 204ailable at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Danisichallenges-horizon-2025.d&N), p. 25.




voluntary and we allowed participants to remain rgmoous. Invitations to
participate were sent out to all the members. Treey can be found in part 5
of this study.

Most of the questions were closed and requirediggaaints to scale or rate
certain aspects of the functioning. However, spaes provided at several
instances in the survey in order to gather morditgtise suggestions and
information. This enabled the respondents to naie/nd any remarks and
suggestions they had.

The survey was sent by the CoR administration tangmbers of the three
platforms/network examined in this study. In tots received 97 responses.
After cleaning out the data, and omitting doublgpanses or empty responses,
81 responses were considered in our analysis. §gnses were allocated to
EGTC" (47 premium participants and in some cases sex@spbnses from the
same EGTC), 16 allocated to Europe 2020 and 1Mtd.S

The results (both quantitative as well as qualiainput) are included in this

study. Although, due to the rather low number ahpteted questionnaires for

two of the three platforms/network, these resuisusd be taken aboard as only
indicative and suggestive. They give an interestiogount of the perception of
platform/network member, but do not necessarilylynagprepresentative view.

Moreover, a workshop was organized by the CoR @e&ember 2014 on the
theme ‘CoR platforms and networks facing the futufle target audience of
this work was composed by CoR Members — platforges’ernance, Members
of the platforms/network partners, regional offices Brussels and CoR
administration. The authors of the present stuaggmted preliminary findings
of the study at this workshop and were able toectlinteresting feedback from
the workshop participants on some of these findings

2.4 Structure of the study

The rest of this study is structured as follows tiext part provides an analysis
of the three platforms/network. For each of théedént platforms/network, the
study follows a similar structure to allow for eascomparison. In the same
part, the study outlines some major similaritiesl aifferences between the
platforms/network. Building on this, the study alsoompares the
platforms/network with similar platforms in othetJBnstitutions as well as

™ The authors of this study welcome the high le¥eanticipation of EGTCs in the survey, but caniuentify
a clear explanation justifying this massive paptition.



external platforms. Next, the study presents tha@lehges and the potential of
the platforms/network in light of the future of tld®R, discussed in the CoR
studies on ‘Challenges at the Horizon 202%ind on ‘the Committee of the
Regions’ Future Role and Institutional PositionifiiThe study concludes with
some general conclusions in part 4 and the prasamtaf the ‘Survey on the

Europe 2020 Platform, the Subsidiarity MonitoringtiNork (SMN) and the

Platform of European Groupings of Territorial Co@amn (EGTC)’ in part 5.

12 Challenges at the Horizon 202Study ordered by the European Union Committega@Regions (written by
W. Van Aken, A. Marx, P. Schmitt & K. Raube), 204ailable at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Danisichallenges-horizon-2025. d&N).

13 Committee of the Regions’ Future Role and Instinal Positioning,Study ordered by the European Union
Committee of the Regions (written by W. Van AkenCbrthaut, P. Schmitt & A. Marx), 2014, available
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/D@nisiCoR-Future-Institutional-Positioning/ CoR-Fetur
Institutional-Positioning.pdfEN).







3. Analysis and perspectives of the
platforms/network

3.1 Findings on the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform

3.1.1 Objectives — mission and intervention logic of th@latform

The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platfotfrwas set up by the CoR in 2010 as a
successor of the former Lisbon Monitoring PlatfqirvP). The LMP had been
established in 2006 to assess the involvementefLRAs in the design and
implementation of the Lisbon Stratefy.In March 2010, the European
Commission proposed the Europe 2020 Strategy as@ssor to the Lisbon
Strategy'® In the same way, the Europe 2020 Monitoring Ptaifeucceeded to
the LMP in 2010.

Its main task is to monitor the involvement of LRAs the design and
implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy. Theiaombis to feed the results
of this monitoring exercise (a) into the CoR ingtinal work, and (b) present
these results to the LRAs. The former mainly taglese by providing input
into CoR Opinions and other political documentse Tdtter mainly takes place
through the annual Monitoring Repdftas well as in the course of some public
debates, which allow for exchanges of experienceschmarking and mutual
learning between LRAs. The Europe 2020 MonitoririgtfBrm enables the
CoR to build up its expertise on the regional amchl impact of the Europe
2020 Strategy.

1 The website of the Platform is availabléhétp://www.cor.europa.eu/europe20@N).

5 The LMP was launched by the CoR at its first Terial Dialogue on 1 March 2006. As described ia @oR
brochure ‘Committee of the Regions — Lisbon MonitgrPlatform. The Growth and Jobs Strategy on the
Ground’, the LMP was ‘an operational tool for regib and local authorities. It contains detailed avide-
ranging regional statistical data, a documentatientre and interactive electronic forums, throughictv
regional/local representatives are able to exchamfgemation on Lisbon-related subjects.’ It waseimded to
run at least until 2008, at the end of the firsyear governance cycle. For further information, see
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/pub/Doctisiel P%20Brochures/2006/Brochure%20LMP.pdf

' The Europe 2020 Strategy consists of two cerfeinents: the Europe 2020 policy cycle to increheeco-
ordination of European and national reform prograsrand the Flagship initiatives [...], which combthe
specific policies towards reaching the Europe 206Bf@ctives. The [Flagship initiatives] are complenes by
actions to remove bottlenecks to growth (in thddfeof the internal market and infrastructure).'eShe
Decision of the Committee of the Regions BureaamlBa) implementing Europe 2020 in partnershipviseel
strategy for the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platfornd dhe Communication Plan. For further informationtbe
Europe 2020 Strategy, see also:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do2C0OM:2010:2020:FIN:EN:PDKEN).

" The 5" CoR Monitoring Report on EU 2020 (October 20143vailable at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Site Calaftocuments/COR-2014-05553-00-00-INFO-

EDI_final 061014.pd{EN).
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The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform aims to fulitd objectives by regularly
consulting the members of the Platform and by amyag events where
Platform members can voice their opinions and corscesgarding the Europe
2020 policy process. The consultations of the Btatfmembers carried out by
the Platform are then analyzed and can feed iR Opinions with a view
to inform European policy-makers.

In the past, the surveys of the Europe 2020 MaongoPlatform fed into several
issues of the annual CoR Monitoring Report on EerdP20 as well as several
CoR Opinions and political positions across the letmolicy cycle of Europe
2020 For instance, in view of the mid-term review ofr&pe 2020, and in
order to lead to proposals for a revised strataegyabruary 2015, the Platform
has supported the preparation of the CoR’s Atheesldpation ‘A territorial
vision for growth and jobs’ (7 March 2014) and #reompanying Mid-Term
Assessment Report of Europe 2020he Platform’s tasks in this undertaking
included carrying out online consultation of the AR one for each of the
strategy’s Fls. The consultations of the Platformrevrather successful. For
instance, the final one before the Athens Declamnabin Towards a mid-term
assessment of Europe 2020 from the standpoint of Etities and regions’
received more than 1100 contributions. Some of ehesnsultations have
targeted a wider audience by using an additiontdbdse — INTERREG. In
addition to these consultations, several workshaop external studies on the
Europe 2020 Strategy were organized. Moreover, raevexchanges of
information with DG Regio and other DGs of the Epgan Commission were
conducted.

The majority of the interviewees considered tha¢ tRlatform has been
relatively successful in gathering information frafRAs on the Europe 2020
Strategy.

As to its future development, in the Athens Dedlara the Bureau of the CoR
asked that the ‘progress of the renewed Europe 3d2egy is monitored in a
structured way in partnership by all relevant shatgers, first of all the
different levels of government, including sub-natib governments.” This
monitoring of the implementation of the renewed dpar 2020 Strategy by the
LRAs could be undertaken by the Europe 2020 MomigpPlatform. Indeed,
the territorial dimension of Europe 2020 has exglye®een recalled in the
Athens Declaration, in which the Bureau of the ChiRher explained that
growth can only be achieved through a place-bappdoach with regionally

18 Decision of the Committee of the Regions BureaBeptember 2012, ‘Item 8a) implementing Europe 2620
partnership — Revised strategy for the Europe 20@0itoring Platform and the communication plan.
19 Available athttp:/cor.europa.eu/en/news/Documents/2210-atdenkration-a5.pdfEN).
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differentiated targets. Hence, the Bureau called ‘floe introduction of a
“territorial dimension” for Europe 2020, settingrritorially differentiated

targets so that regions and cities contribute tintiy targets building on their
starting points and potentials.’

According to the concrete proposals formulatecha ‘Blueprint for a renewed
Europe 2020 Strategy’ adopted by the Steering Caoi@endf the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platforn?® ‘the Fls be given aentral place in the governance of
EU policies They should be used as effective levers to erehgmalicy
coordination at all levels in the design and impdetation of the strategy. The
different levels of government, including sub-natb levels, should be
encouraged to work in partnership with one anotret their roles should be
clearly identified. The seven FIs launched in 28h0uld be reviewed to this
end, to take stock of their implementation and onrte so far and to align them
to the most recent policy developments and to theofge 2020 headline
targets’** Each of the renewed Europe 2020 Fls should beesuty) a TIA. A
TIA has been defined ‘a tool for assessing the ohpé spatial development
against spatial policy objectives or prospectsaforarea® In a consultation of
the SMN on the Assessment of Territorial Impactnaority of respondents
considered that such assessment should be madeilsonypfor policies being
more susceptible of having a territorial impact. rbtover, some respondents
considered that EU 2020 objectives could be takera guide to determine
which policies should involve a TI&.

In this view, the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platforoutd be closely associated
to these TIAs, both in consulting its members agirtlopinion relating to the

selection of policies submitted to TIAs and in femaing the analysis of LRAs

In impact assessments.

Finally, another possible avenue to future develems) for the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform may be to develop expert grdagsed policy advice
within the context of the forthcoming mid-term rewi of the Europe 2020
Strategy. Pursuant to this view, the Europe 202MiMdng Platform could

focus on specific topics with specialized viewsregsed by experts.

In general, these directions — which will be furtdeveloped in point 3.6.3.1 of
this study — show the potential of the Europe 20&fhitoring Platform and

2 Available at:

https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Site CatlaBtocuments/2459-brochure-BlueprintEU2020.(HlN).

2 bid., p. 19 (emphasis in the original text).

22 Report on the consultation of the Subsidiarity Maiing Network: Assessment of Territorial Impact,
rapporteur Mr Michael Schneider (DE/EPP).

#bid., p. 6.
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pave the road to interesting future developmenti@Europe 2020 Monitoring
Platform’s activities.

3.1.2 Functioning of the platform in general

In general, the surveyed Platform members are rasatisfied with the
functioning of the Platform (see figure 1 and tabj&’

Satisfaction with the functioning of
the platform

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 1: Satisfaction with the functioning of tRlatform (n=14)

Satisfaction with the functioning of the Platform
not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.07
medium 0.36
rather satisfied 0.50
very satisfied 0.07

Table 1: Satisfaction with the functioning of tHatfrm in percentages (n=14)

3.1.3 Structure

The Platform has a broad membership. It bringsthmyel77 LRAs from the
different EU Member States and 9 observers (asgsmts). Adhesion to the
Platform is totally voluntary. Hence, its membepshs not statistically
representative and some of the EU Member Statebeiter represented than

% As indicated in the methodology, the low number coimpleted questionnaires for the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform implies that these results dddoe taken aboard as only indicative and suggesiihey
give an interesting account of the perception aitfpfm/network members, but do not necessarily ynwl
representative view.
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others. In practice, one notes that there exists@ group of certain very active
authorities, whereas other members mostly reméatively passive.

The Platform revolves around a mailing list. Orew foccasions and only when
this was deemed to be justified, a wider databa$dTTERREG — has been
used. The Platform is managed by a team of threpl@avithin the E2 Unit at

the CoR, supported by interns and a part time wskena

3.1.4 Governance

Pursuant to decisions taken at the Bureau meetimg®ctober 2010 and
September 201%, the Platform has a political coordinator, a Stegri
Committee and a Task Force.

The political coordinator reports once a year ® @oR Bureau on the activity
and working programme of the Platform. The coortinhas to ensure that this
working programme is shared and owned within th& Gaoth at the political

and the administrative levels. He also helps tonmmte the outcome of the
Platform’s monitoring activity externally, notabiy the dialogue between the
CoR and the EU institutions. The coordinator is pguped by a Steering
Committee.

The political Steering Committee of the Europe 2@&fludes the coordinator
and one political representative from each politgr@up, which these groups
appoint.

The Steering Committee ensures the wide internadeoship of the decisions
taken by the political coordinator. The Steeringr@uttee meets at least twice
a year and the meetings are coupled with othernplrevents, e.g. annual
workshop and Open Days workshop.

The meetings of the Steering Committee were ihytiadore formal, but have
recently more revolved around discussions and deli&its change has spurred
its members to show more interest and involvem&he members of the
Steering Committee were particularly involved dgrihe drafting of the Mid-
term review of Europe 2020. During the workshopat ttvere organized in
preparation of this review, the Steering Committeembers were put in the
lead of discussions.

®R/CdR 235/2011 pt 8a, September 2011, Bureau mamuayal report on the implementation of the Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform's Rolling Programme, ashlE at:
http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/news/Pagekdté oRollingPrograme.aspxN).
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Given that members are assigned by the politicabgngs to the Steering
Committee, members may be forced to leave the Caearioecause of the end
of their electoral mandate. In general, the Taskc&as more focused on the
content than the Steering Committee.

The CoR’s administrative Task Force on Europe 202udes representatives
from the Secretariats of the Committee’s PolitiGxoups as well as other
relevant CoR services. It is chaired by the Headlwit of CoR Unit E2 and
ensures internal coordination between the relev@oR services and the
political groups, and provides administrative suppo the Platform’s political
coordinator.

In general, the work of the CoR administration &lywerceived by the Platform
members. It has been put forward by an interviefee political groupings
that the Platform team might be understaffed ineprdd make the Platform
work perfectly.

Obviously, increasing staff would allow the teanbtomore productive, but this
does not seem to be the main problem, namely thw 8ime spans in which the
consultations need to take place. The mismatchdstvDpinions’ and surveys’
timelines implies that it has often proved to bagtically incompatible to set a
reasonable deadline, which would leave enough tonmespondents, and still fit
into the rapporteur’s timetable. This is especidlye for open questions.
Multiple-choice and online surveys make it simpler the administration to
process the information and to cooperate with #ygorteurs in an efficient
manner.

3.1.5 Outputs and results
3.1.5.1 Events

The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform team organieggilar events, presented
in the annual reports including conferences, mgetand workshops related to
the Platform’s work.

In 2015, the team will organizeter alia these future events:

- the Territorial Dialogue on Europe 2020 {16dition in 2015), which
consists of a top-level meeting between a CoR d#imgy and the
Presidents of the European Council and the Eurofeammission. In the
past, the Platform members were also involved énténritorial dialogue.
However, the outcome of this process for the Platfavas negligible.
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Hence, the territorial dialogue has been shiftediatds a top-level
meeting as described above and takes place belosetadoors.

- the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform's annual Wodgsho discuss
iIssues in the implementation of the Europe 202@t&fy from the
standpoint of the LRAS;

- the Open Days workshop (2015 Dialogue with thinkks&, which has
taken the form of a "Dialogue with think-tanks" selected topics related
to Europe 2020;

- the workshop on the involvement of LRA in the Eweap Semester cycle
— meeting with European Semester Officers;

- the thematic workshops with colleagues from other I&stitutions and
representatives of LRAs depending on the work @ogne of the team
and emerging political issues (e.g. meetings wéleded directorates
general of the European Commission to analyze tia¢e sof the
implementation of Europe 2020 Ff§).

As mentioned by a member of the Platform, thesentsvare in general very
interesting and well-organized. However, due toenécbudget cuts it is
increasingly difficult to invite Platform members Brussels. For this reason,
the CoR is currently testing the system of webinar®latform member also
stressed the need to make it more visible thatPilagform has supported or
organized certain events. Another member requeste@ active involvement
of the Platform members in the preparation of tlaéférm’s events.

3.1.5.2 Studies, annual reports and other publicains

The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform team producesiamber of documents
and various inputs to the consultative work carpetiat the CoR. Some of the
projects are planned in an annual cycle and hawsetuently gained more
external visibility, as for instance:

- The yearly publication of the Europe 2020 MonitgriReport;

% In principle, external workshops will also be angaed in 2016 in at least two Member States thitmn the
analysis carried out by the Europe 2020 team anth@molitical recommendations of the CoR in coafien
with the relevant CoR National Delegation and tlhiedpean Commission's Semester Officers in thattcgun
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- Handbook for LRAs on Europe 2020%(&dition in 2012, %' edition in
2014" and ¥ edition in 2016). The Handbook has been well rebi
and incorporates good practices of the Platform besgs1 However, there
have been calls for translation in more languagdsch will only be
feasible once the budgetary means are available;

- Reports with results of thematic surveys in supporthe work carried
out by CoR Members (e.g. input to Opinions and Betions);

- Reports on the review of the strategy or othewasedevelopments (e.g.
CoR Europe 2020 Mid-term review).

3.1.5.3 Surveys

The main inputs from the Europe 2020 Monitoringtfelan into the work of

the CoR are the surveys whereby the Platform mesnber consulted. The
Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform team is responsilite developing,

distributing, analyzing and disseminating surveysiclv are relevant for the
implementation of the strategy. The results of sheveys feed into political
declarations and Opinions of the CoR.

Examples of the surveys carried out recently ineiud

- National co-financing of EU Programmes in 2014-2020F (resulted in
321 replies from 27 MS, no answer from Luxemburg);

- Execution of the EU budget (resulted in 427 repfi@sn 27 MS, no
answer from Luxemburg);

- Negotiation and drafting partnership agreementsu(ted in 44 replies
from 23 MS, the target group was different than tino above,
respondents had to be officially involved in thgotations and drafting
of the partnership agreements’ documents).

Moreover, there is an ongoing survey on the LRA®s/olvement in the
Partnership Agreements and Operational Programn@ds!-2020. Another
survey is about to be launched, in cooperation weghOECD, on how to make
public investments in infrastructure more effective

2" CoR, Delivering on the Europe 2020 Strategy. Hawoftbfor Local and Regional Authorities"2edition,
2014, available at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Site CatlaEtocuments/EU2020%20Handbook%2c%202nd%20Editi

0n%202014.pd(EN).
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Since 2010, the surveys of the Europe 2020 MomigpRlatform have fed into
several CoR Monitoring Reports on Europe 2020 aH a® several CoR
Opinions and political positions across the whalkay cycle of Europe 2028
The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform team has predidnput to political
notes presented to CoR Members nominated as rappsrifor specific
Opinions. For instance, the results of the onlinevesy/consultation on the
execution of the EU budget, carried out by the Rar®020 Monitoring
Platform team were directly quoted in the BUDG-VZ0Q07th plenary session,
25-26 June 2014, CoR Opinion on the execution ef EJ budget. In this
Opinion, rapporteur Mr A. Struzik (PL/EPP) ‘(...) mst that, in order to
improve the quality of the opinion, a survey wasried out among local and
regional authorities (LRAS}, which [was] met with significant response; this
reflects the level of interest in this issue anth{®oto a desire to cooperate on
identifying solutions to the problems and drawing tbe potential which lies
within the territorial approach; (...) in accordaneéh the survey's findings,
declares its readiness to be an active participanthe key discussions
conducted at European level and a credible paforethe Member States and
EU institutions during the preparation and impletagon of the EU budget.

(...

In the past, most surveys were qualitative orientétd open questions. These
were however rather time-consuming for participaatsd at the time of the
surveys on the seven Fls, the administrators atCible discovered a certain
survey fatigue.

For this reason, in recent years, quantitativeeygwvith multiple choices were
conducted in combination with — or sometimes ird@a— open questionnaires.
A possible problem with this approach is that quatiwe surveys tend to
strengthen the top-down approach. Hence, it mighhteresting to involve the
Platform members in the selection of questions agmdposed answer
possibilities to a certain extent.

Occasionally, the number of addressees has begificagtly enlarged in the
past with the use of a broader database, the INEERRailing list. Yet, this
wider database was only used on selected occasioes this was deemed to
be justified. The two databases have thus not beenged. In general, survey
invitations are only sent out to the Platform membElowever, sometimes they
are sent out to all representations of regions ates in Brussels, as well as

% Decision of the Committee of the Regions Bureaeml| 8a) implementing Europe 2020 in partnership —
revised strategy for the Europe 2020 MonitoringfBtan and the Communication Plan.

% Results of the online survey/consultation on thecation of the EU budget, Committee of the RegidJrsit

E.2 — Subsidiarity Network / Europe 2020 MonitoriRtatform / Covenant of Mayors / EGTC. The Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform Team.
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their national and European associations. This ihasgased the number of
responses tenfold. Over the last years, severa¢gsiwere sent out (Mid-Term
review Europe 2020 and the seven FIs). The admamiss of the Platform feel
that a possible downside to this larger mailing) issthe fact that it gets very
appealing to consult the mailing list more regylagven for issues not directly
linked to the work of the Europe 2020 Platform. sTlmight have increased
survey fatigue, in particular since only the lastvfsurveys were quantitative.
Yet, members can still decide not to participatéhese surveys.

Another issue is that there is rather limited tiimeanalysis of the results of the
surveys. This is a bigger issue for qualitativeveys as the responses to such
consultations might need to be translated. In thatance, linguistic issues
make the analysis even more time-consuming. ThensEls for example had to
be translated in all EU languages, making it mosemanding and time-
consuming.

For the future, it is clear that both types of &y can serve different needs.
Quantitative surveys can be used as a thermomet@der to quickly grasp a
basic perception of the ideas of LRAs and theassin the implementation of
Europe 2020 initiatives. Qualitative surveys arétdvesuited to collect broad
ideas on for example future developments. In thd, éhe outcome of
guantitative surveys will generally always be ie thiddle, which has also been
translated as such in the results of the Platformmsk. Therefore, an
administrator at the DTC has argued in favor ofl@pth case studies instead of
guantitative surveys.

For both types of surveys, it should be noted ti@ questionnaires are
prepared by the CoR administration. Representatfethe political groups
sitting in the Task Force of the Platform are imaal in the process, with all the
guestionnaires submitted to them in advance. Thay suggest changes to the
guestionnaires. Since more than a year, in paaticuith surveys directly linked
to CoR Opinions, there have also been direct ctatsuts with the rapporteurs
and their experts with the assistance of DTC adstatiors.

The validation of the results is done by the Taskcé and the Steering
Committee after a survey has taken place. Membleesngelves are not
consulted for the practical follow-up, for exampieOpinions etc. Yet, they are
informed as the outcomes of the surveys are dig& to the Platform
members — not to the bigger mailing list. The ressafe also printed and handed
out at conferences and workshops. Also, all outsoare downloadable on the
website.
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3.1.5.4 External Studies

Within the framework contracts, the Europe 2020 kMwmg Platform team
outsources part of the analytical work by commissig studies on Europe
2020 related topics, as the Analysis of the 2016dNal Reform Programmes
and External support for the entirely renewed Hawo#lon Europe 2020.

3.1.5.5 Other outputs

In general, the above mentioned elements — evpatdications, surveys and
studies — may translate directly into other typé®utputs. They are notably
mentioned in paragraphs or shorter parts of texthéenOpinions/declarations or
other official statements of the CoR, resolutiohshe European Parliament as
well as dedicated sections of the European Comom$sspublications.

3.1.6 Relevance: value added and usefulness

So far, the CoR administrators including the DTQmhers feel that no survey
has been disappointing, as they were always algettesome information out of
the surveys. The fact that the surveys are voliytasults in the consequence
that members which are particularly interested hmy issue reply and prepare
their answer very well, which increases the quabfyinformation. Rather
remarkably, it has been found that sometimes evemtembers of the Steering
Committee do not reply to the consultations.

Ideally, the results of the consultations shoulddféento the legislative work.
However, in practice, the consultation process b®atoo lengthy for the results
to be taken into consideration.

It has been proposed that working in thematic ehssivould increase members’
participation while at the same time hold the pb&tro generate more useful
feedback. This could provide a fruitful directioor fthe future, and could help
the Platform to find a new niche.

Platftorm members are in general satisfied with tleow-up of the

contributions on the Platform, as demonstratechieygraph below (see figure 2
and table 2).

21



Satisfaction with the follow-up of
contributions to the platform

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 2: Satisfaction with the follow-up of comtutions to the Platform (n=14)

Satisfaction with follow-up on contributions

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.00
medium 0.43
rather satisfied 0.43
very satisfied 0.14

Table 2: Satisfaction with the follow-up of contrilons to the Platform in percentages (n=14)

Yet, from the perspective of Platform members,ai$ been noted that over the
years, the privileges of being a Platform membereheecome much more
limited. Until a few years ago, Platform membersildaregularly be invited to
meetings in Brussels. Nowadays, this has become miifficult because of
budgetary constraints. Still, the Platform membUdexrge the advantage of being
continuously informed and updated on the work ef@@R on Europe 2020.

Certain interviewees from political groupings deplthe fact that they do not
have access to the complete results of the sutuaysnly to the analysis made
by the CoR administration. Hence, they are notrméx of the individual
positions of the members of the Platform — excefitase partners contact the
members of the political groupings themselves. €quently, some potential
useful and important information might get lostséggestion to overcome this
issue would be to add a disclaimer about the pilisgilof divulgating the
responses of members of the Platform. On the dthrd, such solution could
also have the adverse effect of refraining members issuing their position
on the Platform. As a conclusion, it seems thatdimeent system should be
maintained. An alternative solution could be toeofthe choice to members in
their responses to divulgate their individual res®or not.
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3.1.7 Expert groups

There is no expert group in the Europe 2020 MomtpPlatform. It has been
considered to work with subgroupings but the heawyk programme due to
the engagement with the mid-term review has postp@uch an approach.

3.1.8 Members

The Platform has a broad membership since it erifegyvoluntary contribution
of 177 cities and regions from all European MenmB&tes. It is interesting to
note that the Platform has also been able to atitakeholders beyond the CoR
Members.

There is in particular a strong participation fréme Southern European LRAs.
Since the members are not so well distributed adfasope, one may fear that
the Platform faces a problem of representativertéssiever, the CoR has never
claimed surveys to be statistically representatRather, their outcomes have
always been presented as the opinion of a volu@ngl. To this purpose, only
mainstream positions are considered solid enoughbdo stressed when
commenting results.

According to the results of the survey, all Platiomembers who responded to
the survey were at least medium satisfied withgéegraphical distribution of
members and more than one third were rather stigfsee figure 3 and
table 3).

Satisfaction with the geographical
distribution of members

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 3: Satisfaction with the geographical dibution of members (n=14)
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Satisfaction with geographical distribution of memkers

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.00
medium 0.57
rather satisfied 0.43
very satisfied 0.00

Table 3: Satisfaction with the geographical distition of members in percentages (n=14)

The surveyed Platform members also indicated timain reasons for joining
the Platform (see figure 4). As shown below, thestmmportant reasons to join
are to address challenges in the implementatiokWfpolicies (all surveyed
members at least rated this as important), excharigenation with the CoR
(also all rated important at least, but in geneadéd less important than the
challenges in the implementation of EU policiesexly the interaction with
other members, and to increase the visibility weeemed rather important
followed by the objective to increase the impacthed members’ work on the

CoR. EU project partner search was deemed muclnigsstant.
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Figure 4: Reasons for joining the Platform (n=16)
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3.1.9 Good practices
Some surveys have been taken up as good practices.

The surveys on the Fls have been identified asd goactice. In particular, the
combination of differing types of surveys (quaiafquantitative) for the
different FIs has been appreciated.

In terms of results, the survey on the executionth& budget, which was
requested by the rapporteur Mr Adam Struzik (PL/Epf#®ved to be a good
practice®® In particular, several people feel that the apgmoahereby the
rapporteur makes direct use of the Platform isgurefl in terms as in that case,
the results are much better incorporated and fem@ whirectly into the work of
the CoR.

3.1.10 Visibility

The Platform’s outputs have been used in speedhssjments and press
conferences by the CoR. The Platform has also lmentioned in several
official documents issued by other EU bodies, as BUROSTAT Regional
Yearbook 2014 and the"6Cohesion Report. One may also observe that the
Cooperation Agreement between the CoR and the EarmpCommission
mentions the Monitoring Report of the Europe 202tnkbring Platfornt*

The general perception of the Platform memberspatitical groupings is that
the Platform is rather well known by insiders. Mast majority of the Platform
members is satisfied with the visibility of the fbam, as shown by the graph
below (see figure 5 and table 4).

*https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Documentsty%20results,%20implementation%200f%20EU%20
Budget.pdf(EN).

31 Protocol on the Cooperation between the Europeamrission and the Committee of the Regions, 16
February 201 2http://cor.europa.eu/en/about/interinstitutionakéDments/EN.pdEN).
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Satisfaction with the visibility of the
platform/network

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 5: Satisfaction with the visibility of théaform (n=14)

Satisfaction with the visibility of the Platform

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.07
medium 0.50
rather satisfied 0.36
very satisfied 0.07

Table 4: Satisfaction with the visibility of theafbrm in percentages (n=14)

However, it is worth pointing out that the Platf@nmoutput is placed in
different places on the Platform’s website. Sonaf&tm members feel that it
might be useful to create dedicated pages scedssger for them to keep track of
the output, and how it has been taken up in thitigadlwork of the CoR. The
Platform administrators and the members also fesl the communication can
be improved. Communication is too often carried dayt using rather
standardized emails. For instance, the adminisgatave set up a LinkedIn
group on the social network.

In terms of visibility of the Platform members, serRlatform members are
mentioned in the reports whereby they have beeredaas contributors. Also,
they have sometimes been invited to Brussels teeptetheir points of view.
However, due to budgetary cuts, it is no longerspme to invite Platform

members regularly. Due to these budget cuts, ithtmiog interesting to look
more into creating thematic clusters with webinargl an online forum as
support. This would also increase the possibility Rbatform members to
distribute their individual work.

In terms of visibility in the Opinions of the CoR,needs to be said that the
results of the consultations have not too oftennbe®ntioned. However,
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consultations have provided input in relevant Ggsion the topic, even when
a clear reference to the work of the Platform hasoften taken place.

3.1.11 Timing

Ideally, the results of the consultations shouktfeto the legislative work and
fit in the calendar. Yet, these consultations sne+ and effort-consuming.

As mentioned in the point 3.1.4, it is a challetgset up a reasonable deadline
leaving enough time to respondents, but still fgtiinto the rapporteur's
timetable. As mentioned earlier, multiple-choicel amline surveys may speed
up the process as opposed to questionnaires basgiea questions.

3.1.12 Impact on the political work of CoR

Ideally, the results of the consultations shouketifento the legislative work via
the Opinions delivered by the CoR. Unfortunatehg tonsultation process may
be too lengthy for the results to be taken intosaberation in the legislative
work. Moreover, officials from political groups hato translate these results
into political considerations, which may in certagses be very technical. This
hurts the direct impact the Platform can or shdwdde on EU decision-making.

Moreover, it should be stressed that the consaitatiof the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform may provide useful informatiomthe CoR not exclusively
for Opinions raised in the legislative consultagprecess but they may similarly
feed TIAs, as well as Prospective Opinions on fut&uropean policies or
Outlook Opinions delivered by the CoR. For instantdee Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform recently contributed to an uatk Opinion on Multilevel
governance in promoting the EU Biodiversity Strgt@@20 and implementing
the international Aichi targefé. Outlook Opinions may be requested by the
European Commission to feed its upstream prepasatior EU draft
legislation. As mentioned in the Protocol on theofiration between the
European Commission and the Committee of the Resgififhe Commission
welcomes a more proactive role for the Committeeubh outlook opinions on
future Union policies before action is taken at &mnlevel and in areas where
the Committee has appropriate local informatioroueses. [...] The time limit
for such a consultation may not be less than onatimivom the date on which
the Committee's President receives notificatiothi® effect. [...]*°

32 COR-2013-08074-00-00-AC-TRA (EN) 1/14 , Rapportévis Kadri Tillemann (EE/EPP).
% Protocol on the Cooperation between the Europeamnission and the Committee of the Regions,
16 February 201http://cor.europa.eu/en/about/interinstitutionakéDments/EN.pd{EN).
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As mentioned in point 3.1.1, it is submitted thia¢ tacknowledgment of the
importance of the territorial dimension in Europ®2@ in the Athens

Declaration and the increasing importance of TIAsroa wide array of future
opportunities to the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platfoin addition to its

previously discussed role, namely providing the Guieh useful information

stemming from LRAs in order to feed its Opinionstie consultative process
and its Prospective or Outlook Opinions.

All Platform members that replied to the survey avat least medium satisfied
with the impact of the Platform on the political ikaf the CoR (see figure 6
and table 5).

Satisfaction with the impact of the
platform on the political work of the
CoR

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 6: Satisfaction with the impact of the Péath on the political work of the CoR (n=14)

Satisfaction with the impact of the Platform on thework of the CoR

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.00
medium 0.43
rather satisfied 0.50
very satisfied 0.07

Table 5: Satisfaction with the impact of the Platicon the political work of the CoR in percentages
(n=14)

3.1.13 Networking capacity

The members feel that the Platform has not reatreiased the networking
capacity between the Platform members. They do mhaehg the events, but
most of the members already know each other quék since most of them
work in Brussels. Yet, they generally consider theeractions with other
members as one of the most important reasons feingpthe Platform (see
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graph in point 3.1.8.) and would like this issuebi® reformed (see graph in
point 3.1.16). Moreover, some members pointedttiatrole of the Platform as
organizer of events should be better highlighted.

As shown below (see figure 7 and table 6), the ntgjof the members who
replied to the survey are medium satisfied with th&eractions, while an
important part of the remaining members are ratihvesatisfied or not at all
satisfied with this point.

Satisfaction with the interaction
between the members of the
platform

not at all
M unsatisfied

medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 7: Satisfaction with the interaction betwdka members of the Platform (n=14)

Interaction between the members of the Platform

not at all 0.07
unsatisfied 0.21
medium 0.57
rather satisfied 0.14
very satisfied 0.00

Table 6: Satisfaction with the interaction betwéle®m members of the Platform in percentages (n=14)

In general, it is noted by the Platform memberg tha Platform should be
more interactive. The Platform administrators hdvied to enhance this
interaction by using social media tools, througk treation of a LinkedIn
group for instance. This tool allows for more rap@mmunication between the
members and the administrators.
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3.1.14 Website

As mentioned in the activity report of 2 Septempei3, the websifé of the
Platform was re-vamped to be more user-friendlys Tibjective was achieved
by the logical division of sub-sections and by @hation of repetitive content.
In addition, a map was added, with an option ohtmg in a visual way the
Platform members>

The majority of the surveyed Platform members iatiid their satisfaction with
the usability of the website, as demonstrated engraph below (see figure 8
and table 7).

Satisfaction with the usability of the
website

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

M very satisfied

Figure 8: Satisfaction with the usability of thehs#ée (n=14)

Satisfaction with the usability of the website

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.00
medium 0.43
rather satisfied 0.50
very satisfied 0.07

Table 7: Satisfaction with the usability of the wigdbin percentages (n=14)

Yet, certain members asked that the website shbaldnore dynamic and
updated more often.

3 http://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020
% The list of good practices is available at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/MonitorlagBhips/Pages/Good-Practices.afpl¥).
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3.1.15 Translations

As demonstrated below (see figure 9 and table 83, third of the Platform
members that replied to the survey are rather isfiga or not at all satisfied
with the translation system. However, an incredst@® number of translations
Is hindered by budgetary reasons.

Satisfaction with translations into
your language

not at all
M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 9: Satisfaction with the translations (n=14)

Satisfaction with the translations

not at all 0.21
Unsatisfied 0.14
Medium 0.29
rather satisfied 0.07
very satisfied 0.29

Table 8: Satisfaction with the translations in pamtages (n=14)

3.2 Findings on the EGTC Platform
3.2.1 Objectives — mission and intervention logic of th&latform

Since 2006, the EGTC legislation enables publigieatfrom different Member
States to come together and create a new body lagéi personality under
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European law’® The main objective of the EGTC is to foster coagien with a
view to strengthen the economic, social and tefataohesion of the EF.
The CoR runs the official register of EGTCs.

The Platform of EGTC was launched in 2011 withdaling missions:

a) ‘Monitoring the adoption and implementation of tB&TC provisions at
EU and national level,

b) Facilitating the exchange of experiences on thabéshment of EGTCs
at territorial level and sharing knowledge of b@stctices in the field;

c) Promoting the EGTC as a tool for territorial coleasand give visibility
to the existing EGTCs, notably among the EU Insats, the national
and sub-national administrations;

d) Improving communication on EGTC opportunities arfthllenges at
territorial level;

e) ldentifying the potential use of EGTC as a tool émhesive territorial
development;

f) Supporting the consultative works of the CoR byvmhimg factual
information about multilevel governance and crosedbr aspects of the
EU legislation and policies®

The Platform on EGTC gathers all the EGTCs as wagllaspiring members,
associations, cross-border programmes and exgeris.consequently larger
and wider than the EGTC community. This is due he tission of the
Platform, which is to support the consultative véok the CoR by providing
factual information about multilevel governance anoiss-border aspects of the
EU legislation and policies. This mission exceestganal policies and includes
for example also social legislation, rural develepinthat might form an issue
at the cross-border level. Cross-border cooperasi@am area in which the CoR
has a consultative remit, as stated in Article 38f7the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). As men¢id in the CoR Bureau

% CoR, The EGTC: delivering growth and opportunitesilable at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Pages/Patiit%27TheEGTC%E2%80%93Deliveringgrowthandoppor
tunities%27availableonline.asgiN).

3" The Regulation (EU) 1302/2013 amending Regulafi®@) 1082/2006 on the EGTC was adopted on 17
December 2013 and will enter into force on 22 JR6&4. These amendments will simplify procedures and
enlarge the scope of entities eligible to be membéan EGTC, providing the elements to make tinetfaning

of the EGTCs easier in line with the suggestiondenay the CoR.

3 CoR Bureau Decision of 26 January 2011, item & G87/2010.
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Decision of 2 May 2012, the CoR will ‘intensify tlveoss-border dimension of
EU policies in its consultative work. In view ofighobjective, the EGTC
Platform will be the main instrument for obtainif@ctual information about
cross-border aspects of EU policiés.’

It should also be noted that in the case of the E&Tross-border cooperation
refers to a geographical vicinity — whether an asedose to a border.

3.2.2 Functioning of the platform in general

The Platform functions well. All surveyed membes8 (esponses) were at least
medium satisfied (see figure 11 and table 9). Meoee068% of the members
were rather satisfied, and 20% of the members satigfied. Hence, it is clear
that regarding the function of the Platform, theerall very positive rating
means that the members are very happy with theitumieg of the Platform.

Satisfaction with the functioning of
the platform

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 11: Satisfaction with the functioning of tRkatform (n=50)

Satisfaction with the functioning of the Platform

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.00
medium 0.32
rather satisfied 0.54
very satisfied 0.14

Table 9: Satisfaction with the functioning of tHatfrm in percentages (n=50)

39 CoR Bureau Decision of 2 May 2012, R/CdR 606/2ibd2 8) EN/o-FR/DS/nm.
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3.2.3 Structure

There are 51 EGTCs originating from 19 EU Membeat&dt gathering about
750 national, regional and local authoritfeésThe different EGTCs have a
differing structure, and have differing amountseofployees as well as differing
funds.

Moreover, there are rather large differences inecage of EGTCs over the
different EU Member States. Whereas some Membé¢esSthp not have a single
EGTC, others, such as France, Spain, Hungary arethCRepublic have
several.

Although created by the CoR, non-CoR members carthe Platform as well.
The Platform of EGTCs is administrated by a singtiinistrator at the CoR,
backed by another Administrator and one Assistant.

3.2.4 Governance

In relation to governance, the CoR Bureau decisiomstituting the Platform
reads as follows:

a) ‘The existing EGTC and the active members of thpeeixGroup will be
automatically entitled to be partners of the PlatfoThe CoR will invite
the EGTCs under constitution, and targeted experdsstakeholders (like
INTERACT and associations).

b) The Chairman of the Commission COTER will act aditipal co-
ordinator of the EGTC Platform and will report régly to the
Commission COTER and to the Bureau.

c) The ordinary administration of the EGTC Platformlivide run by the
CoR.™

The CoR plays a supporting role to the PlatformhasPlatform itself is self-
standing. The Platform only has a political cooatan, and has no Steering
Committee. The political coordinator is responsifide all EGTC actions and
informs the Bureau. The CoR administrator suppleitswork, the functioning

40 EGTC Monitoring Report 2013: Towards the New Catre$olicy, available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/D@isiE GT C-monitoring-report-2013/EGTC-monitoring-

report-2013.pd{EN).
“1 Bureau Decision of 26 January 2011, item 6, @dR 397/2010.
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of the Platform and prepares reports. The politggaups are also involved as
they look into the reports and submit their comraeamt these reports.

In terms of governance, the establishment of aariegional group of EGTC
has been discussed (it was proposed by a Platfoemb@r), which could
become thele factosteering group. In accordance with Rule 10 ofRlues of
Procedure of the CoR, ‘Members and alternates iy interregional groups.
They shall inform the Committee President ther@ofinterregional group shall
be duly formed by decision of the Bureau.” For eghan members with an
affinity with a certain topic could then create arterregional group on
crossborder cooperation (currently 10). The creatibthematic subgroups has
also been put forward by Platform participants aseful addition.

3.2.5 Outputs and results
3.2.5.1 Events
The EGTC Platform organized several meeting andtsve

First of all, there is an annual meeting of the EXHlatform. The last one took
place on 18 of February 2014, and dealt in more detail withe*EGTCs and
the Europe 2020 Strateg$?.

Moreover, during the last two years, the Platforas tbeen involved with
several other seminars:

- the CIVEX external meeting and seminar in BozerZBob in July 2013,
organized by the CoR and hosted by the EGTC Euegpamn Tirol-
Trentino-Alto Adige. The focus of this meeting was ‘Multilevel
governance in practice at local and regional levBlecentralized policy
strategies in the European year of citizefis’;

- the Open Days Workshop: ‘The European GroupingsTeffritorial
Cooperation: cross-border players in the Singlekgigr9 October 2013.
This workshop has been organized in cooperation & Regional and
Urban Policy of the European Commission in the f&ewrk of the
Cooperation Agreement between the CoR and the Earofommission;

42 Seehttps://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Pages/E GB@sibuting-to-the-Europe-2020-growth-

objectives.aspXEN).
“3 http://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Pages/19th-meetixaspx(EN).
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- on 18 November 2013, the EGTC Platform co-organe&gminar with
the Association of European Border Regions (AEBRY & cooperation
with the European Year of Citizens’ Alliance witlhet title: ‘“The
Participation of Citizens of Border Regions in thHeperational
Programmes: The Case of the EGTC'. This seminanded to draw
attention to the necessary participation of thedborregions in
Partnership Agreements and Operational Programimea, moment in
which these key instruments are in phase of prépara’he CoR and the
AEBR communicated this concern to the European Cissianm, the
Member States in the Council and the EuropeandPagint. The seminar
was a landmark in the cooperation with civil sogiethich might lead to
future synergies;

- on 28 March 2014, the Platform was involved in ¢tbaference on ‘The
Hungarian — Romanian economic development in thee Ga Europe
EGTC territories’ held in the city of Satu Mare,Rania;

- on 26 June 2014, a workshop was organized on ‘imgiging the new
legislation on EGTC-Dialogue with national authiest. This was in
view of the revised EGTC legislation adopted in &aber 2013. The
focus was on the dialogue between national autesrand stakeholders
in implementing this new legislation (Regulatior)eNo 1302/2013§"

Other than these events, the CoR also addressepotkatial of use of the

EGTC in a plenary session in presence of the [recf the European

Investment Bank. The cooperation with DG Enlargen&s continued via the
inclusion of the EGTC in most of the TAIEX-LAF wakops celebrated at the
CoR.

Finally, the EGTC has been included in the prograsinof the Joint
Consultative Committees and of the Working Groulpthe CoR with candidate
and neighbor countries.

3.2.5.2 Annual monitoring report

The CoR issues a yearly monitoring report on EG¥CEhis report provides
readers with in-depth information regarding thdelldnt EGTCs and reviews

“  https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Pages/Rati@ts-open-26-June,-workshop-'Implementing-the-ne
legislation-on-EGTC---Dialogue-with-the-nationaltharities'--.aspXEN) and
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Pages/Disdegith-national-authorities-The-EGTCs-demand-
participation-to-implement-the-revised-Regulatiaspx(EN).

*In line with Regulation (EC)1082/2006, ské&p://cor.europa.eu/en/activities/networks/DocutaN.pdf
(EN).
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the activities of the EGTCs of the last year. iogprovides other CoR units and
interested people with a complete picture of thekvemd contact information of
the different EGTCs. It yearly presents analyzetheflatest developments and
builds on the findings of earlier versions.

3.2.5.3 Consultations and other initiatives

The Platform has also been used to get informdtimm its members. So far,
two consultations have been undertaken.

In March 2014, a questionnaire on cross-border e@in was submitted for
consultation of the EGTC Platform on the theme “aods an Urban Agenda of
the EU’ in view of to provide information for a CoBwn-initiative Draft
Opinion calling upon the European Commission toMdugp a White Paper on
an integrated urban agentia.

The second consultation targeted the EU Strategyhi® Adriatic and lonian
Region in March 2014 A questionnaire on cross-border cooperation was
submitted for consultation of the EGTC Platform.isTtconsultation was
conducted in view to provide information for a C@Raft Opinion on ‘EU
Strategy for the Adriatic and lonian Region.’

In addition to these consultations, it should beddhat the CoR has conducted
a consultation on ‘The review of the EGTC Regulatiguropean Grouping for
Territorial Cooperation)*® This consultation was conducted in 2010 before the
establishment of the EGTC Platform. It was a jomtiative of the CoR, the
Trio of Presidencies of the Council of the EU ($Belgium/Hungary), the
European Commission and the INTERACT programmeailts was to collect
information in view of the review of the Regulatioon EGTCs. The
questionnaire attracted a significant interest esiiicreceived 91 responsé&s.
Based on the results of this consultation, changese suggested to the

8 For further information, see:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/activities/opinions/paggisfion-factsheet.aspx?OpinionNumber=CDR%206902/2013
(EN) and Opinion CDR 6902/2013, rapporteur Mr Bri#ek (NL/ALDE).

*" The questionnaire is available at:
https://www.google.be/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&scarweb&cd=2&ved=0CCKkQFjAB&url=https%3A%?2
F%2Fportal.cor.europa.eu%2Feqtc%2FPlatform%2FDoats#e? FConsultations%2FEUSAIR%2520Questio
nnaire.doc&ei=-GHfVJbMCYv-
Uo2kglLgP&usg=AFQ]CNGWwfoTh9rLKoBqlzS_DzuaG_14VA&bwhv.85970519,d.d2¢EN).

“*8 The questionnaire is available at
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Documentsigibation/EG T C%20joint%20consultation%20questidnna
€%20EN.dodEN).

9 The Conclusions of the Committee of the Regiormuaithe Joint Consultation on The Review of Regaoitat
(EC) 1082/2006 on the European Grouping of Telidtdooperation are available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/Archived/Documents/366968ciB-4efa-9230-665455fabbb5. (&N).
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Regulation in a CoR own-initiative Opinion on ‘Theeview of the EGTC
Regulation’ delivered in 201%. The further developments related to this
Regulation are discussed in a subsequent sectseming good practices.

The administrator at the CoR noted that the respaase to requests for
information is generally higher when he personabnds the members a
personal email that lays out why the questionnemdd be interesting to them.
Personal contact seems to be very important inrotleget the necessary
information from the EGTCs.

In addition, there has been made ample use of Isoeavorks (Twitter,

Facebook, LinkedIn). The EGTC community is in thedea rather small
community, and the Platform members generally kreaeh other very well.
Social networks could then help to increase shistudsions and information
sharing among the EGTCs. However, it has also bexded that the social
network initiatives so far might not have been albdefully realize their

potential.

The consultations that have been conducted have dggen to everyone but in

order to participate, it is necessary to eithealregistered contact and receive
the email invitation or to visit the website. lratibns for participation have

been mailed out to experts and registered contabts Platform currently has a

vast database of about 300-400 people.

Moreover, the EGTC Platform has deepened its cadiper with target

associations and entities that support cooperatiom: CoR contributed to a
publication of the INTERACT Programme about the EX;Tooperated and
disseminated the capitalization workshops of theglRamme Interreg IVc,

organized a joint seminar with the Association ofrdpean Border Regions,
and coordinated its Open Days workshops relatedet&ingle Market with the
Mission Operationnelle Transfrontalierdhe EGTC Platform also worked with
the Central European Service for Cross-Border Aetsy and with the

Assembly of European Regions. The CoR also coogeenaith the Hungarian
government’s initiative to coordinate the natioralthorities in charge of
implementing the EGTC Regulation. Regular contdotsk place with the

mentioned associations and other national autheriti

The CoR launched in October 2013 a bi-annual Ewopaward named
‘Building Europe Across Borders’ to recognize andegvisibility to the best
practice of a European Grouping of Territorial Cexgtion (EGTC) related to
the creation of growth and jobs in Europe (Europ@® Strategy). The first

0 CDR 100/2010, rapporteur Mr A. Nufiez Feijoo (EFRIE
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edition of this award was delivered in February £2@uring the fourth annual
meeting of the Platform. The winner was the EGEGQGroregion Pyrenees
Mediterranean' for its project Creamed - Business Incubators ogtw?

3.2.5.4 Follow-up on registered contacts’ input

Follow-up on contributions to the
platform

not at all
M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 12: Satisfaction with the follow-up on cabttions to the Platform (n= 50)

Satisfaction with the follow-up on contributions

not at all 0.00
Unsatisfied 0.02
Medium 0.58
rather satisfied 0.30
very satisfied 0.10

Table 10: Satisfaction with the follow-up on cobitriions in percentages (n=50)

The Platform contacts have signaled their overdistaction with the follow-up
on their contributions to the Platform. Only 1 syed contact declared to be
unsatisfied with the follow-up on its contributigighereas 40% was even more
than medium satisfied (see figure 12 and table 10).

3.2.6 Relevance: value added and usefulness

As mentioned on the CoR website, the EGTCs, andPtadorm, can help in
realizing the following CoR and EU objectives:

*L http://www.euroregio.eW(EN).

°2 http://www.eurocreamed.eu/creamed/fr/index.htiFR) and
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/news/Pages/TheeEwrard-goes-to-Euroregion-Pyrinees-
Mediterranean.aspfEN).
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- ‘Territorial cohesion: EGTCs and the Platform caglphto achieve the
objectives of the EU as stated in the Treaty obtig.>® This statement
shall be read in the context of the objectiveshefPlatform as described
in point 3.2.1. Cross-border cooperation is an areghich the CoR has a
consultative remit, as stated in Article 307 TFEkhdahe CoR will
‘intensify the cross-border dimension of EU polgi@ its consultative
work. In view of this objective, the EGTC Platforwill be the main
instrument for obtaining factual information aboubss-border aspects of
EU policies.™

- Europe 2020: EGTCs and the Platform can be toolsnfdement the
Europe 2020 Strategy, boosting competitiveness suslainability in
Europe's regions.

- Multilevel governance: the EGTC offers ‘the poddiof involving
different institutional levels in a single coopératstructure’, and thus
‘opens up the prospect of new forms of multileveVgrnance, enabling
European regional and local authorities to becomeing forces in
drawing up and implementing EU policy, helping taka European
governance more open, participatory, democratiGGo@aatable and
transparent®

The EGTC Platform is in a moving process, contiralypgeeking to ameliorate
itself. There is a lot of information provided byet Platform. However, this

information is often given by the same registeredtacts. Hence, there is a
problem from the political perspective to integrdte views in the Opinion if

only a few registered contacts express themselves.

Important to note is that the CoR runs the regiieEGTCs. EGTCs have to
notify the CoR of their creation. The fact that ®eR provides the first door for
the EGTCs also makes the Platform important antlilise

3.2.7 Expert groups

An Expert Group was set up in 2007 prior to theldsgthment of the EGTC
Platform. Pursuant to the CoR Bureau decision dotisy the EGTC Platform
of 26 January 2011, ‘the active members of the Exg&oup will be

>3 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/discovertheegméR/welcome.asgEN).
** CoR Bureau Decision of 2 May 2012, R/CdR 606/2ibd 8) EN/o-FR/DS/nm.
% https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/discovertheeatgéB/welcome.asgEN).
%% https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/discovertheeagéB/welcome.asgEN).
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automatically entitled to be partners of the Platf&>’ Hence, the Expert Group
was integrated in the Platform.

3.2.8 Members

According to the CoR Bureau decision constitutimg Platform, it ‘will include
the political and technical representatives oftladl existing EGTC and EGTCs
under constitution, members of the Expert Grougoeistions and other
stakeholders®

The membership of the Platform and the number of E&are slowly growing.
However, the EGTCs are not evenly spread, withgaifstant presence from
more Eastern and Southern registered contacts.

Over the last years, the total number of EGTCsréamined rather small, but is
steadily growing. This might be caused by the natlsdow national
implementation in particular in federalized couest The main reason for
setting up an EGTC is to work together with geogregl neighbors to build an
institutional framework for cooperation on projects common interest that
transcend legally defined national bord®rs.

100%
% +— — — — — — —
80% +— — — — — — —
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

not relevant

not so important

Important

B Very important

Figure 13: Reasons for joining the Platform (n=53)

" CoR Bureau Decision of 26 January 2011, item & G87/2010.

%8 Bureau Decision of 26 January 2011, item 6, @dR 397/2010.

¥ EGTC Monitoring Report 2012, available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/DasusiEGTC_monitoring_report 2012/EGTC_Monitoring_

Report_2012.pdfEN), p. 1.
% Ibid., p. 3.
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The registered contacts of the EGTC Platform weareeyed (getting 53 useful
reactions) about the reasons why they joined thddein (see figure 13). Most
importantly, the Platform members joined in ordeatdress the challenges in
the implementation of EU policies, to increase ithpact of their work on the
CoR, and to increase visibility. Slightly less degimmportant reasons include
the interactions with other members, and the exgbani information with the
CoR. EU project partner search was not rated \apprtant.

The 2012 monitoring report of the EGTC argued tthet main reason for
establishing an EGTC was to work with geographiwgiighbors to build an
institutional framework for cooperation on projects common interest that
transcend legally defined borders. This might eésdnot need to be related to
geographical distance, as for example the Europehan Knowledge Network
(EUKN) EGTC’s members which do not share a borttethe same report, it
has been put forward that the main preconditionekiablishing a grouping is
the availability of funds. Within Europe, there argortant differences in terms
of financial endowment of EGTCs. This also explaims differences in people
employed by the EGTCS.

3.2.9 Good practices

Probably the best example of good practices innglthe EGTC is provided by
the discussions on the revisions of the regulabonEGTCs. During these
discussions, an own-initiative Opinion on ‘The e wi of the EGTC

Regulation®® was issued in 2011 in which the CoR made a nundfer
recommendations to the European Commission. Thigi@p integrated the

results of a consultation launched as a jointatite of the CoR, the Trio of
Presidencies of the Council of the EU (Spain/Befgldungary), the European
Commission and the INTERACT programme. The consatianotably showed

common issues concernimgter alia the employment of staff working in the
EGTCs or borders with non EU Member Stafes.

®IEGTC Monitoring Report 2012, p.5, available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/De@nusiEGTC_monitoring_report 2012/EGTC_Monitoring_
Report_2012.pdfEN).

2 CDR 100/2010 fin, rapporteur Mr A. Nufiez Feijod®(EES).

% The Conclusions of the Committee of the Regiormuaithe Joint Consultation on The Review of Regaoitat
(EC) 1082/2006 on the European Grouping of Teidtor Cooperation are available at
http://cor.europa.eu/en/Archived/Documents/366968ciB-4efa-9230-665455fabbb5. (&N).
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The European Commission submitted a revised propdsah has taken into
account many of the recommendations made by the®€B&lIowing this new
proposal, changes were suggested by a new CoRddpielivered in 2012
Driven by the CoR Opinions, the CoR was invitedhe three meetings held
between the European Parliament, the Commissionhen@ouncil to negotiate
the revision of the EGTC Regulation, following theilogue’ procedure
foreseen in Rule 52 of the Rules of Procedure @fRarliament. Thanks to this
active involvement, the Regulation (EU) 1302/20b3ading the EGTC legal
framework, which has been the outcome of the natyoti, incorporated and
reflected most of the interests of the EGTCs andd.Represented by the CoR.
Consequently, the CoR was able to increase itsi@raé pole of expertise
towards the EU institutions. As noted by numerousrviewees, this was the
first time that 100% of a CoR Opinion had beendwikd by another EU
institution.

Another simple but much heralded reform has beerckiange from long very
encompassing emails to very short mails with thpecton the subject line. This
allows the registered contacts to more quickly idigrihe emails that interest
them.

3.2.10 Visibility

The Platform is very visible for people working omss-border EU legislation.
This might be related to the fact that the CoR ithesregister of EGTCs.

The Platform is also very visible within the CoRellf. For example the EGTC
hashtag featured very heavily on the previous Qpays. Also, the conferences
and seminars are heavily attended. Yet, the Ptatferstill rather unknown to

the general public. The CoR continuously strivesirtorease its visibility

towards politicians and professionals. However,neesome of the Platform

members have press offices, it is difficult inceedlse visibility of the EGTC

Platform.

 These recommendations relate both to an earli® Opinion CdR 308/2007 fin and the Opinion CdR
100/2010 fin.

% Opinion of the Committee of the Regions, Revisibthe EGTC Regulation, 15-16 February 2012, COTER-
V-022.
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Satisfaction with the visibility of the
platform

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 14: Satisfaction with the visibility of tiatform (n=50)

Satisfaction with the visibility of the Platform

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.12
medium 0.34
rather satisfied 0.36
very satisfied 0.18

Table 11: Satisfaction with the visibility of the&aform in percentages (n=50)

Most registered contacts are satisfied with théwiy of the Platform. Only
12% have declared that they feel the Platform shbalmore visible. Contrary,
56% indicated to be at least rather satisfied figeee 14 and table 11).

3.2.11 Timing

Timing is one of the biggest issues for the Platfmn EGTC. In order to be

able to inform and support the workings of the Cdfe, Platform’s registered

contacts should be contacted early on and be iddrabout possible proposals
to which they can contribute. This proves to béffecdlt undertaking.

In order for the Platform to contribute, it is finsnperative that the working
plan of the CoR is taken into account. This alldwsdentify interest fields to
which the Platform could make a contribution. Afidentifying the interest
fields, the type of interaction with the registereshtacts should be decided
upon. There can be a seminar, a consultation sbajshort note.

However, this whole process takes a lot of time ianmbt perfectly aligned with
the working of the EU institutions.
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3.2.12 Impact on the political work of CoR

Art. 307 TFEU states that the CoR shall be condutiecases concerning cross-
border cooperation. Hence, the Platform and the ES&re important to
support the CoR itself.

The administrator has argued that, presumablyeel& the Art. 307 TFEU
which calls upon the CoR for cross-border provisjdhe Platform has become
a poster child for the CoR. It might even be owaed in terms of its impact on
the visibility of the CoR, whereas its impact imnbs of Opinions remains rather
limited.

EGTCs have been subject to three Opinions adopgethd CoR so far. In
addition to the two Opinions previously discusselating to the discussions on
the EGTC Regulation — CdR 100/2010 and CdR 371/20&1prior Opinion
was adopted on 18 April 2008 on the ‘European Graypf Territorial
Cooperation (EGTC): new impetus for territorial peeation in Europe®
Given that the concept of EGTCs has only been eteat 2006, one may
consider that this constitutes a rather high nundéedpinions. The two first
Opinions were adopted prior to the creation of H&ETC Platform. In Opinion
CdR 371/2011, the rapporteur Mr M. Delebarre (FREBuUggests that ‘work
must be continued on the CoR's EGTC Platfgrm} so that EGTCs can be
monitored and exchanges can take place concerresy fdractices and the
challenges that both existing EGTCs and those b&@thgip have to face and so
that greater use can be made of the EGTC in the B&Etoral policies; suggests
that the EGTC Platform should, as of 2014, be ge&veale similar to that of the
urban development Platform proposed by the Comaonsisi its proposal for a
regulation on the European Regional DevelopmentdFurhese suggestions
will be further developed in chapter 3.6 of thigdst.

8566 CdR 308/2007 fin, rapporteur Ms M. Bresso (IT/PES)
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Satisfaction with the impact of the
platform on the political work of the
CoR

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 15: Satisfaction with the impact of the R¥atn on the political work of the CoR (n=48)

Satisfaction with the impact of the Platform on thepolitical work
of the CoR

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.19
medium 0.31
rather satisfied 0.44
very satisfied 0.06

Table 12: Satisfaction with the impact of the Riati on the political work of the CoR in percentages
(n=48)

The surveyed registered contacts were generalheratleased with the impact
of the Platform on the work of the COR. About haflthem were at least rather
satisfied. Still, about 20% indicated to be unéaiis (see figure 15 and table
12).

3.2.13 Networking capacity

The networking capacity between the members has tz¢ed rather positively
(see figure 16 and table 13). We observe one grgistcontact who is not at all
satisfied with the interaction. That member indecathat the Platform is too
little of a real forum than a participative socratwork with a professional
profile for every user. The CoR has indeed alretaig¢gl to make the Platform
more social network-oriented, but the administraatso indicated that the
Platform is not yet the forum the CoR would likéatbe.
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Interaction between the members of
the platform

not at all
M unsatisfied
m medium
M rather satisfied

M very satisfied

Figure 16: Interaction between the members of tagférm (n=48)

Satisfaction with the interaction between the Platirm members

not at all 0.02
unsatisfied 0.15
medium 0.46
rather satisfied 0.31
very satisfied 0.06

Table 13: Interaction between the members of thgdtin in percentages (n=48)

3.2.14 \Website

Satisfaction with the usability of the
website

not at all
M unsatisfied
= medium
M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 18: Satisfaction with the usability of thelgite (n=48)
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Satisfaction with the usability of the website

not at all 0.02
unsatisfied 0.10
medium 0.42
rather satisfied 0.38
very satisfied 0.08

Table 15: Satisfaction with the usability of thebaiée in percentages (n=48)

The website has been rated rather usable by they®d members (see figure
18 and table 15). Even though some members indi¢atbe not satisfied at all
or not completely satisfied. The two contacts tivare not at all satisfied
indicated that there needed to be clearer linksatdss the Platform on the
EGTC and CoR website, and that the website’s iaterfcould be made more
user-friendly, intuitive and attractive. It has bhaadicated that the website of
the Platform should be more visible on the CoR \tepand more frequently
updated.

3.2.15 Translations

Translations into your language

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 17: Satisfaction with the translations (n348

Satisfaction with the translations

not at all 0.02
Unsatisfied 0.15
Medium 0.42
rather satisfied 0.29
very satisfied 0.13

Table 14: Satisfaction with the translations in gemtages (n=48)
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Regarding the translations, it is clear that th@és de considered a more
important working point (see figure 17 and tablg. 14 this case, less than 50%
of the surveyed registered contacts indicated tmatheer satisfied. Even though
the general feeling is still rather positive, tdatisns into more languages could
be considered an important reform.

3.3 Findings of the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network

3.3.1 Objectives — mission and intervention logic of thaetwork

The principle of subsidiarity ensures that legiskatdecisions are taken at the
level as closely as possible to EU citizens. Irtipalar, the principle holds that,

in areas which do not fall within its exclusive qoetence, the EU shall act only
if and in so far as the objectives of the propoaetion cannot be sufficiently

achieved by the Member States, either at the ddatral or at the regional and

local level, but can rather, by reason of the scaleffects of the proposed
action, be better achieved at the Union level (#t583 of the Treaty on the
European Union (TEU)).

Regular controls are needed to verify whether,aohegiven case, legislative
action at the EU level is effectively justified. i$hmonitoring process requires a
high degree of expertise and an analysis of thesnlyidg political/economic
rationale for EU draft legislation. Subsidiarityrrginly investigated at national
and regional levels. Indeed, the entry into fort¢he Treaty of Lisbon on®1
December 2009 and the amended Protocol on thecapiph of the principles
of subsidiarity and proportionality have openeddboer for closer involvement
of regional parliaments with legislative powerstime subsidiarity monitoring
process. In the context of the Early Warning Systarticle 6 of the Protocol
explicitly states that ‘it is for each national Ramnent or each chamber of a
national parliament to consult, where appropriaggional parliaments with
legislative powers.’

At the European level, the CoR has progressivebnbeested with enhanced
responsibilities in the field of subsidiarity maming?®’ The CoR notably aims

7 For further information, see P. Schmitt, T. RuysA&Marx, ‘Political participation, representatiamd the
subsidiarity principle. The case of national ant-sational regional parliaments in the Europeanodrafter
Lisbon’, in R. Cordenillo & K. Gardes (edslhclusive Political Participation and RepresentatioThe Role of
Regional OrganizationsStockholm, International Institute for Democramyd Electoral Assistance, 2013, pp.
161-189; E. Domorenok, ‘The Committee of the Regidn search of Identity’'Regional & Federal Studies
19(1), 2009, pp. 14364; C. Jeffery, ‘Social and Regional InterestsCEfd Committee of the Regions’, in J.
Peterson & M. Shackleton (edsThe Institutions of the European Unig@xford, Oxford University Press
2002) pp. 326346.
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to link up the LRASs in their endeavour and to adslenthe monitoring process
at the European level, in view to integrate thesgional reflections on

subsidiarity in its Opinions. As noted in the RedsStrategy for the Committee
of the Regions adopted by the Bureau in May 20[h2]onitoring and ensuring

compliance of EU proposals with the subsidiaritingiple remain one of the

main political endeavours and institutional comnatits of the CoR after the
entry into force of the Lisbon Treat}?’

Since the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty @oR has been empowered to
institute an action for annulment against a speéifl legislative instrument on
account of an alleged violation of the subsidiaptynciple®® Moreover, the
CoR has adapted its internal rules on several mtasn order to efficiently
fulfil its new tasks. As from 2010, the CoR has ified its Rules of Procedure
in order to include an explicit reference to thésdiarity and proportionality
principles in all its Opinion& Subsequent changes were brought to the Rules of
Procedur€ notably to develop the CoR’s subsidiarity monitgrisystem,
including the SMN, along the lines adopted by theeBu on 2 May 2017%.
Moreover, Rule 55, paragraph 2 introduced some gdwmregarding the
reference to subsidiarity and proportionality in RC®pinions as follows:
‘Committee opinions on proposals for legislativésan areas not falling within
the Union’s exclusive field of competence shall iegs a view on the
proposal’s compliance with the principles of sulmsity and proportionality.
Other Committee opinions may refer, if necessamythie application of the
subsidiarity and proportionality principles wheneappropriate.’

The SMN was launched in April 2007 with aim at:

1. ‘permitting a political participation of local anetgional authorities in
monitoring of the subsidiarity and proportionalityprinciples'
implementation;

% Subsidiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy foe thiommittee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.

% Article 8 of the Protocol on the application o&tprinciples of subsidiarity and proportionalityeeSalso K.
Lenaerts and N. Cambien, ‘Regions and the Euro&aurt: giving shape to the regional dimension & th
Member States’, 35(3turopean Law Review2010, pp. 609-635; S. Piattoni, ‘The Committeehsf Regions
and the Upgrading of Subnational Territorial Reprgation’, in S. Kréger and F. Dawid (edShe Challenge
of Democratic Representation in the European Unidew York, Palgrave MacMillan 2012) pp. 59-73; O.
Porchia, ‘I ricorsi davanti alla Corte di giustizikel'Unione europea: le modifiche previste dal ffat di
Lisbona’, in P. Bilancia and M. D’Amico (edsla nuova Europa dopo il Trattato di Lisboriililan, Giuffre
2009) pp. 223-232.

°Rule 51, paragraph 2 of the CoR Rules of Procedfficial Journal L 6, 9 January 2010, p. 14.

" The current Rules of Procedure of the CoR ardatiaiat:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/Documents&fRaf-Procedure-of-the-Committee-of-the-

Regions/EN.pd{EN).
2 Subsidiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy foe thiommittee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.
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2. increasing awareness of the practical applicatiothe subsidiarity and
proportionality principles;

3. keeping CoR rapporteurs and members abreast ofidsuity and
proportionality related input stemming from a reganetative Network of
local and regional actors;

4. identifying measures for better law-making, cuttimgd tape and
increasing the acceptance by citizens of EU pditfe

The SMN supports all CoR subsidiarity monitoringh\ates in order to provide
CoR rapporteurs and members with quality input feonepresentative network
of local and regional stakeholders on subsidiardgyp, that these proper
subsidiarity assessments can be included in CoRi@ys’*

From the perspective of its partners, the SMN ergtiie LRAs to be active in
the subsidiarity monitoring process at all stagds B policy-making.
Moreover, it seeks to raise awareness of its paatteeall subsidiarity-related
issues’?

Finally, the SMN also aims to identify measuresldetter law-making and aims
to increase the acceptance of EU policies by fiizetis.

Within the SMN, the CoR has created a subnetworiRegional Parliamentary
Exchange’ (REGPEX) aimed at supporting the subsidianalyses of regions
with legislative powers during the Early Warningagk and at facilitating the
exchange of information between regional parliameand governments
throughout the EU with regard to subsidiafity.

It follows from the interviews conducted for thisigy that the objectives of the
SMN are clear and well-perceived. Neverthelesbag been noted by several
respondents that it might be difficult in certamses to distinguish subsidiarity
from proportionality, which entails a risk of cosfan in the contributions to

the SMN.

3 RICdR 229/2008 pt 8 a). See also the website@BKN, available alttp://www.cor.europa.eu/sniEN).
The network was established on the basis of twoiops of the CoR: ‘Better Lawmaking’ (CdR 121/2005)
rapporteur: Mr M. Delebarre (FR/PES) and ‘Guidddifer the application and monitoring of the sukesiiy
and proportionality principles’ (CdR 220/2004), papteur: Mr P. Straub (DE/EPP).

" CoR, Subsidiarity Annual Report 2012, R/CdR 32413, p. 4.

> https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/thesmgéRadefault.aspfEN).

"% http://extranet.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/regpagéa/default.aspéEN).
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On a particular note, one SMN partner suggestechtmge the name of the
SMN and its central objective to ‘better legislatioYet, in view of the authors

of this study, it may be counter-argued that sudhrgement of the scope of the
SMN would undermine its efficiency as subsidiarigol. Related to this

specific feature, a respondent deplored that théNSikhs mainly used as a
means to store data of the work of regional andill@ctors and did not
sufficiently produce its own analysis of subsidyarssues.

3.3.2 Functioning of the network in general

Most surveyed partners have indicated to be rathtesfied with the functioning
of the SMN, as shown in the graph below (see fi@@rand table 16).

Satisfaction with the functioning of
the network

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 20: Satisfaction with the functioning of tietwork (n=10)

Satisfaction with the functioning of the network

not at all 0.00
unsatisfied 0.20
medium 0.10
rather satisfied 0.70
very satisfied 0.00

Table 16: Satisfaction with the functioning of tletwork in percentages (n=10)

However, the interviews conducted for this studyenahed light on a number
of elements that could be improved in the functignof the SMN.

In relation to its role in raising awareness regaydsubsidiarity, it has been
deplored that contributions mainly stem from a fagtive users such as the
regional assemblies and parliaments in Austria,n@ay, Italy and Spain.
Given the technical and legal nature of the cona&fpisubsidiarity, only
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parliaments who are able and willing to invest tgses in this process can
actively participate.

A general satisfaction has been expressed as toldwof the SMN to organize
events and to keep CoR rapporteurs and SMN parimiersned of subsidiarity
Issues.

Yet, the exchange of information between regioctdr@ could be improved. A
standard form for informing the CoR and the SMNtpars is available on the
website of the SMN/REGPEX but it is not used incpiee. Instead, regional
actors generally present their official documentshieir original language, not
adapted to standard tool. This complicates thééurdiffusion of the document
among the partners of the SMN.

3.3.3 Structure

The SMN is supported by a Subsidiarity Team whishpart of Unit E.2 —
Subsidiarity Network / Europe2020 Monitoring Plaitfo/ Covenant of Mayors
/ EGTC within Directorate E — Horizontal PoliciesNetworks.

It follows from the interviews conducted for thitudy that the work of this
Subsidiarity Team is generally well appreciatede Timin concern with regard
to this Team rests on the need for continuity, Whtay be threatened in case
of too numerous movements of staff.

3.3.4 Governance

As mentioned in the new Strategy for the Committethe Regions adopted by
the CoR Bureau in May 2012, ‘[iln order to ensurdination between
administrative activities in the field of subsidigrmonitoring and the political
activity of the CoR, each political group shalldsled to appoint a subsidiarity
coordinator who, together with the political cooratior of the SMN, will
constitute the Subsidiarity Steering GrolpThe Subsidiarity Steering Group
‘ensures the proper coordination and political dalup of subsidiarity
monitoring activities throughout the year. In peutar, it is responsible for
highlighting annual subsidiarity priorities and nvak proposals on the use of
the most appropriate tools and procedures of thiesi8iarity Monitoring
Network in order to support the work of CoR rappars in the legislative
process”®

" Subsidiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy foe thiommittee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.
8 Footnotes omitted. For further information, seebsdiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy for the
Committee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.
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The Steering Group monitors the implementationh& Subsidiarity Annual
Work Programme and the political role of the CoRthwregard to the
application of the subsidiarity principle in the Edécision-making process.
Moreover, the Steering Group has to be informedCoR Opinions on
subsidiarity issues, on the main findings of cotadidns of the SMN and on the
reasoned opinions issued by national parliamerds subsidiarity analyses of
regional parliaments.

It is important to note that according to the Burebecision of 2 May 2012,
‘[s]pecial attention should also be given to regylanform the relevant
Commissions of the CoR about the findings and togness of the Subsidiarity
Work Programme in their specific fields in orderrézeive their feedback and
to ensure a coherent and reactive process.’ Thistitates an interesting feature
of the governance of the SMN permitting to incredise visibility of the
findings of the SMN and the coherence of the suéstg monitoring process.

The Subsidiarity Steering Group is chaired by therdinator of the SMN. The
Subsidiarity Steering Group gets input from the ssdiarity Expert Group — a
group of local and regional and local subsidiaegperts selected from the
partners of the SMN for their expertise on subsitiand EU law — to establish
a list of five priority initiatives to be monitore@very year under the
Subsidiarity Work Programnié.

It follows from the responses given both in theveyrand in the interviews that
the governance of the SMN through the SubsidiaBtgering Group is
generally appreciated because the group is actide canducts an effective
political governance over the subsidiarity monitgri

3.3.5 Outputs and results

The SMN conducts four types of consultations oe:litargeted consultations;
open consultations; consultations related to impasessments and subsidiarity
expert group consultations.

- Targeted consultations are launched by the Subsydateering Group.
They may follow a standard gfftor tailored questionnaires. The SMN
Secretariat draws up a summary on the basis of ghdners’

" In 2013, there were four initiatives included imetEuropean Commission Work Programme 2013 (E
invoicing in the field of public procurement, a BlBelt for a single market for maritime transpting Review

of Waste Policy and Legislation, and the Environtaknlimate and energy assessment framework tolenab
safe and secure unconventional hydrocarbon exargcin addition to Urban Mobility. CoR, Subsidigrit
Annual Report 2012, R/CdR 314D13, p. 5.

8 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/Site GrilenDocuments/Externalgridfinal Clean2909. §EN).
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contributions and forwards this report to the rapga. The rapporteur
may agree to publish the report on the SMN webaité CoR TOAD
portal®*

- Open consultations are spontaneous contributios8vidd partners on the
compliance with subsidiarity and proportionalitysugs of EU draft
legislation or non-legislative proposals. The SMigrt acts as a channel
to give publicity to subsidiarity analyses perfothi®y the SMN partners.

- Consultations related to impact assessments: thepBan Commission
has to carry out impact assessments of its futoit@atives. The CoR
provides direct access to quantitative and quad@atata from the field
by circulating questionnaires among the SMN pasneifhese
contributions constitute a valuable input from loand regional
stakeholders to the work of the CoR and permithése LRAS to express
their views on EU draft legislation before the &agiive process staris.

- Subsidiarity expert group consultaticfisgiven this group’s relatively
small size and expertise, it is assumed that suethanism permits a
guicker response than a consultation of the whd&l Svhich generally
runs for more than eight weeks. Yet, this assumptias contradicted in
the case of the consultation of the Subsidiaritpdtk Group on the own-
initiative Opinion on ‘Devolution in the Europeamidn and the place
for local and regional self-government in EU poliogking and delivery’
where only two experts replied to the consultatibmo other members of
the Expert Group apologized for their failure tgpend due to the tight
deadline combined with the Christmas period, whdah not allow for
proper consultation within their regions. Conveysahe consultation
attracted an interesting contribution from an SMaltper who is not
member of the Subsidiarity Expert Group. This wotgldd to plead for a
clear opening of consultations of the Expert Greoopother interested
SMN partnerd?

Several people interviewed for this study have olexk that the number of
contributions to these consultations is in geneatiler low. Yet, despite their
low quantity, their quality is generally apprecttd his being said, they often

8L A list of targeted consultations is available at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/actidtieages/Targetedconsultations.api).

82 For further information, sefettps://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/PageséctpssessmentPage.agEN).
8 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/actiitRages/SEG-Consultations.agen).

8 Report on the consultation of the Subsidiarity &xGroup for the own-initiative opinion on “Devdilon in
the European Union and the place for local andoreiself-government in EU policy making and daty/e
rapporteur: Mr F. Schausberger (AT/EPP), 7 Febraat3, available at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/Doents/SEGconsultation_Devolution_Report.d(EN).
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concern proportionality issues rather than substgissues. Certain partners of
the SMN may be tempted to use this mechanism tovadved in the process in
some way. They use the channel to complain abaufatt that they are not
involved. There is thus an amalgam between subgidiand multilevel
governance. It is up to the SMN Secretariat toeddhtiate the information
received from the partners of the SMN. Most impatita it has to distinguish
subsidiarity issues from proportionality issues @mdlter the information.

In addition to its consultations, the SMN estaldgla system of annual SMN
Action Plans as a follow-up to th& &ubsidiarity Conference held in Milan in
May 2009. Its aim was to identify experiences arabtbpractices in the
application of subsidiarity among European regiopad cities® It
complemented the activities of the SMN for a pemmdne year. This system
does not exist anymore since the adoption of theised Strategy in 2012,
where it was replaced by the system of Subsididtiork Programmes. These
Subsidiarity Work Programmes identify EU initiatevef potential interest from
a subsidiarity point of view in order to set a n@mnbf priorities calling for a
specific monitoring of subsidiarity and proportitita®

Thematic Subsidiarity Workshops (TSW) are also lady organized. They
involve network partners as well as selected warlgroups and discuss topics
related to the priorities of the EU legislative ada. They permit the
subsidiarity debate to be directed towards morectiwa issues in policy
making within specific ared$.For instance, as part of the 2014 Subsidiarity
Work Programme, a workshop was organized on 11 2044 on the theme:
Subsidiarity monitoring under scrutiny: More, lessdifferent? This workshop
was organized as a follow-up to the sixth Subsigh&onference held in Berlin
in 2013 and involved key partners from the SMN, Sbsidiarity Steering
Group and the Subsidiarity Expert Group as webtaer relevant stakeholders,
from EU institutions and national and regional @emlents, associations and
academid®

The CoR also organizes conferences on the themsahsidiarity. Subsidiarity
Conferences are organized biennially in order teengithen the inter-
institutional dynamic of subsidiarity scrutiny arallow genuine dialogue
between the parties involved in the subsidiarity nitaysing process. For
instance, on 18 December 2013, the sixth Subsii@onference was held in
Berlin on the theme of ‘Subsidiarity monitoring exftLisbon: experiences and

8 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/actistRages/ActionsPlan.asg&N).

8 Subsidiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy foe thiommittee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.

87 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/actiitRages/SubsidiarityWorkshops.agp).

8 For further information, sedttps:/portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/B&s@bsidiarity-monitoring-
under-scrutiny.asp¢EN).
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perspectives®? Other conferences are also organized on the thefne
subsidiarity, such as the international conferermme 2 July 2014 on
‘Strengthening regional parliaments in EU affaicstallenges, practices and
perspectives® The respondents to the interviews indicated tHatse

conferences were generally interesting and weléwoized.

3.3.6 Relevance: value added and usefulness

The relevance of the SMN and its usefulness depenthe fact whether its
consultations are taken into consideration or iyahle CoR rapporteurs in their
Opinions. Yet, even in the case where the coniohbuis not taken up in the
Opinion, the evidence produced by the SMN may hieemely valuable for its

partners in their own subsidiarity monitoring presesince this constitutes
substantive and in-house evidence on subsidiacityning directly from the

LRAS.

One SMN partner expressed concern about the fatttiie rapporteur is not
obliged to use the results from the SMN consultetidViore importantly, the
partner felt that if the rapporteur decides to aegthe argument from the SMN
partners, the rapporteur should at least reply e partner making the
contribution and give arguments why this contribatis not taken on board. If
a regional actor conducts a solid subsidiarity ysig] this regional actor can
feel left out when the analysis is not taken ughey CoR. Moreover, the SMN
partner felt that the procedures could be streadlias right now it looks rather
arbitrary when the SMN is chosen to be involvedat

This position raises an interesting issue. The that the rapporteur is not
obliged to use any results stemming from SMN cdaiohs may generate a
certain degree of frustration. However, one shé&ekb in mind that the concept
of subsidiarity involves political and legal asgeand that it cannot be

interpreted in an uniform mann&rHence, a certain degree of flexibility should
be preserved in the work of the rapporteur. To arpat the procedures should
be streamlined and that a justification should ivermgas the decision to taken
into consideration a contribution or not would,view of the authors of this

study, run counter this required flexibility in tle®nduct of the subsidiarity

monitoring process.

8 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/BéRebsidiarity-Conference.asf&N).

% For further information, seehttps://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/RéBeengthening-regional-
parliaments.asp(EN).

1 This constitutes one of the conclusions of a woksorganized on 11 June 2014 at the CoR on thmethe
Subsidiarity monitoring under scrutiny: More, lesdifferent?
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SMN partners are in general medium satisfied wihbk follow-up of the
contributions on the network, as demonstrated bygtlaph below.

Follow-up on contributions to the
network

not at all
M unsatisfied

medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 21: Satisfaction with the follow-up on cabtitions to the network (n=10)

Satisfaction with the follow-up on contributions

not at all 0
Unsatisfied 0
Medium 0.7
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0

Table 17: Satisfaction with the follow-up on cobtriions in percentages (n=10)

3.3.7 Expert groups

The Subsidiarity Expert Group is a group composkdfficials from SMN
partner institutions that are national, regionallaral subsidiarity experts. It
selects EU proposals of interest from a subsigigé@rspective. Moreover, it
may help SMN partners to express their positionsudsidiarity and to enhance
their visibility. As stated in the Revised Strateapjopted on 2 May 2012, ‘[t]he
input the experts can give to the CoR consultastevities could make the link
to the subsidiarity debate in the Member Statesengthen the mutual
comprehension and thus bring the CoR closer tolatal and regional
partners®

92 CoR, Subsidiarity Monitoring: a revised Strategy the Committee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.
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The Subsidiarity Expert Group provides input to tBabsidiarity Steering

Group to establish a list of five priority initiggs to be monitored every year
under the Subsidiarity Work Programme. These afectssl by using a

selection criteria that considers the politicaénest for LRAS, the fact that they
concern competences of LRAs and that they bear tanpal subsidiarity

dimension.

Following the interviewees, this Expert Group fuocs well. The expertise of
its members permits the selection of priority dessifrom a subsidiarity point
of view. Its small size allows for more flexiblecaguicker reaction.

This being said, the first consultation of the Sdiasity Expert Group — on the
own-initiative Opinion on ‘Devolution in the Euroge Union and the place for
local and regional self-government in EU policy mmak and delivery’ —
somewhat contradicted this assumpfibtndeed, only two experts replied to
the consultation and one response came from a Saftigr who was not part
of the Expert Group (the Convention of Scottish dlo&uthorities — COSLA).
The report issued on 7 February 2013 by the rappoir F. Schausberger
(AT/EPP) stated that ‘[n]Jo systematic survey hasnbearried out among the
experts to find out the reasons for the low levigbarticipation. The period of
the year (end of year holiday) and abstract natdirthe topic (not an actual
subsidiarity analysis of a given legislative progdpsnay have played a role.
However, some spontaneous reactions showed anelfreent of explanation.
Some experts who did not send a contribution inda#hat they had wished to
consult within their own regional or local authte® to back up their position
and that the consultation deadline did not allowtlfas. Although experts have
been selected in the light of their personal experf{legal background and
practical experience with subsidiarity analyseg) are not requested to express
the official position of their employing authorit§his approach should be taken
into account when setting the consultation timetabSufficient time should be
allowed to enable experts to consult in their respe constituency. Secondly,
the consultation attracted an interesting contidoutrom an SMN partner who
Is not on the Subsidiarity Expert Group. This wotddd to plead for a clear
opening of consultations of the Expert Group to eothnterested SMN
partners

According to a member of the Expert Group, rulesl@dde clearer about the
capacity in which the members of the Expert Growgkentheir submissions.
The CoR Secretariat has to judge this capacity @néssess whom they
represent. Moreover, a minimum requirement of tb& Gecretariat is to justify

% However, subsequent consultations have invalidéiiscbbservation.
% https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/Doents/SEGconsultation_Devolution_Report.d¢EN).
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the views with evidence, i.e. refer to other docoteeconsult external people,
include footnotes and references to studies, etc.

3.3.8 Partners
By October 2014, the SMN included 149 partriérs.

The majority of these partners are parliaments ssemblies representing
regions with legislative powers (44), while the extlpartners are governments
or executives representing regions with legislapgeers (29), local or regional
authorities without legislative powers (33), asations of regional and/or local
authorities (33), CoR national delegations (fivedl aational parliaments (five).

It is noticeable that not all these partners ak®lired in the Early Warning
System, since only national parliaments and, toessdr extent, regional
parliaments, are included in the syst&nYet, the other partners also raise their
voice and provide input to the consultations issogethe SMN.

Another interesting point is that CALRE is itselirmer of the SMN, which
may increase the visibility and representation edional parliaments in the
SMN.

The main network through which national parliamesshange information on
subsidiarity is the Inter-parliamentary EU Informat Exchange Platform
(IPEX) website’” Those parliaments that are also part of the SMNndb
generally take part in the consultations but areertbeless informed of the
activities of the SMN.

As shown in the list of partners of the SMN, nadttlaé regions and localities of
Europe are represented in the SMN. This lack ofaesgntation of the SMN
partners has been considered as a problem ingettieal impact on European
decision-making by certain interviewees. The reged contacts of the SMN
Network were surveyed (getting 11 useful reactioms)their opinion on the

% http://extranet.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/DocursiSN%20-
%20List%200f%20Network%20Partners/SMN%20-%20L ist#f26P 0N etwork%20Partners%20-%20EN%20-
%207%200ct%202014 MASTER%20LIST.Q@&N).

% In short, national parliaments have eight weekstisg from the date of transmission of the EU draf
legislation to submit a reasoned opinion to thesidents of the European Parliament, the Council thed
Commission if they consider that the draft infringihe principle of subsidiarity. Moreover, as thetBcol
makes clear, ‘it is for each national parliamentctmsult, where appropriate, regional parliamergsiryg
legislative powers.’

" http://www.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/home/home.dBN/FR). The regional parliaments mainly use tfeGREX
websité” which is a sub-network of the SMN:
http://extranet.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/regpagda/default.aspEN).
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geographical representation. The majority of respersaw no problem with the
geographical distribution of partners, as shownhm graph below (see figure
22 and table 18).

Satisfaction with the geographical
distribution of partners

not at all
M unsatisfied

medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 22: Satisfaction with the geographical distition of partners (n=10)

Satisfaction with the geographical distribution ofpartners

not at all 0
unsatisfied 0.1
medium 0.6
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0

Table 18: Satisfaction with the geographical distion of partners in percentages (n=10)

The SMN partners were also surveyed about the measty they joined the
SMN. Most importantly, the SMN partners joined inder to address the
challenges in the implementation of EU policies amd&xchange information
with the CoR (both were rated at least importantalbyrespondents). Second,
they also joined to increase the interaction witiheo partners, and increase the
visibility (all deemed at least not so importarhstly, less important, but still
rather important was to increase the impact ofntbek on the CoR and to look
for an EU project partner.
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Figure 23: Reasons to join (n=11)
3.3.9 Good practices

So far, the best results to consultations in teahsurnout consisted in 16
replies: eight from the SMN partners and eight ftbe expert group.

Interviewees referred to several examples as goactipes of the use of the
SMN. For some officials from political groups, aogbpractice was constituted
by the so-called Monti Il regulatiofi,in which the CoR was involved but in the
end, the main actors were the national parliamefitss is the first case in
which the European Commission received a ‘yellowdcdrom national
parliaments. On 30 May 2012, the College of Comimies's confirmed that the
reasoned opinions received from 12 national padrsi chambers (Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, France, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malthe Netherlands,
Poland, Portugal, Sweden and the United KingdombhenMonti Il regulation
amounted to 19 votes — over one-third of 54, trassimg the threshold for the
‘vellow card’ procedure. On 12 September 2012, tBeg Employment
Commissioner announced the withdrawal of the prabads the European
Parliament’s Employment Committée.

According to a SMN partner and a member of the SBAdert Group, the best
example of good practices was the interventiorhef $MN with regard to the
Urban Mobility Package discussed by the Europeamr@ission. In June 2013,

% Commission proposal for a Council regulation om éxercise of the right to take collective actidithim the
context of the freedom of establishment and thedoen to provide services, COM(2012)130.
% For further information selettp://www.euractiv.com/fr/node/51474EN).
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the CoR organized a session with partners of thé\ &vid of the European
Commission. In a proactive approach, partners 3NN and the CoR raised
the argument that certain issues put forward byQbeamission were in breach
of the subsidiarity principle. Hence, the Commissieworked its draft in order
to comply with the subsidiarity principle.

3.3.10 Visibility

In the Revised Strategy for the CoR adopted in § RHL2, a specific section is
devoted to the political governance of the SMN bg Subsidiarity Steering
Group. It is notably mentioned that ‘[s]pecial atten should also be given to
regularly inform the relevant Commissions of theRCabout the findings and
the progress of the Subsidiarity Work Programmehigir specific fields in
order to receive their feedback and to ensure areoh and reactive proces®’
This regular information of relevant Commissionstloid CoR permits notably
to increase the visibility of the findings of th#s.

The results of the consultations of the SMN on HjgeEU draft legislation are
generally published in a report available on therimet. For instance, the SMN
was consulted on a Proposal for a Regulation oEtlmepean Parliament and of
the Council on Organic Production and Labelling ©fganic Products
(Com(2014) 180). The consultation ran from 16 Apoil26 May 2014 and a
total of thirteen contributions were received, otitvhich nine were submitted
by SMN partners, three by members of the Substgli&xpert Group and one
by a local stakeholder. The results of the consahtavere published in a report
on the CoR subsidiarity website and shared withrépporteur, Mr H. Maij
(NL/EPP) and with the European Commissi&n.

Another example of good visibility of SMN consuitats may be found in the
consultation of the SMN in relation to the EU waptgicy and legislation®
This consultation was mentioned by the European r@ission in its Annual
Report 2013 on Subsidiarity and Proportionality.

190 gybsidiarity Monitoring: a Revised Strategy foe tBommittee of the Regions, R/CdR 606/2012.
%https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/ObsepraP014/COM%20(2014)%20180%20860ce890ecc54e2dbf
32defbd5e433c4/Report%20consultation%200rganic%aiia. pdf (EN).

192 The report on the consultation of the SubsididEitpert Group and the Subsidiarity Monitoring Netkvon

the Proposal for a Directive of the European Pandiat and of the Council amending Directives 200828on
waste, 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging wa889/31/EC on the landfill of waste, 2000/53/EC owl-€
of-life vehicles, 2006/66/EC on batteries and acglators and waste batteries and accumulators, and
2012/19/EU on waste electrical and electronic eqeipt (COM(2014) 397 final), available at
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/Doents/\Waste%20Consultation/Report _revision_%20EW wa
te_legislation_FINAL.pd{EN).

193 hitp://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/better_re@mndocuments/2013 subsidiarity report_en (&), p. 6.
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In certain cases, the contributions of the SMN mEd are also published
individually on the SMN website. This was notalilg ttase of the consultations
of both SMN and REGPEX in relation to the Ports Kage initiative'®* A
summary of the concerns expressed through thesaiktations was published
by the European Commission in its above-mentionadual Report 2013 on
Subsidiarity and Proportionality.

Furthermore, as mentioned in the CoR 2013 Subgigdidnnual Report, ‘[t]he

Subsidiarity Steering Group was able to bring tiews of the Subsidiarity
Monitoring Network partners into the political pess of the CoR by making
their findings known at meetings of the politicatogps, the thematic
commissions and at plenary sessiofis.’

In terms of visibility and awareness raising, intewees expressed their
satisfaction with the results of the SMN. There atleer bodies interested in
subsidiarity issues, as CALRE. Yet, partners fhat the most efficient way to
express their voice is the SMN. CALRE also supptires SMN in providing
information to its partners on subsidiarity.

The partners of the SMN were surveyed on their@pation of the visibility of
the SMN. As demonstrated in the graph below, thgomta of responses
indicated a medium satisfaction and the other mesp® indicated a higher
degree of satisfaction (rather satisfied to vetisgad) (see figure 24 and table
19).

Visibility of the network

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 24: Satisfaction with the visibility of thetwork (n=10)

194 hitp://extranet.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/regpesé3/Ports-Package.ag(&N).

1%The 2013 Subsidiarity Annual Report is available at
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/Documg&maual%20Report%202013%20Exec%20Summary/Subsidi
arity%20Annual%20Report%202013%20Exec%20Sum%20&(Eid).
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Satisfaction with the visibility of the network

not at all 0
unsatisfied 0
medium 0.6
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0.1

Table 19: Satisfaction with the visibility of thetwork in percentages (n=10)

Hence, it seems that there is a high degree obiltgi of the SMN. Yet,
visibility can always be improved. For instanceg thrganization of additional
training and workshops may provide support to theners and attract new
ones.

3.3.11 Timing

The SMN consultations are time-consuming, whichdega it sometimes

difficult to fit in the legislative process. Therte-limit of eight weeks imposed
by the Early Warning System requires that exchamgaeen SMN partners
and the Network Administration go faster or thaimbers share responsibilities
to speed up the process. Moreover, SMN partners ttabe contacted as early
as possible to increase the outcome of the comisultprocess given the tight
deadlines imposed by the Early Warning System.

3.3.12 Impact on the political work of CoR

As mentioned above, the SMN’s relevance rests e the fact whether its
results are taken into consideration by the CoRagpurs in their Opinions. In
CoR Opinions on EU legislative proposals in areatsfalling within the EU’s
exclusive field of competence, there has to bessessment of the compliance
of EU draft legislation with the principle of subarity. Other Opinions may, if
necessary include references to this principle when appropriatt®® These
Opinions are drafted by rapporteurs with the suppbthe CoR administration
and the SMN. Indeed, the SMN may produce substaaind in-house evidence
on subsidiarity, coming directly from the LRAs. Ydhe rapporteur is not
obliged to use the results from the SMN consultetio

The evidence transmitted by the partners of the SWHy in certain cases be
trumped by the political agenda. Hence, subsigidasues identified by the
SMN or the Subsidiarity Expert Group may sometitnesubsequently ignored
by the political assembly.

1% CoR Rule of Procedure 55, paragraph 2.
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Figure 25 and table 20 below show that the survg@gthers were in majority
medium satisfied with the impact of the SMN on ploditical work of the CoR.
Some of them expressly requested a better takingconsideration of the SMN
consultations in the Opinions drafted by the rapmos — or at least to be
informed of the reasons for leaving them out of@mnions.

Satisfaction with the impact of the
network on the political work of the
CoR

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 25: Satisfaction with the impact of the nativon the political work of the CoR (n=10)

Satisfaction with the impact of the network on thepolitical work
of the CoR

not at all 0
unsatisfied 0
medium 0.6
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0.1

Table 20: Satisfaction with the impact of the netnan the political work of the CoR (n=10).
3.3.13 Networking capacity

Some respondents indicated that the SMN partneeadl know each other
rather well, and that they do not need the CoR odtwo improve the
networking capacity. Other partners specificallggested the creation within
the SMN of a database of contact persons in all Spéikners in order to
increase and improve the exchange of information.

In general, many respondents agree that more atienas needed between the
SMN partners. So far, most of the partners elabdtatir subsidiarity opinions

independently. Yet, it is argued that a better exge of information and

coordination between the partners could strengthenoverall impact of the

results stemming from the SMN.
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Certain SMN partners deplored the lack of commuitoato the members.
Generally, emails to the partners are automatigaiyerated. A more personal
invitation or closer personal contact might reictthe working of the SMN.

As indicated in the figure 26 and table 21 beldwe, majority of surveyed SMN

partners were medium satisfied with the interacbetween the partners. Yet,
some of the respondents indicated that they wetesamtsfied at all with the

current system. They noted that there is only augon between very few
active partners, such as the members of the Sahbsydexpert Group.

Satisfaction with the interaction
between the partners of the network

not at all
M unsatisfied

medium

M rather satisfied

very satisfied

Figure 26: Satisfaction with the interaction betwebe partners of the network (n=10).

Satisfaction with the interaction between the parters

not at all 0.1
Unsatisfied 0
Medium 0.6
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0

Table 21: Satisfaction with the interaction betwgeantners of the network in percentages (h=10)

3.3.14 Website

The CoR administration is in charge of running $N website and keeping it
up to date.

It results from the views expressed by severahndwees that the exchange of
information between SMN partners could be improwed its website. For
instance, a standard form for informing the CoR &mel SMN partners is
available on the websites of SMN/REGPEX but ites$ really used. The SMN
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partners should be encouraged to use this stafmi@ndn order to facilitate and
speed up the exchange of information.

In addition, one SMN partner expressed the wishawee a database of contact
persons within each SMN partner.

As demonstrated in the graph below, the surveyath@s were generally
medium satisfied with the website, but one-fifthvertheless declared to be
unsatisfied with its current settings.

Satisfaction with the usability of the
website

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

M very satisfied

Figure 27: Satisfaction with the usability of thehgite (n=10)

Satisfaction with the usability of the website

not at all 0
unsatisfied 0.2
medium 0.4
rather satisfied 0.3
very satisfied 0.1

Table 22: Satisfaction with the usability of thebsite in percentages (n=10)
3.3.15 Translations

The CoR provides a systematic translation only $eftected files. Certain

partners request that their observations or cartdghs should be translated in
the different languages in their entirety and belenavailable through SMN to

all partners. However, for budgetary reasons, itmipossible for the CoR to

provide such full-length translations of all obsgrens submitted. Instead, the
CoR has chosen to develop a standard form in Endhis SMN partners on

which they can indicate the most important infononat
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The graph below demonstrates the mitigated appreciaf the surveyed SMN
partners with regard to the translation issue f{igeee 28 and table 23).

Satisfaction with the translations

not at all

M unsatisfied
medium

M rather satisfied

m very satisfied

Figure 28: Satisfaction with the translations (n3910

Satisfaction with the translations

not at all 0.1
Unsatisfied 0.2
Medium 0.2
rather satisfied 0.4
very satisfied 0.1

Table 23: Satisfaction with the translations in gantages (n=10)

3.4 Comparison of the platforms

3.4.1 Similarities and differences between the differenplatforms

The ambitions of the three platforms/network arefodd since they aim (a) to
feed their results into the CoR political work agport its activities and (b) to
offer these results to the LRAs.

As a political institution, the CoR uses the infatron gathered by the
platforms/network in the political process. Hentlee consultations of the
platforms are often targeted to ensure that thepeoduct itself is functional for
politicians. The technical analysis and summaryukhdoe done by the
administration. For all three platforms/network lgmad in this study, the
results of the consultations of the platforms/neknare summarized by Unit E2
of the CoR. However, there are significant differen among the
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platforms/network as to human resources. Whileettsee four administrators
involved in the SMN administration, there are thpmople involved in the
administration of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platfio— supported by interns
and a part time webmaster — and there is only emgop for the EGTC. Once
the results of the consultations have been sumedrthe summary is sent to
the officials from political groups, to the rappeuts and to the Directorate C.
There is a formal reference to the consultatiorthe Opinion'®’ As to the
content, it is up to the rapporteur in charge dfting the Opinion to decide
whether to take the contribution into considerat@mnnot. There is only an
obligation to include a statement on subsidiantyCoR Opinions on legislative
acts in areas not falling within the Union’s exdwasfield of competenc¥”®

In all three platforms/network, the issue of timisgrery important. Ideally, the
results of the consultations should feed into dggslative work. In practice, one
may deplore that the consultation process may bdetogthy for the results to
be taken into consideration. The two platforms #mel network have to be
proactive. This is only possible if the platformetimork are aware of the
internal calendars and deadlines related to CoRiQms. Their members have
to be contacted as early as possible. Similarlg, tilembers of the Steering
Committee, the Task Force or the Expert Group laveceive the documents
related to meetings or reports early in order qacately prepare feedback or to
draft comments in advance to a meeting. This isesiones difficult to handle
for the Platform/network team and could be faddith by additional staff
member(s) joining the team.

Yet, the potential of these platforms/network sdoubt be limited to the
legislative process as such. In the pre-legislaphase, the analysis of the
potential territorial impact of EU initiatives mayso provide for an interesting
area in which the platforms/network may be involvétdis has been expressly
highlighted in this study in relation to the Europ@20 Monitoring Platform,
but it is also relevant for the SMN in order toesssthe impact of future EU
initiatives in relation to subsidiarity. It shouddso be recalled that the CoR may
iIssue Prospective Opinions on future European igslior Outlook Opinions.
Such Outlook Opinions may be requested by the Eaoommission to feed
its upstream preparations for EU draft legislatida.mentioned in the Protocol
on the Cooperation between the European Commissidnthe Committee of
the Regions, ‘[tjhe Commission welcomes a more ¢roa role for the
Committee through outlook opinions on future Unpulicies before action is
taken at Union level and in areas where the Coramittas appropriate local
information resources. [...] The time limit for suahconsultation may not be

197 This is not the case as far as the EGTCs are ouedte
198 CoR Rule of Procedure 55, paragraph 2.
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less than one month from the date on which the Gtiew's President receives
notification to this effect. [...J*°

While a priori the pre-legislative phase provides for a fertileugpd especially
for the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform and the SMhere is no reason to
exclude that the EGTC Platform may also be involwvedonsultations in view
of a future EU initiative relating to territoriabbesion or EGTCs for instance.

3.4.2 Good practices

In relation to the 2020 Monitoring Platform, thenseys on the Fls have been
identified as a good practice. In particular, tbenbination of differing types of

surveys (qualitative/quantitative) for the diffetrddls has been appreciated. In
the past, most surveys were qualitative orienteth wpen questions. These
were however rather time-consuming for participaatsd at the time of the

surveys on the seven Fls, the administrators atCibie discovered a certain
survey fatigue. For this reason, in recent yearsnttative surveys with

multiple choices were conducted instead of openstipaaires. This new

methodology has received a large approval by tmeegad members of the

2020 Monitoring Platform. Hence, the other platfératwork should also strive

to add surveys with multiple choices and concisewans to their survey

toolbox rather than focusing solely on open questwhich may be more time-
consuming for the respondents. Of course, the SMMNXample might want to

continue to rely more on qualitative inputs to suppheir subsidiarity opinions

than the Europe 2020, whose work is more basedatregng the perceptions
of the LRAs on the Europe 2020 Strategy.

Probably the best example of good practices inuglthe EGTC is provided by
the discussions on the revisions of the regulatioiEGTCs. The CoR delivered
an Opinion on ‘The review of the EGTC Regulatidhin which the CoR made
a number of recommendations to the European Conunibsised on the results
of a consultation. The European Commission subditierevised proposal
which took into account many of the recommendatiorsle by the CoR!
Following this new proposal, changes were suggesyed new CoR Opinion
delivered in 2012 Driven by the CoR Opinions, the CoR was invitedHe
three meetings held between the European ParliatenCommission and the

199 protocol on the Cooperation between the Europeamrilssion and the Committee of the Regions,
16 February 201http://cor.europa.eu/en/about/interinstitutionakéDments/EN.pd{EN).

10 CDR 100/2010 fin, rapporteur Mr A. Nufiez Feijod®(HES).

11 These recommendations relate both to an earli®R Qpinion CdR 308/2007 fin and the Opinion
CdR 100/2010 fin.

12 Opinion of the Committee of the Regions, Revigifthe EGTC Regulation, 15-16 February 2012, COTER-
V-022.
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Council to negotiate the revision of the EGTC Ragah, following the

‘trilogue’ procedure foreseen in Rule 52 of the é&ulof Procedure of the
Parliament. Thanks to this active involvement, Regulation (EU) 1302/2013
amending the EGTC legal framework, which has bden dutcome of the
negotiation, incorporated and reflected the intsres the EGTCs and LRAs
represented by the CoR. Consequently, the CoR hlas@increase its profile
as pole of expertise towards the EU institutions #oted by numerous
interviewees, this was the first time that 100%aoCoR Opinion had been
followed by another EU institution.

Interviewees referred to several examples as goactipes of the use of the
SMN, among which one may highlight the interventarihe SMN with regard

to the Urban Mobility Package discussed by the gean Commission. In June
2013, the CoR organized a session with partnershef SMN and of the

European Commission. In a proactive approach, eestof the SMN and the
CoR raised the argument that certain issues pwafor by the Commission
were in breach of the subsidiarity principle. Hgnitee Commission reworked
its draft in order to comply with the subsidiangsinciple.

3.4.3 Members’ involvement

A general comment made in relation to the thredfglas/network in the
interviews has consisted in the fact that it iseoftthe same members
participating in platforms/network. This may be eason to create an expert
group or a task force, so as to permit a directamirand to move faster with
better reactions. On the other hand, the concemraf active participation on a
handful of members undermines the representatigesfesuch consultations.

In general, it is noted by surveyed members thatplatforms/network should

be more interactive. The platforms/network admraistrs have tried to enhance
this interaction by using social media tools, as dheation of a LinkedIn group
for instance. This tool allows for more rapid commuation between the

members and the administrators. Other social né&syoas Twitter and

Facebook could also help the platforms/network nesilio increase short
discussions and information sharing.

In addition, the personal contact between membatsadministrators should be
fostered. This is a common feature to the thredgrlas/network analyzed in
this study.

A Dbetter exchange of information and coordinatiogtween the partners

strengthens the overall impact of the results stergmfrom the
platforms/network.
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Recommendations to foster members’ involvementiatedaction include:

- Inform local and regional authorities that are moembers of the
platforms/network on the importance of the platfeimetwork;

- Inform members of the platforms/network on the img@oce of their
interventions;

- Increase the motivation of members by improving ftiilow-up to their
contributions, notably through nominative referende their input or
contribution;

- Create a database of contact persons of the ptafoetwork members,
as was already one with REGPEX;

- Create an informal forum where members can excharigamation and
best practices on an informal basis;

3.5 Comparison with similar platforms of other EU
institutions and from outside

This section selects three platforms of other Esfitutions similar to the ones
discussed above® A general reason for selecting these platformbes close
relation to EU institutions. These three platformesWork are briefly presented
in this section in view of identifying interestirigatures that could provide for
sources of inspiration for the three platforms/retanalyzed in this study.

First, there is the Capacity 4Dev Platform whichsweastablished by the
European Commission. This platform has been exjgrasgntioned as an
illustration of similar platforms in the order foraf this study:** Moreover, it
presents two interesting features that could iesfuture developments of the
three platforms/network analysed in this study, elgmits informal character
and the possibility to work in thematic cluster&igroups.

Second, the European Technology Platforms (ETPsie wreated following a
call of the European Council. These ETPs have dioke with the European
Commission but are independent industry-led invegt. The choice to examine
these ETPs in this study is based on a numberasbres: first, the role of ETPs

113 Other platforms could have been taken into comati®. In Opinion CdR 371/2011, the rapporteur Mir
Delebarre (FR/EPP) suggested the EGTC Platformdcdid given a role similar to that of the urban
development platform proposed by the Commissioitsipproposal for a regulation on the European Regjio
Development Fund. This platform was proposed ttefdsoth the dialogue and the exchange on urbaoypai

the European level. However, it was opposed byMiePs and consequently never established in practice
Another platform that could have been examinechés European Regions Research and Innovation Network
(ERRIN). For further information, sdwgtp://www.errin.eu{EN).

4 0Order Form No. 5261, p. 4.
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has been recognized by the European Commissiorpas of the external

advice and societal engagement needed to impleidenzon 2020'. This

constitutes an interesting parallelism with theoilrement of LRAsS in the

iImplementation of Horizon 2020. Second, these @tait are encouraged to
work in flexible clusters addressing the key s@diehallenges facing Europe,
which may similarly be taken into considerationaasource of inspiration for
the three platforms/network.

The third platform, the European Regional and LoEalth Authorities
(EUREGHA) Platform was launched following a CoR @pn. However, both
the EUREGHA Network and its Platform are self-siagdand as such
independent from EU institutions. This Platform Heen selected because of
its close links with the CoR and because it haseld@ed the creation of
working groups on expert level to focus on spec#sues.

3.5.1 Capacity 4Dev Platform

The Capacity 4DeV°® is a Platform established in 2009 by the European
Commission Directorate General EuropeAid to suppartcomprehensive
Strategy on ‘Reforming Technical Cooperation (TC)nda Project
Implementation Units (PIUY'® Since its establishment, it has continuously
evolved and eventually, an enhanced version of @apacity 4Dev was
launched in October 2010. Following this evolutitiee Platform has become
EuropeAid’'s corporate knowledge management tool edimo support
collaboration, exchange of information and intekatyt both inside the
European Union (staff of DG Development and Codpanaother DGs of the
European Commission, European External Action S$erviDevelopment
Agencies of Member States...) and with the rest ef world (international
development organizations, partner countries, dtargs, NGOs etc).

The membership of the Platform is open to anyortd wiprofessional interest
in development, aid and cooperation issues. Onageed0% of the members
come from the European Commission headquartersEdhBelegations, while
60% comeinter alia from governments, civil society organizations, fprevate
sector or academia, also outside the'EU.

This Platform presents hundreds of ‘Voices and ‘éiewhich are regularly
posted by its members. As a registered member, care share ideas,

15 hitp://capacity4dev.ec.europa @EN).

18 For further information, sedittp://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/public-cd-tc/doentineforming-technical-
cooperation-and-project-implementation-units-bacidsstrategEN).

N7 hitp://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/content/way-fodeeuropean-union-africa#cap4d@N).
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knowledge, resources, events, documents, commeitts ather members

participating in existing online working groups, oreate one’s own working

group. A number of basic Terms and Conditions/raesonduct are available
on the website to avoid that inappropriate conteay be posted by members,
to report a rule infraction, to inform members afaiblinary measures and to
enunciate suggestions for better postifig.

As mentioned on the European Commission’s webstte ifternational

cooperation and development, ‘[kKlnowledge sharsng key driver for Capacity
Development both on donors’ side and on the aigieds side. It facilitates
exchange on practices, and messages that promatersiip, change and
results.**® In this regard, and without entering into furttdtails within the

scope of this study, the Platform seems to be famestt tool for its users.

This Platform presents two features that couldbereésting from a comparative
perspective for the three platforms/network analyrethis study: its informal
character and the possibility to work in thematisters/sub-groups.

- The establishment of such type of informal forunresponds indeed to a
specific request expressed by several interviewredbe framework of
this study, especially with regard to the subsitiamonitoring and the
EGTCs. Hence, the CoR could find inspiration instapacity 4Dev
Platform to establish an additional forum whereisiesged members
could express their views on subsidiarity and temal cooperation in a
more lively manner.

- The division of the Platform in thematic workingogps may constitute
an efficient mechanism to enhance the quality ddlysmns on specific
subtopics, sectors or thematic clusters and alloviosec
cooperation/exchange of ideas between the memters.

3.5.2 European Technology Platforms

ETPs were established in 2003 following a callle European Council for a
strengthening of the European research area byirggeBTPs ‘[...] bringing

together technological know-how, industry, reguistand financial institutions
to develop a strategic agenda for leading techmedogThey are ‘industry-led
stakeholder fora that develop short to long-terreeaech and innovation

18 hitp://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/conditi¢BEB!).
19 hitp://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/index_en.fEN).
120 This idea will be further developed in part 3.&hi6 study.
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agendas and roadmaps for action at EU and natiewel to be supported by
both private and public funding?*

In its Horizon 2020 proposal for an integrated agsk and innovation
framework programme, the European Commission razegrthe role of ETPs
as ‘part of the external advice and societal eng@age needed to implement
Horizon 2020’. The European Commission has supgortke ETPS’
development and has carried out a facilitation alethe ETPs are essentially
bottom-up industry-led initiatives which are indedent and self-financed.
They are committed to a structured dialogue onarebepriorities.

So far, the European Commission has recognizedT#: Eln its ‘Strategy for

European Technology Platforms: ETP 2020’, the Eeaop Commission

considers that ‘[flora and networks such as ETRs iamportant because
markets, while being powerful drivers of innovatiosften do not function

perfectly when it comes to generating ideas in awirenment with a high

degree of uncertainty and a need for coordinatidmch typifies the innovation

process. Networks facilitate the move to more operels of innovation by
helping improve the innovation capacity of indivaddirms. (...) Furthermore,

small firms in particular have been able to takeaathhge of networks in order
to overcome the disadvantages of their size.’

In a 2009 report of the ETP Expert Grotipon ‘Strengthening the role of
European Technology Platforms in addressing Eusop8&rand Societal
Challenges’, the Expert Group proposes ‘that irurkitall ETPs should be
encouraged to work in flexible clusters focusedaddressing the key societal
challenges facing Europe. The clusters should wevall relevant stakeholders,
work across all aspects of the knowledge triangied be responsible for
implementing potential solutions. ETPs will be atdecontribute more to focus
research programmes towards the challenges facddubypean society and

also to bring the results of that research to thbaj marketplace'**

Here again, the discussion turns around the suhdiviof the work in specific

clusters, with an additional element being theillgity of the clusters and the

temporary feature of these clusters. Moreover,rép®rt encourages ETPs to
involve key stakeholders for each particular chmagjke

121 Eyropean Commission Staff Working Document. Sgwatier European Technology Platforms: ETP 2020,
available aftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/etp/docs/swd-2018tey-etp-2020 _en.pdEN), p. 2.

122|hid. See alsittp://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/inéexcfm?pg=etfEN).

123 pfter a first evaluation of ETPs in 2008, an exggpup composed by 11 members was establisheziew
and report on how the ETPs could contribute mdiectfely to EU, national and regional policy iaitives.

124 ttp-//ftp.cordis.europa.eu/publ/etp/docs/fa-indastesearch-b5-full-publication-rp_en.pdN), p. 2.
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The involvement of members (and even beyond meripdrs indeed a very
important point that was highlighted in this study relation to the CoR
platforms/network analyzed. The stronger involvetrefrmembers is a general
feature that should be fostered in the platfornis/oek.

Yet, it is not certain whether this involvement slibbe advocated across all
aspects in relation to the three platforms/netwamalyzed in this study. It has
been repeated that the CoR rapporteurs are naeobto use the contributions
or the results of the consultations of the platf@metwork in their Opinions.

This may generate a certain degree of frustraiemmentionegupra However,

it should be recalled that the CoR is a politicedtitution and that such system
IS necessary to preserve this political charaétence, while the involvement of
members should be strongly advocated at the sfafe mput, it seems that the
final decision whether to integrate the input ot sbould be left to the CoR
Members.

3.5.3 European Regional and Local Health Authorities
(EUREGHA)

Another interesting network is the European Rediomad Local Health
Authorities Network. This network is composed ofiomal and local health
authorities focused on public health. It was esthbld in 2006 following a CoR
Opinion concerning patient mobility and open cooation on health quality
care. It ‘aims to promote collaboration amongstiarg and local authorities,
more specifically regional and local health auttesi in Europe, within the
framework of the policies relating to public headthd health care, as well as to
establish focused collaboration with the Institni®f the European Union and
with the international and public organizationsatetl to public health and
health care throughout the worfd”

This network functioned first as a free and infokmatwork from 2006 to 2011,
then as a EUREGHA ASBL (non-profit association ieldan law) since 2012.
Nowadays, it is a legally established organizatioaving a permanent
secretariat in Brussels organizing the associaioréetings and management of
daily activities. The main forum in which policiese discussed and decided is
the EUREGHA General Assembly, while the Executiveail is the
implementing organ. The network is divided in severorking streams: Mental
Health, Cancer Screening, eHealth, Cross-Borderltiiteme and Integrated

Carel?®

125 hitp://www.euregha.net/2012-11-28-12-46 {EN).
126 For further information, see :
http://www.euregha.net/2012-11-28-12-46-27/2-umpaittised/107-workingstreamspagieN).
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EUREGHA has established a Platform to foster theharge of information
between its members in the health sector. The mestipemay be different for
the Platform than the membership of the networatf®im members do not pay
any contribution but they have no voting rights ogaposed to the full network
members. The EUREGHA has 10 full members, whileBOREGHA Platform
has 87 members.

Over the years, EUREGHA has become a privilegeérlotutor for the EU

institutions and other stakeholders. It has notaliyported, together with DG
for Health and Consumers (DG SANCO), the CoR indhganisation of the
Technical Platforms for Cooperation in Health ceeain 2010.

Interestingly, the network permits the creationwadrking groups on expert
level to focus on specific issues. This methodolegs already highlighted
above for another network (Capacity 4Dev) and caaldstitute an interesting
source of inspiration for the three platforms/netaanalyzed in this study’

3.6 Challenges and potential in the context of the futte
of the CoR and the CoR study on the ‘Committee of
the Regions’ Future Role and Institutional
Positioning’

As mentioned in the previously-released CoR studyh® ‘Committee of the
Regions’ Future Role and Institutional Positionindtlhe most important

ingredient in the CoR opinions is the CoRusique expertise which stems

from up-to-date data and analysis coming from savagt of members (...). The
CoR should strive to bassuch expertise on a rich and constant feed of
guantitative and qualitative data that back up thearguments and views in

the CoR’s opinions.In this respect, the CoR opinions may have an éatlir
influence on the policy priorities of EU institutis. The influence will rest on
items for which the CoR has developed a stronganque expertise, where
only the CoR can provide sound opinions on thesbhakbottom-up policy and
input processes?®

127 This methodology of dividing the platforms/netwdrkthematic clusters or working groups will bether
examined in section 3.6.

128 Committee of the Regions’ Future Role and Insthal Positioning Study ordered by the European Union
Committee of the Regions (written by W. Van Aken,Jorthaut, P. Schmitt & A. Marx), 2014, availakle
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/D@nisiCoR-Future-Institutional-Positioning/ CoR-Fetur
Institutional-Positioning.pd{EN), pp. 19-20. The figures of the SMN membershigre updated to January
2015.
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As to the information sharing, the study furtherntens that ‘[tihe CoR
opinion take-up would benefit from advances in deeelopment of the CoR’s
expert function. Such expertise would also incretlse CoR’s visibility
provided it could be mobilised at short noticewtiuld enhance the standing of
the CoR as the voice of LRAs. This type of expertissults from information
and analyses based anbottom-up approach and informedby survey data
and information that comes from a network of padred the ‘CoR Subsidiarity
Monitoring Network,” the members of the ‘Europe ROZonitoring Platform,’
and those that are part of the ‘Register of Eurnp8eoupings of Territorial
Cooperation’. The topics of importancke domaines d’excellencénclude
territorial cohesion, urban policy, macro regionsdaimpact assessments
because of their direct relevance to LRAs. Thed®prould also involve issues
related to governance mechanisms such as territorth subsidiarity analyses
and multilevel governancé®

Given the unique position of the CoR as the EU sayi body representing
LRASs, the CoR ‘will be increasingly consulted fas network capabilities as
coordinator, interlocutor, mediator and expéftHence, the CoR platforms and
network where LRAs can exchange information, gomatiices and expertise
are of crucial importance for the CoR.

3.6.1 Common challenges

A number of common challenges may be identifiechwitgard to the specific
platforms/network analyzed. In brief, these chaksimay be summarized as
follows:

- Maintaining and strengthening the interest and egmp of LRAs in the
topics discussed by the platforms/network;

- Mobilising the pertinent expertise and good prasiexperiences from
the LRAS;

- Ensuring a strong involvement of LRAS in platformetivork;

- Strengthening the exchange of information and agprey more personal
contacts with the LRAS’ contact persons;

- Improving the functionality and the updating of tieebsites of the
platforms/network;

- Optimising the timing and synchronisation of cdmiitions;

129 i

Ibid., p. 22.
130 Challenges at the Horizon 202Study ordered by the European Union CommittethefRegions (written
by W. Van Aken, A. Marx, P. Schmitt & K. Raube),12) available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Danisichallenges-horizon-2025.d&N), p. 25.
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- Getting a good return on surveys/consultations, agdod participation
in events;

- Strengthening the links between CoR rapporteur® Members and the
platforms/network in order to increase the visipili of the
platforms/network;

- Increasing the number of translations of the cbotions to the
platforms/network.

3.6.2 Common potential

Several mechanisms may be suggested to face thalenges and to improve
the potential of CoR platforms/network.

It seems indeed that innovative mechanisms habe tdeveloped to respond to
the main problematic that all three platforms/netware facing: the tight
timing of the legislative process. It is of tremend importance that the
agendas of the different platforms/network andGo& are more integrated and
take better into consideration the agenda of ofigrinstitutions. More often
than not, the lack of information deters the platfs/network and the CoR of
being able to timely consult their members on gwies. But even within the
CoR, certain issues where the platform/network ltave some impact should
be flagged as early as possible in the process plEtrms/network currently
face obstacles in all steps of the political precdsiowing the agenda, the
identification of issues, and lastly the time-cangwy consultations which have
faced low feedback.

The specialization into specific thematic clusteray speed up the process and
consequently increase the platforms/network’s igfficy. The division of the
platforms/network in thematic working groups maynsiitute an efficient
mechanism to enhance the quality of analysis ogipeubtopics, sectors or
thematic clusters and allow closer cooperation/argle of ideas between the
members. One could consider that the establishiwfeakpert groups both in
the SMN and in the EGTC Platform — although inldteer this group has been
absorbed in the Platform — corresponds to the addsaving a working group
exchanging ideas and having a close cooperatiomed¥er, the SMN already
organizes regular Thematic Subsidiarity Workshopswhich partners or
selected working groups discuss topics relatedhto friorities of the EU
legislative agenda. They permit the subsidiaritpale to be directed towards
more practical issues in policy making within sfieciareas® The
transposition of such methodology of subgroupingsexpert groups to the

131 hitps://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/activtRages/SubsidiarityWorkshops.agpi).
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Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform corresponds to féed@nt rationale. In this
Platform, one could suggest a division followingleaf the renewed Europe
2020 Fls, provided that the suggestions of Stee@ogimittee of the Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform in the ‘Blueprint for a mewed Europe 2020
Strategy’ are taken into consideration and thatRiseare consequently revised.
As far as the EGTC Platform is concerned, the meabf subgroups could
eventually follow a number of common topics relatéal cross-border
cooperation, even if such division seems less fu the field of EGTCs
which each have their own specificities.

In addition to their involvement into the legislagi consultative process of the
CoR, the platforms/network analyzed in this studgynalso develop their
potential in the pre-legislative phase. As mentibna the Cooperation
Agreement between the European Commission and to® € ‘the
Committee’s platforms and networks may provide adg@ccess point to
regional and local authorities and could thereferable the Commission to
reinforce the analysis of regional and local aspéctimpact assessments if
deemed necessary.’ In addition, the Impact Assessmeideline$® of the
European Commission provide for the possibilityagk for support from the
CoR in preparing its impact assessments takingepiacthe pre-legislative
phase. In order to reinforce its involvement in pine-legislative phase, the CoR
‘needs to refine a Territorial Impact AssessmentAjTmethodology and
implement the TIA Strategy in cooperation with tbemmission, the European
Parliament and other relevant stakeholdEfs’.In this view, the
platforms/network could be associated to this neolmgy notably in
conducting consultations providing for useful inpartthe TIAs.

It should also be recalled that the CoR may isstgsgective Opinions on
future European policies or Outlook Opinions. S@altlook Opinions may be
requested by the European Commission to feed wg$regm preparations for
EU draft legislation.

In the pre-legislative phase, the time limit for”Coonsultations is not as strict
as in the legislative pha$®. This may facilitate the involvement of the
platforms/network in the pre-legislative activitiesthe CoR. While a priori the

132 Protocol on the cooperation between the Europeamnission and the Committee of the Regions,

R/CdR 39/2012 item 7:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.dd2®J:C:2012:102:0006:0010:EN:PDF

133 European Commission, 2009 "Impact assessmentlqmédé SEC(2009) 92.

134 This quote stems from the contribution in viewtld 2d" anniversary of the CoR submitted in January 2014
of the Subsidiarity Steering Committee.

135 |n relation to Outlook Opinions, the Protocol tie iCooperation between the European Commissiothend
Committee of the Regions states that ‘[t]he tinmitlifor such a consultation may not be less tham month
from the date on which the Committee's Presidesgives notification to this effect.’
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pre-legislative phase provides for a fertile growspecially for the Europe
2020 Monitoring Platform and the SMN, there is pason to exclude that the
EGTC Platform may also be involved in consultatiomsiew of a future EU
initiative relating to territorial cohesion or EG$@r instance.

In relation to the follow-up of the contributions these platforms/network, it
has been suggested to better associate the rapptotehe meetings of the
platforms which are relevant to CoR Opinions. Tikisspecially interesting for
the SMN but could also be put forward for the twhbew platforms. A closer
involvement of the platforms/network with the rapear in charge of drafting
the CoR Opinion could enhance the visibility of dentributions made by the
platforms/network and consequently increase the odppities of the
platform/network participants to see their conttibns included in the
Opinions. In general, the system established withenSMN following which
the Subsidiarity Steering Group is regularly inforgy the relevant CoR
Commissions about the findings and the progresshefSubsidiarity Work
Programme in their specific fields in order to neeetheir feedback and to
ensure a coherent and reactive process shall tevddsand promoted to the two
other platforms. This task could be assigned toStezring Committee of the
Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform and to the politicaordinator in the EGTC
Platform, given that the expert group has beenrabsoby the Platform and
that there is no other specific body in charge @fegnance. Such mechanism
increases the visibility of the findings of the ghdams/network as well as the
coherence and general cooperation with the CoR.

Even further, one could plead for a review of thecedure following which, if
the rapporteur decides to neglect the argument fiioen platforms/network
members, the rapporteur should be required to reptiie member making the
contributions and providing the member with arguteemhy the contribution
has not been taken on board. However, it shoukkpein mind that the CoR is
a political institution and that such system isessary to preserve this political
character. Hence, while the involvement of membshnsuld be strongly
supported, it seems that the final decision whethentegrate the input or not
should be left to the CoR Members.

A practice developed by the SMN Secretariat co@daken into consideration
as an interesting source of inspiration for theeotplatforms. The SMN
Secretariat draws up a summary on the basis opdinimers’ contributions in
targeted consultations and forwards this repotihéorapporteur. The rapporteur
may agree to publish the report on the SMN welzsitt CoR TOAD portaf*°

136 A |ist of targeted consultations is available at:
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/actiatleages/Targetedconsultations.apix).
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There is no similar system within the Europe 2026nkbring Platform or the
EGTC Platform. However, such mechanism ensuresoadbinformation and
may simultaneously stimulate participation to cdtagdions.

The relation between the CoR platforms and the gigan Parliament could be
improved. In the framework of the Agreem@&htith the European Parliament,
new opportunities and synergies should be expl¢eegl studies). In addition,
the platforms/network members could strive to praambe platforms/network
and the issues discussed in bringing these issoes ta the attention of the
members’ respective MEPs. This would strengthervthiee of the CoR, of the
platforms and eventually of the platforms/networkmbers.

For the platforms/network analyzed in this studye tfunctionality of the
website plays a central role for its members. Tlagonty of surveyed members
considered this issue as very important. The welssibuld be user-friendly and
frequently updated with new uploaded documentslaai as soon as possible
for the other members. As has been done for thefeu2020 Monitoring
Platform website, a logical division of sub-sectioand an elimination of
repetitive content may help to achieve these ovest The EGTC Platform is
also working on a website revision.

Another central issue is the problem of translaiomhe CoR provides a
systematic translation, but only for selected fildsimerous members request
that their observations or contributions shouldtiznslated in the different
languages in their entirety and be made availdistugh the platforms/network
to all members. However, for budgetary reasons,iihpossible for the CoR to
provide such full-length translations of all obs#rens submitted.

As a response to this problem, the CoR has chasdevelop a standard form
in English on SMN/REGPEX on which they can indicdte most important
information. Yet, this standard form is not reallged. The SMN partners
should be encouraged to use this standard fornnderdo facilitate and speed
up the exchange of information. Other possibletgmis would be for the CoR
to provide for summary translations or cooperatehwhe members for
translations.

Finally, the example of the Capacity 4Dev Platf@xamined in point 3.5.1. of
this study may provide for an interesting sourceinspiration for the three
platforms/network analyzed in this study. On thiatférm, ‘voices and views’
can be posted by any registered member to shaas,i#teowledge, resources,

137 This Agreement was concluded on 5 February 2@id available at:
http://cor.europa.eu/en/about/interinstitutionakkDments/ep-cor_a245.p¢EN).
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events, documents, comments with other memberscipating in existing
online working groups, or create one’s own workgrgup. A number of basic
Terms and Conditions/rules of conduct are availabléhe website to avoid that
inappropriate content may be posted by membengport a rule infraction, to
inform members of disciplinary measures and to eiat@ suggestions for
better posting® The knowledge sharing is the key driver of thigtfrm.

The establishment of such type of informal forumresponds indeed to a
specific request expressed by several intervieweeke framework of this

study, especially with regard to the subsidiaritgnioring and the EGTCs.
Hence, the CoR could find inspiration in this CapaelDev Platform to

establish an additional forum where registered nemilzould express their
views on subsidiarity and territorial cooperatiaraimore lively manner.

3.6.3 Specificities for each platform/network
3.6.3.1 EU 2020 Monitoring Platform

In its contribution in view of the 2Danniversary of the CoR submitted in
January 2014, the Europe 2020 Steering Committee suenmarized the

political and operational challenges that remain floe future. It notably

mentioned the necessity to maintain and strengtihennterest and ownership
of LRAs in the Europe 2020 Strategy and mobilidimg pertinent expertise and
good practices/experiences from the local and regievel.

In order to address these challenges, the Ste€@mmmittee suggested a
number of possible ways including the ‘close camation/integration of
Europe 2020 monitoring activities with the CoR’difcal/consultative works
by close cooperation and exchanges of the reletegarhs’ and ‘[e]nsuring
strong mobilisation and involvement of the MonitayiPlatform by responding
to specific interests of Platform members in thecpss, proposing a stronger
thematic focus on monitoring activities, and refmnworking methods and tools
(review of website, social media, possible new mtaiored information
notes/reports).’

As a result of the interviews conducted for thisdst one may agree that the
maintaining and strengthening of the interest amthevship of LRAs in the
Europe 2020 Strategy constitutes a major challenge.

138 hitp://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/conditi¢BEB!).
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In this view, the potential of the Platform may bleveloped in several
directions. One of them could be the closer astoni@f the Platform to TIAs
relating to the renewed Europe 2020 FIs. As shawia iconsultation of the
SMN on the ‘Assessment of Territorial Impact’, ajondy of respondents
considered that such assessment should be madeilsonypfor policies being
more susceptible of having a territorial impact. rbtover, some respondents
considered that EU 2020 objectives could be takera guide to determine
which policies should involve a TI&A? The Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform
could consult its members on these issues in dadeginforce the analysis of
LRAS in impact assessments.

Moreover, in the Athens Declaration, the Bureautled CoR asks that the
‘progress of the renewed Europe 2020 Strategy sitor@d in a structured way
in partnership by all relevant stakeholders, foktall the different levels of
government, including sub-national governments.isTmonitoring of the

implementation of the renewed Europe 2020 Stratagyhe LRAs could be
undertaken by the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform.

Finally, another possible avenue to future develemis) for the Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform may be to develop expert grdagsed policy advice
within the context of the forthcoming mid-term rewi of the Europe 2020
Strategy. Pursuant to this view, the Europe 202MiMdng Platform could
focus on specific topics with specialized views regsed by experts. For
Instance, subgroupings could be suggested for @dtie renewed Europe 2020
Fls Initiatives. This view corresponds to one &f tieneral trends advocated in
this study, namely that it might be more benefi¢@luse the Platform as a
means to gather more specialized views in spesifitopics. This would also
allow the Platform and the members to increase thuence in the European
decision-making process. The LRAs are closely wedlwith the Europe 2020
Strategy, in particular since they are generallg tines implementing the
policies. Hence, their opinions and grievances khdaed back into the
decision-making process.

Another challenge faced by the Europe 2020 MomitpPlatform concerns the
communication/interaction between the Platform memland the CoR. It has
been requested by several members to transforRldtorm in a more lively
manner with an online forum where members couldharge information,
good practices in an interactive manner.

139 Report on the consultation of the Subsidiarity Maing Network: Assessment of Territorial Impact,
rapporteur Mr Michael Schneider (DE/EPP), p. 6.
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Moreover, the Platform could be further involvedtie pre-legislative phase,
via the TIAs and the Outlook Opinions or Prospexi@pinions. As mentioned
suprg the methodology of TIAs still has to be refinegd the CoR and this
process could provide for an interesting opportund further involve the

Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform.

Pursuant to the surveyed Platform members, the araas for reform are the
impact on the work of the CoR, the visibility ofethPlatform and the
interactions between its members, as depicted b@ew/figure 10).
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Figure 10: Need for reform of the different aspects

3.6.3.2 EGTC Platform

The Platform on EGTC is clearly working well. Thigew is shared with the
registered contacts of the Platform.

However, in our opinion, it is time for the Platforto leave the embryonic
phase and mature into a Platform that could infamad support European
decision-making to a larger extent. Of course, rikeduring process can only
take place when a few challenges are addresseaddition to the common
challenges presented in point 3.6.1, a number etiBp challenges may be
raised in relation to the EGTC Platform:

- Some participants in the survey indicated that theyuld greatly
appreciate a section on the daily business of ngnan EGTC. This
section could provide more information for aspiringembers on the
changes that they can expect after establishingGRC. Although the
EGTC is becoming a rather well know legal entityistwould render it
more easily for border-regions to actually makestep to establishing an
EGTC.
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- The information sharing along the Platform membaisould be
strengthened. This would allow the registered adatdo work more
closely together, and hence bring common issues reasily to the
attention of the European legislators. For thisoeathe establishment of
topical subgroups could be promoted.

- It has been proposed by some of the surveyed eegistcontacts to
develop an online Platform to share best practidegse to time
constraints, it is not always possible to atterw ieetings. One idea to
overcome this problem would be to further develat \streaming.

In the EGTC Platform, the governance is not ascgirad and sophisticated as
in the two other platforms/network analyzed in teigdy. This may constitute
an issue for instance in terms of visibility. Asmtienedsupra the Subsidiarity
Steering Group regularly informs the relevant Cossians of the CoR about
the findings and the progress of the SubsidiarityrkAProgramme. There is no
corresponding mechanism in the EGTC Platform. Meeeoin the two other
platforms/network analyzed in this study, the reswf consultations are
validated either by the Task Force and the Stee@iognmittee as far was the
Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform is concerned andhgySubsidiarity Steering
Group in the SMN. There is no corresponding medmann the EGTC.

In the Opinion CdR 371/2011, the rapporteur Mr Meldébarre (FR/EPP)
considered that the work of the EGTC Platform hadeé continued so that
EGTCs could be monitored and exchanges could tékee pregarding best
practices and challenges. A greater use could e mAEGTCs in the EU’s
sectoral policies. Moreover, he suggested the EGIEfform could be given a
role similar to that of the urban development Plaif proposed by the
Commission in its proposal for a regulation on tkRaropean Regional
Development Fund. This Platform was proposed ttefdsoth the dialogue and
the exchange on urban policy at the European Iél@lvever, it was opposed
by the MEPs and consequently never establishethitipe.

The registered contacts were surveyed on the neesss reform. From their
responses (see graph below), one can clearly s¢ehil respondents feel the
reforms are most needed when dealing with theanteEms between members,
the impact on the work of the CoR, the visibilitiytbe Platform and the use of
the website. Less essential reforms include tHevieup on contributions to the
Platform, the membership dispersion and the tréanss
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Figure 19: Need for reform of the different aspects

In general, it has been put forward that now theethas come for the Platform
to get out of its initial start-up phase. This haseady been translated in
practice with the conduct of several consultation8014, as explained in point
3.2.5. This allows the CoR to more actively useRkaform to reinforce its role
in the EU legislative process.

The creation of thematic subgroups for EGTCs fauyson similar issues
within the EGTC Platform has also been put forwaydPlatform participants as
a useful addition. One could indeed imagine a diwigollowing topics relating
to cross-border cooperation and challenges faceHB®VCs. However, at first
sight, such system seems unlikely to be transposguactice because of the
specificities of the EGTCs.

3.6.3.3 SMN

The activities of the CoR in the field of subsidyrave been increasingly
recognized both by the European Commission ané&tinepean Parliament as a
valuable contribution to better law makitg.

The SMN is generally well-perceived and it provides valuable input in
relation to subsidiarity monitoring. The CoR sugpahe SMN and strives to
keep the website up-to-date, foster qualitativetrdoutions and try to involve
more partners. Yet, in the end, it is for the SMiNtpers to decide whether or
not they want to go for it.

140 5ee the European Commission 2013 Annual RepdBubisidiarity and Proportionality mentioned above an
the European Parliament Resolution on Better Latjisi of 2012 of 28 January 2014 on EU RegulatatyelSs
and Subsidiarity and Proportionality.
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Yet, the SMN is also facing challenges. In additiorthe common challenges
identified in point 3.6.1, additional challenges ynd&e raised, as the
systematization of the subsidiarity analysis on tesis of the expertise
accumulated within the SMN. Such systematizationy n@ntribute to
improving the quality and efficiency of the subsaidty check by SMN partners.
Furthermore, the SMN faces the challenge that wihsidiarity analysis may be
conducted in a slightly different way in each courdn the basis of different
cultural, technical or even organizational appreschAdded to the linguistic
differences between its partners, these factors magler the exchange of
information and the interaction among the partoéthe SMN.

In its contribution in view of the 2Danniversary of the CoR submitted in
January 2014, the Subsidiarity Steering Committ@s Isummarized the
challenges that remain for the future. One of tlestnfiundamental challenges
faced by the SMN consists in the time constraintshe context of the Early
Warning Mechanism (eight weeks), as well as theictahce of national
parliaments to consult regional parliaments, whighders involvement of the
latter particularly difficult. In order to addre$isese challenges, the Steering
Committee suggests a number of possible ways, whiclude inter alia:
‘[e]xpending the role of the CoR within the preildgtive phase by combining
the subsidiarity monitoring of EU initiatives wiem analysis of their potential
territorial impact. As part of its efforts to regrte its involvement in the pre-
legislative phase, the CoR needs to refine a Dewltimpact Assessment (TIA)
methodology and implement the TIA Strategy in coapen with the
Commission, the European Parliament and other amtestakeholders.” The
interesting proposal joins the general statemerdersaprain relation to the
potential of the three platforms/network in the-f@gislative phase. It should be
noted in this regard that TIAs and subsidiarity noagrlap in certain cases. A
better coordination between these assessmentsgringitcould strengthen the
overall message and outcome of these processes.

Interestingly, the Steering Committee adds ‘[e]xiieg the role of the CoR in
the EU post-legislative scrutiny by providing inpudb the European
Commission’s Regulatory Fitness Programme.’ Thist{egislative phase
could indeed provide for an interesting avenue mctv the SMN could be
associated in the examination of the implementabbrEU legislation with
regard to subsidiarity.

Among the other suggestions, one may highlight[thether strengthening the
subsidiarity scrutiny of CoR opinions by reinforgithe cooperation between
CoR rapporteurs, CoR thematic commissions and thesi@iarity Monitoring

Network’. Indeed, the cooperation between rappostecommissions and the
SMN has to be fostered. The idea of better assogidhe rapporteurs to the
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meetings of the platforms which are relevant to @fnions may be explored
in view of future developments of the SMN.

Finally, the Steering Group suggests ‘[flurther &gigg in the inter-institutional
debate on subsidiarity monitoring with all key sth&lders (Council, European
Parliament, Commission, national parliaments, mgjioparliaments and
executives) in order to exchange experiences dmgkrine understanding of the
subsidiarity principle.’

Vis-a-visregional parliaments and executives, the CoR nmayige additional

training to the SMN partners to increase their @wass and expertise in
subsidiarity. It may also encourage SMN partneryigit each other and to
observe how other members deal with subsidiarityitodng on the ground.
Moreover, it may wish to establish an informal forwhere partners could
exchange best practices. Further collaboration WHLRE shall also be
supported to foster synergies.

In order to improve the follow-up of SMN consultats, it has been suggested
to streamline procedures and to ask the rapportetaply when the rapporteur
neglects the subsidiarity analysis of a partnert, ds developed supra, the
authors of this study refute such systematic obbgafor rapporteurs still this
would run counter the political aspect of the sdiasity monitoring process and
the general feature of the CoR being a politicatiintion in which such
decisions should be left to the CoR Members.

The SMN partners may also improve the relevancehef SMN through
following means:

refining their contributions;

justifying their positions with evidence;

clarifying the source of the contribution and whesaws it represents;
representing certain areas of specialization.

It has been put forward by one interviewee thatewielence produced by the
SMN should be better promoted. Some reports pratibgehe SMN should be
treated as expert reports issued by local and magiauthorities. It has been
suggested that the CoR could publish these remwtsechnical reports in
annexes to its Opinions. As such, the technicabntspiould be independent.
Yet, in guarantee the quality of these reports ainthe evidence put forward
therein, one could imagine a clear set of guidslitteough which the CoR
Secretariat would check the evidence submit ih&althy scepticism'.
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Pursuant to the surveyed SMN partners (see figQje the main areas for
reform are the impact on the work of the CoR, WiWw-up on contributions,
the visibility of the SMN and the interactions beem its partners, as depicted
on the graph below.

12
10 A

— -
—
S
—
o
[—

Minimal
B Moderate
o N N o X2 .
oS ENNSS IS A\ W Essential
_\0\5 N s(\e’ QQ/ \'b N \‘AQ’
O Q g\\- 'O \'z (\f,
& ¢ o o & & ¢
0 N & R < x
9 O & o &
N O \‘&O N O Q,o
© < e @ & <
\\0$ A\c’\ OQ @QJ
© e
&

Figure 29: Need for reform of the different aspdots 10)

A comparable argument was suggested in relatitnet&MN, where a member
of the Subsidiarity Expert Group suggested thatagerSMN partners could
focus on a specific field of competence to assedsidiarity. Hence, these
members would act as ‘champions towards constitashc
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4. Conclusions

In general, one may conclude that the ambitionthefthree platforms/network
analyzed in this study are twofold since they aant¢ feed their results into the
CoR political work and support its activities arfd {o offer these results to the
LRAS.

As far as the first aspect is concerned, the tphlad#orms/network are facing a
common problematic, namely the tight timing of tlegislative process. In

practice, one may deplore that the consultatiomgs® may be too lengthy for
the results to be taken into consideration. The pladforms and the network
have to be proactive. In this view, it is of trerdeas importance that the
agendas of the different platforms/network andG@o& are more integrated and
take better into consideration the agenda of ofi¢rinstitutions. More often

than not, the lack of information deters the platfs/network and the CoR of
being able to timely consult their members on gwies. But even within the
CoR, certain issues where the platform/network ltave some impact should
be flagged as early as possible in the process.

The specialization into specific thematic clusteray speed up the process and
consequently increase the platforms/network’s igfficy. The division of the
platforms/network in thematic working groups maynsiitute an efficient
mechanism to enhance the quality of analysis ogipeaubtopics, sectors or
thematic clusters and allow closer cooperation/argle of ideas between the
members. While the SMN already organizes regulaenidtic Subsidiarity
Workshops, one could suggest a division of the p®Ir@020 Monitoring
Platform into working groups following each of trenewed Europe 2020 Fls,
provided that the suggestions of Steering Commitiéeghe Europe 2020
Monitoring Platform in the ‘Blueprint for a renewé&dirope 2020 Strategy’ are
taken into consideration and that the Fls are apesly revised. As far as the
EGTC Platform is concerned, the creation of subgsatould eventually follow
a number of common topics related to cross-bordeperation, even if such
division seems less plausible in the field of EGW@8ch each have their own
specificities.

In general, the strengthening of the links betw&srR rapporteurs, CoR
members and the platforms/network shall be fosteradcrease the visibility of
the platforms/network. For instance, it has beaygested to better associate the
rapporteur to the meetings of the platforms whighralevant to CoR Opinions.
This is especially interesting for the SMN but abalso be put forward for the
two other platforms. Moreover, the system establistwithin the SMN
following which the Subsidiarity Steering Group risgularly informing the
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relevant CoR Commissions about the findings and pihegress of the
Subsidiarity Work Programme in their specific figloh order to receive their
feedback and to ensure a coherent and reactiveggahall be fostered and
promoted to the two other platforms. This task ddué assigned to the Steering
Committee of the Europe 2020 Monitoring Platformdato the political
coordinator in the EGTC Platform.

In addition to their involvement into the legislaiconsultative process of the
CoR, the platforms/network analyzed in this studgynalso develop their
potential in the pre-legislative phase. As mentibnia the Cooperation
Agreement between the European Commission and to® ¢ ‘the
Committee’s platforms and networks may provide ady@ccess point to
regional and local authorities and could thereferable the Commission to
reinforce the analysis of regional and local aspéctimpact assessments if
deemed necessary.” It should also be recalled that CoOR may issue
Prospective Opinions on future European policie©atlook Opinions. Such
Outlook Opinions may be requested by the Europeammiission to feed its
upstream preparations for EU draft legislation. éivthat the time limit for
CoR consultations is not as strict in the pre-lagjigee phase, the involvement of
the platforms/network in the pre-legislative adtes of the CoR may be further
developed.

In relation to the second aspect, namely to offee tesults of the
platforms/network to their members, the platformastrork shall strengthen the
exchange of information and develop more persooatacts with the LRAS’
contact persons. The creation of a database ofacbrpersons of the
platforms/network members, as was already one WREGPEX may be
suggested in this view.

In general, it is noted by surveyed members thatplatforms/network should
be more interactive. The platforms/network admratstrs have tried to enhance
this interaction by using social media tools, as d¢heation of a LinkedIn group
for instance. Other social networks, as Twitter Badebook could also help the
platforms/network members to increase short disonssand information
sharing. An alternate possibility would be to tisgablish an additional informal
forum where registered members could express thews in a more lively
manner.

141 Protocol on the cooperation between the Europeamnission and the Committee of the Regions,

R/CdR 39/2012 item 7:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do20J:C:2012:102:0006:0010:EN:PDF
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Moreover, one may observe that the functionalityhef website plays a central
role for its members. The website should be usendity and frequently

updated with new uploaded documents available as &3 possible for the
other members. A logical division of sub-sectionsd aan elimination of

repetitive content may help to achieve these obgesxt

Another central issue is the problem of translaiomhe CoR provides a
systematic translation, but only for selected figgen that it is impossible for
the CoR to provide such full-length translationsatif observations submitted
for budgetary reasons. As a response to this prghillee CoR has chosen to
develop a standard form in English on SMN/REGPEXvamch they can
indicate the most important information. Yet, teisndard form is not really
used. The SMN partners should be encouraged tahisestandard form in
order to facilitate and speed up the exchange foirimation. Other possible
solutions would be for the CoR to provide for sumynaranslations or
cooperate with the members for translations.

The relation between the CoR platforms/network #redEuropean Parliament
could also be improved. In the framework of the @gment with the European
Parliament, new opportunities and synergies shbeleéxplored (e.g. studies).
In addition, the platforms/network members couldivet to promote the
platforms/network and the issues discussed in lmgnthese issues more to the
attention of the members’ respective MEPSs.

The platforms/network allow the CoR to reinforcg unique expertise on a rich
and continuous feed of quantitative and qualitatiata that back up the
arguments defended in the CoR Opinions in the mdng of the
implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy at #tggonal and local level,
within territorial cross-border cooperation and time field of subsidiarity
monitoring. Although the three platforms/network e argenerally well
functioning, addressing these challenges will iaseethe CoR’s impact on the
EU decision-making process. This would in turn #ase the platforms/network
members’ satisfaction, who might feel more compklte provide higher
guality contributions, leading to a spiral of pogtspill-overs.
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5. Survey on the Europe 2020 Platform, the
Subsidiarity Monitoring Network (SMN)
and the Platform of European Groupings
of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC)

Page 1. Introduction

Over the years, several platforms, networks an@&m/groups have been set up
to reinforce the work of the Committee of the RegiqCoR), such as the
Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform, the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network
(SMN) and thePlatform of European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation
(EGTC). These Platforms and network have evolved sinea #nd now it is
time to take stock.

The CoR has asked the Leuven Centre for Global Gawee Studies
(University of Leuven) for suggestions on how topnove its existing
platforms' effectiveness, visibility and politicahpact for the benefit of the
local and regional authorities in the EU. Hence, @rganize thisonline
consultation for the members of the platforms/netwik. If your institution
belongs to more than one Platform/network out @ tiree aforementioned,
may we please ask you to fill inone questionnaire per
platform/network ? Completing this online consultation will takess than 5
minutes. Also, please feel free to complete the questimwiiring further
developments in your own language. Thank you verychmfor your
participation!

The survey is open untBO November 2014 Should you have any further
guestions, please do not hesitate to contact yghbge (+32 16 32 52 17 — Mr
Pierre Schmitt) or by email &OR@qggs.kuleuven.be

Page 2. Details of respondent

1. Please indicate your full name (first name and surame)

2. Please indicate your position

3. Please indicate the name of your institution
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4. Please select the platform/network for which you a completing the
survey

O Europe 2020 Monitoring Platform
O subsidiarity Monitoring Network (SMN)
O Pplatform of European Groupings of Territorial Coagimn (EGTC)

Page 3. Evaluation of the contributions of the cumnt platform to the
activities of the CoR

5. Can you please rank the objectives listed hereaftehat motivated your
participation in the network/platform?
Please select one answer per row.

Very Not so

. Important : Not relevant
important important

Address
challenges in the
implementation
of European
policies,
strategies, etc.

Increase the
visibility of your ® ® ® ®
institution

Increase your
impact on the
political work of
the CoR

Interact with
other members o
the
platform/network

Exchange
information with @) ® @ O
the CoR
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Very Not so
: Important :
Important Important

C ® C C

Not relevant

EU project
partner search

Other, please specify:

Page 4. Evaluation of the contributions of the cumnt platform to the
activities of the CoR

6. Please indicate your degree of satisfaction with ghplatform (on a scale
from 1 to 5) and indicate how possible shortcomingsould be addressed
in your view:

1 = very unsatisfied
2 = unsatisfied
3 = neutral
4 = satisfied
5 = very satisfied
General functioning of the platform

1 2 3 4 5
® C C C C

Suggestions for improvement:

Follow-up on your contributions to the platform/network

1 2 3 4 5
® ® ® ® ®

Suggestions for improvement:
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Visibility of the platform/network

1 2 3 4
® C C C

Suggestions for improvement:

I mpact of the platform/network on the political work of the CoR

1 2 3 4
® ® C C

Suggestions for improvement:

Geographical distribution of members

1 2 3 4
® ® ® ®

Suggestions for improvement:

I nteraction between the members of the platform/network

1 2 3 4
® O O O

Suggestions for improvement:

Tranglationsinto your language*

1 2 3 4
® ® ® ®
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Suggestions for improvement:

*Please specify your language:

Usability of the website
1 2 3 4 5
@ @ @ @ @

Suggestions for improvement:

Page 5. Evaluation of the contributions of the cumnt platform to the
activities of the CoR

7. In order to improve the functioning of the platform/network, which
features should be reformed with priority to meet ypur expectations?
Please select one answer per row.

Essential Moderate Minimal
(should get  (should be revisec (should not be
priority) but no priority) revised)
Follow-up on
your contribution ® 0 ®
to the
platform/network
Visibility of the O ® ®
platform
Impact on the
political work of ® ® ®
the CoR
Membership ® 0 ®
dispersion
Interaction > o >

between the
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Essential Moderate Minimal
(should get  (should be revisec (should not be

priority) but no priority) revised)
members of the
platform/network
Translations into ® 0 ®
your language
Usability of the ® 0 ®

website

Page 6. Evaluation of the contributions of the cumnt platform to the
activities of the CoR

8. If you have any further suggestions on how the pl&rm/network could
be improved, please express them in the followingpla.

L]

i of

Page 7. Evaluation of the contributions of the cumnt platform to the
activities of the CoR

9. Do you agree to be contacted for further consultatin on the issues
covered in this questionnaire? Please click the baorresponding to
your answer and, depending on your answer, add youwontact details.

| -

Contact details:

[=]
] o

Page 8. End

Thank you for your cooperation.
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