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This territorial impact assessment report is the outcome of an expert workshop organised by the 
European Committee of the Regions and ESPON EGTC in Brussels on 20 February 2018. 
 
The ESPON TIA tool is designed to support the quantitative assessment of potential territorial impacts 
according to the Better Regulation guidelines. It is an interactive web application that can be used to 
support policy makers and practitioners in identifying, ex-ante, the potential territorial impact of new EU 
legislation, policies and directives (LPDs).  
 
This report documents the results of the territorial impact assessment expert workshop on the UK's 
withdrawal from the European Union. It serves for information purposes only. It is meant to be used 
only as a decision-making aid and does not necessarily reflect the opinion of the members of the 
ESPON 2020 Monitoring Committee or the European Committee of the Regions. 
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1 Introduction 

Following the outcome of the referendum held on 23 June 2016, the UK Government formally invoked 

Article 50 of the Treaty on European Union on 29 March 2017, which triggered the launch of the two-

year period to conclude a withdrawal agreement between the UK and the European Union.  

 

Since the decision was taken that the UK would withdraw from the EU, a number of studies and 

reports have looked at the possible consequences of this withdrawal on socio-economic conditions in 

the EU. Most of these studies focus mainly on the global and Member State levels. To date, the 

possible socio-economic impact of the UK's withdrawal from the EU at local and regional level has not 

been given particular attention and only some regions are starting to look into what the UK 

withdrawal would mean for their economies and societies. 

 

These developments and issues raise important questions for policy makers who need to define and 

coordinate appropriate regulatory, financial and support frameworks. Local and regional authorities 

(LRAs) face particular challenges as they need both to develop a long-term, global vision and to 

formulate strategies to address the adverse effects of the UK leaving the EU on their local economies. 

 

Considering the substantial expected repercussions from the UK's withdrawal and the potential 

asymmetric territorial impact within the EU27, the aim of this Territorial Impact Assessment was to 

determine territorial impacts on EU27 regions, and to measure what the UK's withdrawal from the EU 

would mean from a social and economic perspective for regional and local authorities in the EU27. 

 

A recent study by Chen et al1, presented at the start of the workshop by Professor Philip McCann, 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ Ϧŀƴ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƻŦ όΧύ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ όǘƻ .ǊŜȄƛǘύ Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ŀƭƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ due to geographically 

fragmented production processes within the UK, the EU and beyond. (Their) findings demonstrate that 

UK regions are far more exposed than regions in other countries. Only regions in the Republic of 

Ireland face exposure levels similar to some UK regions, while the next most affected regions are in 

Germany, The Netherlands, Belgium and France". This study focused on the exposure of European 

regions to trade-related risks of Brexit, bearing in mind the complex global value chains that criss-cross 

borders many times. It also showed that Remain-voting areas like London and Scotland were the least 

exposed regions in the UK.  

 

At the start of the workshop, François Levarlet presented a study2 commissioned by the European 

Committee of the Regions' Unit C2 ς ECON on the exposure of EU27 regions to the UK and the likely 

impact of the UK's withdrawal from the EU on regions and cities in the EU27. The study concluded that 

there were no clear winners in terms of new economic opportunities deriving from the UK's 

withdrawal from the EU, whereas most regions were set to make losses in general terms. In addition, 

                                                           
1
 /ƘŜƴ ²Σ [ƻǎ .Σ aŎ/ŀƴƴ tΣ hǊǘŜƎŀπ!ǊƎƛƭŞǎ wΣ ¢ƘƛǎǎŜƴ aΣ Ǿŀƴ hƻǊǘ CΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭ ŘƛǾƛŘŜΚ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ 

to Brexit in regions and countries on both sides of The Channel. Pap Reg Sci. 2018;97:25ς54. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/pirs.12334. 
2
 Levarlet F, Seri P, Hrelja D, Lorgeoux E (t33); contributions from Lüer C (Spatial Foresight) and Derszniak-

Noirjean M (ÖIR). Assessing the impact of the UK's withdrawal from the EU on regions and cities in EU27. 
European Committee of the Regions, Specific Contract 7298, implementing framework contract n° 
CDR/DE/16/2015/1.  

https://doi.org/10.1111/pirs.12334
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there are regions in a 'grey' situation where certain activities will lose out from the UK's withdrawal, 

while others will benefit in some way. The final impact on the budgets of local and regional authorities 

deriving from potential cuts to EU cohesion policy will depend on future political decisions and 

budgetary arbitration made at EU and national levels. 

 

Finally, Bert Kuby, head of the CoR's ECON Unit, presented the results of a survey conducted by the 

CoR in cooperation with EUROCHAMBRES among LRAs and chambers of commerce, as they are key to 

public and private sector preparation for Brexit. The responses indicating negative impacts dominate, 

with the most negative impact anticipated in the policy areas of trade (66%) and employment (58%) 

and in the sectors of tourism (59.5%), services (49%) and manufacturing (47%). Less than a third of 

regions have already undertaken actions to prepare for the UK's withdrawal. As many as three to four 

fifths of respondents are in favour of EU-wide actions that aim to assess the territorial impacts of the 

withdrawal of the UK from the EU and to introduce financial mechanisms that support those regions 

that are more negatively affected by it.  

 

These three elements were the departing point of the workshop, with experts coming from local and 

regional authorities, academia and economic actors and from several countries. 
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2 Methodology: ESPON Quick Check 

The concept of territorial impact assessment (TIA) aims to show the regional differentiation in the 

impact of EU policies. The ESPON TIA tool3 is an interactive web application that can be used to 

support policy makers and practitioners in identifying, ex-ante, the potential territorial impact of new 

EU legislation, policies and directives (LPDs). The 'ESPON TIA Quick Check' approach combines a 

workshop setting for identifying systemic relations between a policy and its territorial consequences 

with a set of indicators describing the sensitivity of European regions.  

It helps to steer an expert discussion about the potential territorial effects of an EU policy proposal by 

checking all relevant indicators in a workshop setting. The results of the guided expert discussion are 

judgements about the potential territorial impact of an EU policy considering different thematic fields 

(economy, society, environment, governance) for a range of indicators. These results are fed into the 

ESPON TIA Quick Check web tool.  

The web tool combines the expert judgements on exposure with the different sensitivities of regions 

and translates them into maps showing the potential territorial impact of EU policy at NUTS3 level. 

These maps serve as a starting point for further discussion of the different impacts of a specific EU 

policy on different regions. Consequently, the experts participating in the workshop provide important 

input for this quick check on the potential territorial effects of an EU policy proposal. 

The workshop on the UK's withdrawal from the European Union was held in Brussels on 20 February 

2018 and brought together a number of experts representing various organisations and LRAs. 

Two moderators from the ÖIR, provided by ESPON, prepared and guided the workshop and handled 

the ESPON TIA tool.  

Figure 1 ς Workshop discussion 

 

Source: Territorial impact assessment expert workshop, Brussels, 20 February 2018, ÖIR 

 

                                                           
3
 https://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_ToolsandMaps/TIA/  

https://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_ToolsandMaps/TIA/
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2.1 Identifying the potential territorial effects considering economic, social, 

environmental and governance aspects ς drafting a conceptual model 

In the first stage of the TIA workshop the participating experts discussed the potential effects of the 

UK's withdrawal from the European Union. 

This discussion revealed potential territorial impacts of the UK's withdrawal from the European Union 

based on economy-, society-, environment- and governance-related indicators. The participants 

identified potential linkages between the UK's withdrawal from the European Union and the effect on 

territories, including interdependencies and feedback loops between different effects (see figure 

below). 

Figure 2 ς Workshop findings: Systemic picture 

 

Source: Territorial impact assessment expert workshop, Brussels, 11 October 2017 

 

2.2. Identifying the types of region affected 

The ESPON TIA tool provides several regional typologies4 for analysis, taking into consideration the 

types of territories mentioned in Article 174 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union: 

urban/metropolitan regions; rural regions; sparsely populated regions; regions in industrial transition; 

cross-border regions; mountainous regions; and islands and coastal regions. The experts agreed on 

two different measurements of regions that could reflect the impact of the UK's withdrawal from the 

EU differently: 

                                                           
4
 https://www.espon.eu/tools-maps/regional-typologies  

https://www.espon.eu/tools-maps/regional-typologies
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¶ Type A: All regions of the EU27 (= EU28 without the UK), weighted equally 

¶ Type B: The regions of the EU27 weighted according to the exposure of their GDP to Brexit. 

2.3. Picturing the potential territorial effects through indicators 

In order to assess the potential effects depicted in the conceptual model, suitable indicators need to 

be selected related to the parameters discussed by the experts in the fields of the economy, 

environment, society and governance. The availability of data for all NUTS 3 regions sets certain 

limitations on the indicators that can be used. From the available indicators that the ESPON TIA Quick 

Check web tool offers, the experts chose the following indicators to describe the identified effects. 

Depicting potential territorial impacts based on economic indicators 

¶ Accessibility by air 

¶ Multimodal accessibility 

¶ Total patent applications per million inhabitants 

¶ Total overnight stays per thousand inhabitants 

¶ Share of persons employed in agriculture, forestry and fishing 

¶ Share of persons employed in financial and insurance activities; real estate activities; 

professional, scientific and technical activities; administrative and support service activities 

¶ Share of persons employed in technology and knowledge-intensive sectors 

Depicting potential territorial impacts based on governance-related indicators 

¶ Quality and accountability of government services 

¶ Share of ERDF & CF expenditure in GDP 

¶ Share of EAGF & EAFRD expenditure in GDP 

Depicting potential territorial impacts based on environmental indicators 

¶ Emissions of CO2 per capita (tonnes) 

2.4. Judging the intensity of the potential effects 

The participants in the workshop were asked to estimate the potential effects deriving from the 

impact of the UK's withdrawal from the EU on EU27 regions. They judged the potential effect on the 

territorial welfare according to the following scores: 

¶ ++ strong advantageous effect on territorial welfare (strong increase) 

¶ + weak advantageous effect on territorial welfare (increase) 

¶ o no effect/unknown effect/effect cannot be specified 

¶ - weak disadvantageous effect on territorial welfare (decrease) 

¶ -- strong disadvantageous effect on territorial welfare (strong decrease) 

2.5. Combining the experts' judgement with the regional sensitivity  

The ESPON TIA Quick Check combines the experts' judgement on the potential effect deriving from 

the impact of the UK's withdrawal from the EU on EU27 regions (exposure) with indicators picturing 

the sensitivity of regions, resulting in maps showing a territorially differentiated impact. This approach 

is based on the vulnerability concept developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
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(IPCC). In this case, the effects deriving from a particular policy measure (exposure) are combined with 

the characteristics of a region (territorial sensitivity) to produce potential territorial impacts (cf. 

following figure).  

Figure 3 ς Exposure x territorial sensitivity = territorial impact 

 

Source: ÖIR, 2015. 

¶ 'Territorial Sensitivity' describes the baseline situation of the region according to its ability to 

cope with external effects. It is a characteristic of a region that can be described by different 

indicators independently of the topic analysed.  

¶ 'Exposure' describes the intensity of the potential effect caused by the UK's withdrawal from 

the EU on a specific indicator. Exposure illustrates the experts' judgement, i.e. the main 

findings of the expert discussion at the TIA workshop.  

2.6. Mapping the potential territorial impact 

The result of the territorial impact assessment is presented in maps. The maps displayed below show 

potential territorial impacts based on a combination of the experts' judgements on the exposure with 

the territorial sensitivity of a region, described by an indicator at NUTS3 level. Whereas the experts' 

judgement is qualitative (i.e. strong advantageous effect on territorial welfare/weak advantageous 

effect/no effect/weak disadvantageous effect/strong disadvantageous effect), the sensitivity is a 

quantitative indicator. (A detailed description is provided in the appendix.). 
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3 Expected economic effects 

 

3.1 GDP exposure to Brexit: discussion 

A recent study by Chen et al  ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ Ϧŀƴ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƻŦ όΧύ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ όǘƻ .ǊŜȄƛǘύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ŀƭƭ 

effects due to geographically fragmented production processes within the UK, the EU and beyond". 

The exposure of regions, at NUTS2 level, is based on the merging of the information contained in a 

series of data sources. The main question behind their analysis is how big the required structural and 

economic adjustments triggered by the UK leaving are for any given region. The authors analysed four 

areas: primary industries, manufacturing, construction and services. From those elements, they 

calculated an aggregate economic exposure. 

Overall, Ireland is the most affected country, with both NUTS25 regions having an exposure above 

10%. Out of the more than 200 regions analysed in the study, 36 have an exposure of above 5%; of 

these almost all are German (headed by Stuttgart, Tübingen and Upper Bavaria). Malta is also one of 

the most affected countries (5.08% exposure). Dutch regions have high exposure levels, ranging from 

5.16% in Zeeland to 3.67% in Utrecht, followed by Belgian ones (ranging from 4.14% in Walloon 

Brabant to 2.78% in the Brussels-Capital Region).  

 

 

Map 1 - Regional shares of local GDP exposed to 
Brexit (including the UK). Source: Chen et al. 

 

Map 2 - Regional shares of local GDP exposed to 
Brexit (excluding the UK). Source: Chen et al. 

 
 

                                                           
5
 The NUTS 2013 was the version applied in all maps used throughout the workshop and in the studies here 

mentioned. The currently applicable version is the NUTS 2016 classification, valid from 1 January 2018 and listing 
133 regions at NUTS 1, 311 regions at NUTS 2 and 1373 regions at NUTS 3 level. A correspondence table is 
available at http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/national-structures-eu.  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/national-structures-eu
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Such exposure is trade-related only. It gives us an image of the risks that each region faces because a 

disruption in trade could come in multiple forms. If the UK abandons the customs union, higher costs 

and lengthier procedures would follow. If the UK abandons the Single Market, the different standards 

will entail a rise in production costs and bureaucracy to have products certified. This does not 

automatically mean that a more exposed region is going to lose out from the UK's withdrawal from the 

EU: as several experts noted, knowledge-intensive industries might be able to redirect their products 

to other markets. Crucially, reduced trade links between the UK and EU27 might, through a 

substitution effect, even generate business opportunities for some companies, replacing British goods 

and service providers within the internal market. Nevertheless, the maps above show us the degree of 

risk for each region, which should not be underestimated. The type of economic fabric might also have 

a role to play. SMEs do not have the same resources as large companies to prepare for an economic 

shock of this magnitude. Regions with higher concentrations of big companies might thus be more 

exposed, but also more resistant to Brexit, because those companies are already developing the 

means to overcome potential trade barriers. This also depends very much on how small and large 

companies are involved in global value chains, or regional value chains. 

Conversely, regions dependent on economic activities with low added value might suffer a knock-on 

effect from one sector (agriculture and fisheries, tourism) to others (for example food-processing 

industries, real estate) and thus lose much larger proportions than could initially have been 

anticipated from a mere geostatistical analysis.  

Experts from regions, cities, chambers of commerce and associations representing regions that 

participated in the TIA workshop highlighted that some results in the studies and raised during the 

workshop must be interpreted carefully. This relates for instance to the fact that the focus on 

GDP/trade inevitably means that regions with higher levels of GDP/trading patterns come out as most 

affected by Brexit, which can mask and understate the impact on other regions where economic 

activities are smaller but more concentrated. It was also underlined that the complexities and 

interlinkages within regions ς cultural, economic and social linkages ς do not necessarily get picked up 

in statistics-based analysis: hence the experts' concluding comments on the need for more specific, 

localised impact studies to get a better understanding of the potential impact of Brexit.  

Moreover, the experts noted that the dynamic effects of Brexit were difficult to capture, due both to a 

lack of data and to the overwhelming uncertainty of the ongoing political negotiations. The way 

regions, countries and companies are reacting and will continue to react will influence the final effects 

of the UK's withdrawal from the EU. 

3.2 Primary Sector  

Though there was not a complete consensus, the experts attending the workshop mostly agreed that 

agriculture and fisheries were sectors facing sizeable risks, with a majority of them believing there 

would be a weak negative impact.  

The study undertaken by t33 shows a high impact in western France (especially Brittany), the Centre 

and North regions of Spain, West Flanders, large parts of Greece, Portugal and Poland, and Ireland.  
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Map 3 - Exposure index for vegetables, 
foodstuffs and wood, regional level. Source: 
t33 

 

 

With a different methodology, explained above, the study by Chen et al. reveals a strong impact 
throughout the whole of Ireland, followed at a considerable distance by the Netherlands and Belgium.  

Table 1 ς The 20 most exposed NUTS2 regions in primary industries. Source, Chen et al. 

 
Region Country Exposure Region Country Exposure 

Border Midlands and Western Ireland 30.1% Zeeland Netherlands 9.6% 

Southern and Eastern Ireland 23.8% Friesland (NL) Netherlands 9.1% 

Noord-Holland Netherlands 12.3% Groningen Netherlands 8.6% 

Flevoland Netherlands 12.3% Hovedstaden Denmark 8.4% 

Noord-Brabant Netherlands 12.2% Drenthe Netherlands 8.3% 

Limburg (NL) Netherlands 11.4% Prov. Luxembourg (BE) Belgium 7.7% 

Gelderland Netherlands 11.4% Prov. West-Vlaanderen Belgium 7.0% 

Zuid-Holland Netherlands 11.1% Prov. Limburg (BE) Belgium 6.8% 

Overijssel Netherlands 11.0% Prov. Namur Belgium 6.3% 

Utrecht Netherlands 10.4% Prov. Antwerpen Belgium 6.2% 
 

 

Besides this data, for regions such as Brittany or Galicia, as well as the whole of Ireland, a potential 

closing of British waters (not only the Exclusive Economic Zone of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 

but also that of British dependencies, such as the Falkland Islands) presents considerable dangers.  
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Map 4 ς Activity of the fishing fleet of Brittany, 2013 

Source: Consequences of "Brexit" for the Atlantic Arc Regions, 
Atlantic Arc Commission 

 

 

In the map above we can see one of the potential impacts of the UK's withdrawal from the EU. As 

explained by the CPMR Atlantic Arc Commission, one of the principles of the Common Fisheries Policy 

states that vessels registered with the EU fishing fleet register have equal access to EU waters and 

their resources and "Breton vessels conduct 50% of their activities in the UK's Exclusive Economic 

Zone (EEZ). The Irish realize 30% of their catch in British waters."6 As fisheries are often the drivers of 

local economies, their impact could be multiplied throughout the secondary (food industries) and the 

tertiary (tourism, trade) sectors. 

3.3 Secondary Sector 

The range of industries that will be affected, and the extent to which they will be affected, will depend 

on the final agreement reached between the UK and the EU27 with regard to their future relationship.   

The exposure for manufacturers is extremely high, when compared to the primary industries. Indeed, 

there are 50 NUTS2 regions that, according to Chen et al., have an exposure to the withdrawal of the 

UK from the EU of 10% or more.  

 
Table 2 ς NUTS2 regions with 10% or more Brexit exposure. 

Source: Chen et al. 

Region Country Exposure
e 

Region Country Exposure
e Southern and Eastern Ireland 18.8% Dresden Germany 13.8% 

Border Midlands and Western Ireland 18.0% Brandenburg-Nordost Germany 13.6% 

Hamburg German
y 

17.5% Thuringen Germany 13.6% 

Berlin German
y 

17.2% Tübingen Germany 13.6% 

Köln German
y 

16.8% Oberfranken Germany 13.6% 

Düsseldorf German
y 

16.7% Lüneburg Germany 13.6% 

Darmstadt German
y 

16.2% Weser-Ems Germany 13.6% 

Schleswig-Holstein German
y 

16.1% Giessen Germany 13.5% 

Halle German
y 

16.0% Niederbayern Germany 13.5% 

                                                           
6
 "Consequences of "Brexit" for the Atlantic Arc Regions" ς Technical note from the Atlantic Arc Commission, 20 

February 2017. 
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Brandenburg-Sudwest German
y 

15.6% Koblenz Germany 13.4% 

Magdeburg German
y 

15.6% Mittelfranken Germany 13.4% 

Münster German
y 

15.0% Detmold Germany 13.4% 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern German
y 

15.0% Trier Germany 13.4% 

Chemnitz German
y 

15.0% Karlsruhe Germany 13.3% 

Oberbayern German
y 

15.0% Oberpfalz Germany 13.0% 

Rheinhessen-Pfalz German
y 

14.9% Schwaben Germany 13.0% 

Bremen German
y 

14.9% Saarland Germany 13.0% 

Dessau German
y 

14.8% Freiburg Germany 12.7% 

Arnsberg German
y 

14.5% Zuid-Holland Netherland
s 

11.4% 

Stuttgart German
y 

14.5% Île-de-France France 10.7% 

Hannover German
y 

14.5% Flevoland Netherland
s 

10.5% 

Leipzig German
y 

14.4% Region de Bruxelles-Capitale Belgium 10.3% 

Kassel German
y 

14.0% Groningen Netherland
s 

10.2% 

Braunschweig German
y 

14.0% Noord-Holland Netherland
s 

10.2% 

Unterfranken German
y 

14.0% Overijssel Netherland
s 

10.0% 
 

 

Again, Ireland is globally the most exposed country, with both NUTS2 regions being equally affected. 

The second most affected country is Germany, with the cities of Hamburg, Berlin and, in the state of 

North Rhine-Westphalia, Cologne and Düsseldorf, having similar levels of exposure to those in the Irish 

regions. At some distance behind, the Dutch Randstad regions, as well as Île-de-France and Brussels, 

are also above the 10% level of exposure. 

During the workshop, the experts did not focus on specific regions. Nevertheless, the study conducted 

by t33 analysed several sectors:  

- in transport vehicles, Vest development region (Romania), Stuttgart and Niederbayern 

(Germany) and Midi-Pyrénées (France) are likely to be the most affected; 

- in other sectors, the results are more diffuse. In textiles, one region that seems severely 

affected is northern Portugal; in chemicals and plastics, several regions across Spain, France and 

Germany, as well as in Ireland and Bulgaria, could be negatively impacted; 

- in machinery, the regions between southern Germany and northern Italy seem to be most 

exposed. 

It is worth noting here that even less exposed countries can contain regions with very high exposure. 

This is the case, for example, with the Vest and Nord-Vest regions of Romania, which are among the 

regions likely to be exposed in the sector of "transport vehicles", as shown in the following figure.   
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Map 5 ς Exposure to Brexit in the 
transport vehicles sector.  
 
Source: t33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 6 ς Exposure to Brexit in the 
textile and furniture sectors  
 
Source: t33 

 

 

 

 

Map 7 ς Exposure to Brexit in the machinery 
sector. 
 
Source: t33 

 
































