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1 Introduction
The aim of this study on promoting multi-level governance in support of Europe 2020 is to
generate lessons learned from existing experience and to stimulate the learning and transfer
between regions. The study focuses on both the analysis and facilitation of transfer
processes.
This is a revised version of the Inception Report of the DG Regio study on promoting multilevel governance in support of Europe 2020, presented one month after the start of the
study. The revised report mainly presents the single tasks ahead, based on our tender and
taking into account the comments and discussions during the first steering group meeting on
23 October 2013. In addition the report contains also a revised version of the literature
review carried out.
As compared to the tender this report presents further elaborations on the main tasks ahead:
The report includes a draft of the literature review carried out under task 1. The intention
is to gradually adjust and update this review until the First Interim Report. This will allow
to gradually improve the linkage between the case study work and the literature review.
As for the call for partnership under task 2, further considerations on the approach have
been made and a first test-version of the website presenting the call and the application
form will be launched in mid-November.
Following the first steering group meeting, the case study methodology has been further
developed.
The approaches and timing for the two multilateral meetings and 16 twinning meetings
(task 4) have been further developed.
The overall timetable has been updated and the numbering of the tasks has been
adjusted to the one of the Terms of References.
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2 Setting the scene
Governance mechanisms for the implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy, learning
platforms for mutual learning and the development of action plans are at the heart of this
study. Its objective and scope focus on two specific policy fields within this general
framework, namely energy efficiency measures with a special focus on the existing building
stock and social inclusion in urban areas.

2.1 Europe 2020 Strategy
Europe 2020 is the overarching key strategy for current policy development in the EU. While,
the strategic document of the EU for the decade 2000-2010 was the so-called Lisbon
Strategy (also known as the Lisbon Agenda or Lisbon Process), the intended strategic
document for the decade 2010-2020 is the Europe 2020 Strategy. It has been particularly
shaped by the context of the economic crisis and provides the basis for European policy
making until 2020, including the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF).
The Strategy consists of a double-folder of thematic organisation: on the one hand, three
priorities are launched; on the other, seven flagships are established. For each growth
priority headline targets have been set and supporting flagship initiatives have been defined.
Cohesion and Regional policies, like all EU policies and instruments, shall contribute to
implementing the flagship initiatives and achieving the headline targets. Among others, the
role of regional policies in relation to the Europe 2020 Strategy is pointed out by two specific
Communications on how regional policies may support the Strategy’s goals on smart growth
(2010)1 and sustainable growth (2011)2.
The Europe 2020 Strategy aims at achieving three dimensions of growth:
Smart Growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation.
Sustainable Growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive
economy.
Inclusive Growth: fostering a high-employment economy delivering social and territorial
cohesion.
In order to catalyse progress towards each one of the priorities, seven flagship initiatives
have been put forward. These are key programmes or tools to foster the achievement of the
Strategy. The seven flagships are as follows:
Innovation Union.
Digital Agenda for Europe.
1

2

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions - Regional Policy contributing to smart growth in Europe 2020. COM(2010) 553 final
Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions - Regional Policy contributing to sustainable growth in Europe 2020. COM(2011) 17 final
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Youth on the Move.
Resource Efficient Europe.
An Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Era.
An Agenda for New Skills and Jobs.
European Platform against Poverty.
Beyond priorities and flagship initiatives, several headline targets for 2020 have been agreed
for the whole EU. They represent measurable indicators which shall give an appropriate
indication on the achievements towards the Europe 2020 Strategy’s priorities. These targets
are supposed to be inter-related:
75% of the 20-64 year-old population to be employed.
3% of the EU’s Gross Domestic Product to be invested in R&D.
The three targets known as “20/20/20”: a 20% reduction (and even 30% if possible) in
greenhouse gas emissions in relation to 1990 levels, 20% of energy from renewable
sources and a 20% increase in energy efficiency.
Reducing early school leavers to below 10%.
At least 40% of 30-34 year-old population completing third level education.
At least 20 million fewer people in or at-risk-of-poverty and social exclusion.
Each Member State has set its own national headline targets by adapting the general
orientations of the EU. Even though neither EU nor national targets refer to the territorial
dimension, in late 2011 the European Commission acknowledged that it is not expected that
all regions can or should reach the national 2020 targets. The European Commission has
recognised the diversity of European regions and pointed out that for some issues it is
neither realistic nor desirable that all regions reach the same target.
Furthermore, it has been pointed out that each Member State has to take into account its
different needs, different starting points and specificities for promoting smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth. This implies partially highly heterogeneous national targets, which in
several cases are not sufficient for achieving overall EU targets as defined in the Strategy.
Governance
The study touches on the heart of Europe 2020 implementation, its governance perspective.
The Europe 2020 Strategy stresses the need for “permanent dialogue between various levels
of government”3 and the inclusion of stakeholders and the civil society in delivering the
Europe 2020 Strategy. The relevance of multi-level governance for delivering Europe 2020
and future cohesion policy as proposed in this study has been confirmed by the CoR in 2012
by stating that “the principle of multi-level and multi-stakeholder partnership must be

3

COM(2010) Europe 2020. Page 29.
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reinforced in its implementation”4. According to the Committee of the Regions (CoR) multilevel governance is defined as “coordinated action by the European Union, the Member
States and local and regional authorities, based on partnership and aimed at drawing up and
implementing EU policies”5. In this respect various different types of governance modes are
applied in Europe. The text box presents a few examples of governance modes which are
also addressed in the literature survey and the case study methodology later on.
Four modes of governance
•

•

•

•

Governing by authority implies the use of traditional forms of authority such as regulation and
direction which persist despite reforms. This mode refers to situations in which national
governments intervene directly in local politics through mandates or other mandatory means.
Governing by authority takes place through the use of sanction.
Governing by provision refers to the shaping of practice through the delivery of particular forms
of service and resource. This mode occurs when additional services and positive incentives
(including funding) are offered by, a national government in return for local action. Governing by
provision is accomplished through practical, material and infrastructural means.
Governing through enabling refers to the role of local government in facilitating, co-ordinating
and encouraging action through partnership with private- and voluntary-sector agencies, and to
various forms of community engagement. Governing through enabling works through persuasion,
argument and incentives.
Self-governing is the capacity of local government to govern its own activities. It is characterised
by self-motivated action and may take place between cities and regions where urban climate
change policy is crucial. Self-governing may occur if mandatory national climate change legislation
is limited or non-existent. This reasoning can also be extended to energy efficiency policy. Selfgoverning relies on processes of organisational management.

Source: Bulkeley H. and Kern K. (2006), Local government and the governing of climate change in Germany and the UK, Urban
Studies, 43, pp. 2237-2259

In 2012, Spatial Foresight conducted a study on the implementation of Europe 2020 in
German regions.6 The results underline the importance of regional development
preconditions for contributing to achieve the Europe 2020 objectives, and the necessity of a
regionally differentiated understanding of and contribution to the aims of the Europe 2020
Strategy. Furthermore, the study showed that the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) is
difficult to be successfully implemented without legal means or the possibility for sanctions. It
is largely based on the addressees’ motivation and voluntary nature. OMC experiences,
which are primarily based on media coverage, indicate a better chance for success if certain
prerequisites are fulfilled: The targets need to be worthwhile for the public; they need to be
easy to communicate; indicators have to be carefully selected and should be comparable;
public relations activities have to generate a large publicity effect.

4

Committee of the Regions (2012) Building a European Culture of Multilevel Governance: Follow-Up to the Committee of the Regions'
White Paper. Opinion of the Committee of the Regions. Page. 7.
Committee of the Regions (2009): The Committee of the Regions' White Paper on Multilevel Governance. Own-initiative Opinion of the
Committee of the Regions. Page 6.
6
BMVBS (2012): Umsetzung und Wirkungen der Strategie „Europa 2020“ in deutschen Regionen, BMVBS-Online-Publikation, 24/2012.
5
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Open method of coordination:
The Open Method of Co-ordination (OMC) is a non-legal policy instrument aimed at co-ordinating the
policies of the Member States between themselves and with the EU. It has been used in those policy
domains where direct Community competence is limited, such as national economic policy;
employment and training policies; the Lisbon process; health; social inclusion and pensions. It
therefore contrasts with the ‘Community method’ ie the development of legislation through
negotiations between the EU institutions. The principal features of OMC include (voluntary) EU
guidelines; reporting by Member States on their performance; benchmarking, identification of good
practice and peer review by Member States; and ‘naming, shaming and faming’ by the Commission.
The precise mix differs between policy domains.
Source: IEEP – Institute for European Environmental Policy http://www.ieep.eu/eu-policy-process/eu-glossary/

Overall, governance and institutional capacity are widely recognised by researchers as key
influences on regional development. Close coordination between public authorities at the
various administrative levels and with businesses and other stakeholders can enhance
commitment and ownership of EU policies, increase the available knowledge, expertise and
view-points in the strategies’ design and implementation, and ensure greater transparency in
the decision-making process. This can be achieved if, in the process of translating European
and national priorities into local or regional action, the objectives of local and regional
authorities are integrated into the broader strategies. Territorial governance is concerned
both with the governance of territory and with the territorial dimension of governance.
The driving force for territorial governance and enhanced institutional capacity is the need to
find a path for recovery from the economic crisis. Integrated approaches are needed which
respect the environment, and build regional resilience, competitiveness and territorial
cohesion. The details vary from country to country, region to region, and the national level of
government is clearly a significant influence on outcomes. Everywhere and at every scale
there needs to be a territorial perspective. This is necessary to achieve better coordination of
policy within scales and across scales. At times when spending is constrained, it is more
important than ever to achieve multiple outcomes that fulfil the aims of different programmes
and stakeholders. The ideal of cohesion demands some consistency and shared focus if it is
to be achieved.
Territorial governance involves employing a territorial approach in development strategies
and decisions. It is related to the concept of territorial cohesion as both a policy goal and a
political and planning process including the means to achieve efficient, equitable and
sustainable development in all types of territories of the EU. Spurred on by the political
debate on territorial cohesion and territorial capital, multi-level governance can be seen as a
means to achieve endogenous territorial development via the organisation of new
‘constellations of actors, institutions and interests’. Multi-level governance has also been
defined as the process of organisation and coordination of actors to develop territorial capital
in a non-destructive way in order to improve territorial cohesion at different levels.
Multi-level governance requires new forms of organisation, procedures and skills, in other
words new institutional capacity. This becomes clear from research on approaches to
building integrated regional strategies. Integration involves a number of agencies and
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stakeholders agreeing on joint solutions. Successful territorial development can no longer be
achieved through top-down public sector action alone. The skills and resources of the private
and voluntary sectors are needed. This also means that regional development must be done
in a more inclusive way, less hierarchical and with cooperative networks and partnerships. In
addition, actions at regional level need also to be aligned to policy at national and
transnational scales but also at local scale. These principles are very important for effective
use of ESIF.
Learning platforms and transferability
The focus of the study is on bringing together experience on processes related to the
implementation of Europe 2020 across various levels of governance. This shall allow for
mutual learning as well as the development of action plans in single regions or cities.
In this sense the study is closely linked to the idea of capitalisation projects promoted under
INTERREG IVC and might possibly even contribute to develop new forms of learning
platforms and the stimulation of thematic project clusters in a future interregional territorial
cooperation programme.
All across Europe there are plenty of policy processes and actions which are either directly or
indirectly linked to achieving the aims set out in Europe 2020. Consequently, it is possible to
obtain new insights and lessons learned for the benefit of local and regional authorities in
Europe by analysing some of these experiences and providing them a platform for
dissemination, discussion and mutual learning. This may (in a similar way as INTERREG IVC
capitalisation projects) contribute to a better exploitation of the knowledge resulting from
projects working on a similar topic for the benefit of local and regional authorities in Europe.
Furthermore, it may increase the visibility of the Europe 2020 implementation activities and
their impacts on the policy making process at regional, local, national and European levels.
The systematic analysis of the implementation activities by experienced external experts
aims to deliver the following results:
identified innovative approaches that could be relevant also to other regions in Europe,
lessons learned of relevance for policy making at local, regional, national and EU level,
possible synergies and mutual enrichment among the stakeholders dealing with similar
issues,
action plans on how to strengthen the multi-level governance implementation of Europe
2020 in single regions and cities, and
ideas and suggestions for projects to be carried out under future ESIF programmes.
The question of transferability of policy approaches and lessons is addressed in further detail
in the literature review.
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2.2 Objective and scope of the study
Local and regional public authorities play an important role in conceiving and delivering
public policies relevant for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. At the same time local
and regional authorities in the EU have very diverse mandates, capacities and resources,
and work under different institutional and governance arrangements. This needs to be
understood and taken into account when discussing their contribution to and involvement in
the implementation of Europe 2020.
Following the tender specifications, the main purpose of the study is to identify the process
and success factors leading to strong, high quality political and administrative partnerships
across levels of governance. This shall be realised at the example of two policy fields,
namely energy efficiency policies and social inclusion in an urban context.
In doing so, the study focuses on existing examples of multi-level governance or other forms
of policy management contributing to these two policy fields. The study is centred on eight
case studies and their partnerships (incl. administrative and political stakeholders involved).
Based on these eight case studies various types of learning platforms are to be established.
Firstly two multilateral events focus on a validation of the case study and mutual learning
among them as well as the dissemination of case experience to a wider public. This is
followed by 16 twinning exercises focusing on one-to-one discussions between the twinning
partners and case study partners, with the aim to develop action plans. Last but not least the
final report and a final conference focus on the broad dissemination of the experience and
results of the study.
Promoting energy efficiency policies
Policies aiming at improving energy efficiency are at the heart of the Europe 2020 Strategy.
They shall support the achievement of the headline target on reducing energy intensity by
20% until the year 2020. Energy is used in principally all sectors, whether public or private,
by businesses and households alike. Intensity of energy use and potentials for improving
energy efficiency differs however between sectors. Among these different sectors improving
energy efficiency of the existing building stock features prominently in Europe’s fight for
climate change mitigation. This is not surprising, considering that nearly 40% of final energy
consumption is in houses, public and private offices, shops and other buildings7. In particular,
large scale interventions in the residential building sector can promote energy efficiency
substantially, as households are important energy consumers and are also responsible for
significant CO2 emissions. As part of an integrated approach, energy interventions in housing
can also improve the quality of life of citizens and combat energy poverty and exclusion8.
At the European level, the main policy driver related to the energy use in buildings is the
Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD, 2002/91/EC) which, having been recast in
7

8

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions, Energy Efficiency Plan 2011, COM(2011) 109 final.
Danuta Hübner, foreword to the CECODHAS’ leaflet on ‘Housing and the EU Structural Funds in action’, 2009.
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2010 (EPBD recast, 2010/31/EU), imposes requirements for certification, inspections,
training or renovation in Member States.
More recently, Directive 2012/27/EU (Article 5) on energy efficiency stipulates that as of
January 1st, 2014, each Member State will ensure that 3% of total floor area of climate
controlled buildings owned and occupied by its central government will be renovated
annually to meet energy performance standards established in Directive 2010/31/EU.
According to the Directive, Member States shall encourage public bodies also at regional and
local level, and social housing bodies governed by public law, to adopt energy efficiency
plans and put in place an energy management system. By this way, it should be possible for
a larger number of municipalities and other public bodies in Europe to follow the example of
those local authorities that have already put into place an integrated approach to energy
saving and energy supply9.
Adequate understanding of policy making in this field requires taking into account the
national and territorial specificities in terms of population projections, climatic conditions,
behaviour characteristics (e.g. typical indoor temperatures, trends in terms of floor spaces
per capita), social conditions (e.g. energy poverty), and other factors affecting people’s
decision making processes. Additionally, it requires comprehension of the key characteristics
of the building stock10 in terms of: (a) total building floor space; (b) split between residential
and non-residential use; (c) age categorisation of the building stock, which affects energy
performance; (d) energy mix used in buildings; (e) tenure of buildings (e.g. private or public),
which significantly affects the ability to renovate.
An analysis of the practices in the Member States should distinguish between the financial,
institutional, administrative, awareness/information barriers that hinder energy saving
investments. It should furthermore differentiate between the types of financial programmes
and incentives on the energy performance of buildings, e.g. grants/subsidies, preferential
loans, tax/VAT incentives, supplier obligations and white certification schemes, third party
financing / energy service companies, minimum requirements and penalties, etc.
As it regards the use of EU Structural Funds, the scope of eligibility under the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) has been extended to residential buildings in 2009 to
support energy efficiency interventions in housing throughout all Member States. ERDF
support for energy efficiency, primarily in relation to public buildings, increased tenfold
between 2000-2007 and 2007-2013. As part of the follow up to the European Economic
Recovery Plan, the financial volume that can be allocated to the sector has been increased
to 8 billion € or 4% of the total ERDF allocation to the EU Member States.
In concrete terms, the ERDF can co-finance, for example, national, regional or local schemes
for insulation of walls, roofing and windows (double-glazing), solar panels, and replacement
9
10

Sustainable energy action plans developed under the Covenant of Mayors initiative are an example of these integrated approaches.
For a European picture, see: Buildings Performance Institute Europe (BPIE), Europe’s buildings under the microscope - A country-bycountry review of the energy performance of buildings, October 2011.

19 December 2013
Inception Report (revised version)
Study on promoting multi-level governance in support of Europe 2020
(contract number CCI 2013CE16BAT019)

10 (101)

of old boilers for more energy-efficient ones in existing residential buildings. Investments cofunded by the ERDF should be undertaken in the framework of already existing schemes set
up by the national public authorities to use EU funding as leverage effect and avoid
fragmented actions. Additionally, the investments shall support social cohesion, thus paying
a special attention to the most vulnerable households.
The current approach is reinforced by the Commission’s proposal for the programming
period post 2013, that recognises the major role housing may play in achieving the European
Union's major policy objectives of economic stability, social inclusion and combating climate
change. For the upcoming programming period 2014-2020, the ERDF regulation proposal is
designed to support investments in the wider use of Energy Performance Contracting in the
public buildings and housing sectors. Furthermore the regulation aims at supporting small
businesses to undertake energy efficiency measures and renewable energy use in their
operations11. The eligibility of housing expenditure is confirmed in all Member States, and
regions will be allowed to develop more ambitious thermal renovation and social housing
projects. Additionally, promoting energy efficiency in the housing sector is explicitly
mentioned as one of the ERDF’s investment priorities to move towards a low-carbon
emission economy.
In this policy framework, regional and local authorities, with their respective competences
and administrative set-up, are often instrumental in setting regulation and providing
incentives for energy efficiency improvements. Additionally, since housing interventions are in principle - implemented at the local level, local authorities and citizens’ organisations have
an important role to play in ensuring strong partnerships and efficient monitoring and audit
mechanisms, and in carefully selecting operations. In order for the actions to be effective,
they need to be fully integrated and coordinated within the EU and national frameworks.
Social inclusion in urban areas
Social inclusion is inextricably connected to the policies of the European Union. The pursue
of a society for all people, which is based on mutual respect and solidarity, characterized by
equal opportunities and decent living standards is one of the aims of the EU. Through its
policies, the EU works for further integration and reduction of social and economic disparities
among its Member States, which share different economic, political and cultural
backgrounds.
The importance of social inclusion can also be seen in the EU’s growth strategy for the
coming decade, the Europe 2020 Strategy. Under this Strategy framework for inclusive
growth, the initiative “European Platform against poverty and social exclusion” has been
undertaken. Main targets are combating poverty and social exclusion, reforming social
welfare systems and tackling challenges occurred by demographic changes. The Europe
2020 headline target is the promotion of social inclusion, in particular through the reduction of
poverty, by aiming to lift at least 20 million people out of the risk of poverty and exclusion.
11

European Commission (2012) Elements for a Common Strategic Framework 2014 to 2020, SWD(2012) 61 final
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According to the fifth report on economic, social and territorial cohesion (2010), social
inclusion policies, both at EU and national levels, tend to focus on specific groups of
disadvantaged and vulnerable people, such as single parents, homeless people, migrants,
people with disabilities. Active inclusion policy takes into account the need for better
coordination between education, social protection systems and labour market policies to
ensure transition to the labour market for the most disadvantaged. In other words, social
inclusion is also about employment and the creation of new jobs.
As unemployment is a major cause of both poverty and social exclusion, the target is to have
by 2020 the 75% of the working age population in work, through actions of reforming
“flexibility and security in the labour market”, improving the skills and the quality of jobs, as
well as the conditions for job creation. Population groups, such as the youth are specifically
taken into account, while issues such as decent housing, integration of vulnerable groups or
child poverty are on the forefront.
At present it is not expected that the Europe 2020 target of lifting at least 20 million people
out of the risk of poverty will be reached, as the national targets do not add up to the
European target. Furthermore, given the economic crisis some Member States will not be
able to meet their national targets. In addition, the mere understanding of social inclusion and
definition of ‘at risk of poverty’ differ widely between EU Member States. Therefore social
inclusion needs always to be seen in the light of national contexts. This regards both the
socio-economic preconditions as well as definitions of the objectives.
To tackle these issues, the EU is also providing funding, for instance through the European
Social Fund, which funds projects on work skills and job prospects, through the PROGRESS
Programme for policy development related too employment, working conditions, social
inclusion etc.
Although the above might not be directly territorially oriented, there lies a territorial aspect
behind: Awareness that social exclusion phenomena are mainly concentrated in “inner city
areas and deprived neighbourhoods”, and in some cases in rural areas, where the
employment possibilities are limited. This shows that the area where people live, strongly
affects the poverty or social exclusion factors. Indeed, local level developments in
combination with national systems and policies in the fields of education, labour market and
social welfare are decisive for achieving social inclusion.
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3 Task 1: Literature review
The literature review has been conducted with the purpose to inform the design of the study,
as well as to establish a reference framework for the final analysis. There are a number of
key findings from the literature review which are of relevance for the development and
conduction of the case studies. They will guide the case study analysis as these findings
represent hypotheses which will have to be tested by the case studies. Additionally, the key
findings on transferability provide important inputs for the organisation of the twinning
meetings.

3.1 Lessons for the case study approach
There are a number of general findings on governance arrangements presented in the
literature review which are clearly included in the case study design and the eight case study
reports. Among the main findings relevant for both policy fields in this respect are:
Types of coordination. Multi-level governance involves various types of policy
coordination, such as vertical, horizontal and functional coordination. The specifically
applied type of coordination considerably depends on the national institutional framework.
Consequently the case studies will assess all three types of coordination rather than only
focusing on the vertical coordination. They shall also identify which type of coordination is
most important.
Organisational capacity. Multi-level governance requires institutional capacity e.g. with
regard to new forms of organisation, procedures and skills. Indeed, the lack of
organisational capacity has negative effects on the efficiency of policy implementation. In
that sense, the organisational capacity as pre-condition for policy changes needs to be
addressed in the case studies.
Stakeholder mobilisation. In multi-level governance processes the mobilisation of
stakeholders is necessary to activate their tacit knowledge and incorporate their interests
throughout the decision-making process, from policy design to implementation. There are
different ways of how stakeholders can be mobilised, such as partnership approaches or
contractual arrangements. The case studies will need to investigate which stakeholders
have been mobilised by which means.
Governance modes. Multi-level governance can make use of various formal or informal
arrangements. This ranges from formal contractual arrangements, to directives, incentive
or enabling focused approaches to various forms of informal arrangements. The case
studies will need to assess which approaches are at play in each case study and what
are the preconditions on that this builds on, as well as the effectives that come with it.
Pragmatic arrangements. In particular with regard to the later transferability, pragmatic
arrangements, including methods and techniques, are highly relevant. Different methods,
tools and techniques are used for implementing policies of one theme. Their use depends
on various other conditions of the policy design and implementation. Therefore the case
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studies need not only to focus on the more abstract governance arrangements but also
on concrete tools and pragmatic arrangements used.
Political vs. administrative stakeholders. The literature review found no recent
substantial references to the different roles of and relations between administrative and
political stakeholders. Nevertheless, as they have different roles this is believed to be
important for the understanding of governance structures. Furthermore, practical
experience shows that the roles and relations between the administrative and political
stakeholders differ greatly between countries. This calls for the case studies to
emphasise these aspects in more depth in order to shed further light on the relations
between political and administrative stakeholders.
In addition to these more general findings, the literature review provides also lessons on the
two different policy fields, which are relevant for the case studies. With regard to the case
studies on energy efficiency following lessons can be highlighted:
Cross-sectoral coherence. Initiatives tackling energy efficiency issues need to focus on
a greater level of integration and coordination between sector policies that are
traditionally conceived and implemented in parallel. As for the case study this implies that
the involved policy sectors need to be carefully mapped including a rationale why these
are involved and others possibly not.
Local level importance. Energy efficiency issues tend to concentrate in urban areas. In
governance terms this implies the need to focus on the (relatively powerful) local
governments with strong responsibilities, and the strategic and regulatory frameworks
induced at national and European levels. As most of the energy efficiency case studies
actually have a regional focus, this implies that special attention needs to be paid to the
link to and implementation at the local level.
Partnership approach & private sector. The liberalisation of the energy sector makes it
necessary to develop strategic partnerships between local authorities and private actors,
as well as with national and EU regulatory actors. Therefore the case studies need to
map the partnership approaches at place and especially the involvement and role of
private sector actors.
Asymmetric funding. Multi-level governance for energy efficiency initiatives tend to be
heavily asymmetric in their funding, i.e. funded in majority by higher levels of
governments (national and European). While local governments are willing to engage in
multi-level governance for energy efficiency, if given the institutional and financial
conditions to do so, the over-reliance on external funding may jeopardize the long-term
commitment when the funding stops. Therefore, the role of funding needs to be critically
assessed in the case studies.
Accountability & Monitoring. The multiplicity of potential MLG arrangements makes it
necessary to develop better practices for monitoring the initiatives and projects
developed for promoting energy efficiency. Using multiple strands of ‘good governance’
indicators may provide enough flexibility as well as coherence in order to systematize the
way such information are compiled and analysed. Monitoring fosters a better alignment
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between the funding resources and the outcomes achieved in such initiatives, and thus
promoting greater accountability of the participants.
Focusing on social inclusion some of the key messages to be taken on board in the case
study work are:
Cross-sectoral coherence. Even more than in the case of energy, social inclusion
involves a wide range of different policy sectors and different approaches to social
inclusion. Here, the horizontal inclusion of policies at local level is crucial for overall
governance arrangements. As for the case studies this implies that the involved policy
sectors indeed need to be carefully mapped including a rationale why these are involved
and others possibly not.
Local implications. Whereas in some countries poverty is rather an urban issue in
others it is more of a rural issue. In both cases, however, the policy approaches centre
very much on the local level. Focusing on social inclusion the literature points especially
at urban areas as main focal points. As most of the social inclusion case studies actually
have a regional focus, this implies that special attention needs to be paid to the link to
and implementation at the local level.
Partnership approach. The partnership approach, and especially reaching out to local
stakeholders and private actors, is under-developed on issues of social inclusion due to
the traditional weight of national ministries on welfare issues. However, the move in many
countries to a less ‘universalistic’ welfare model and the strong spatial concentration of
poverty increase the importance of other socio-economic units, such as neighborhoods,
communities or families as loci of social inclusion initiatives. Partnership approach would
tend to increase the accountability of public actors through a more participatory process.
Asymmetric funding. The recent budget crisis in the EU has brought to the fore the
limitations induced by an overreliance on national funding for the design and
implementation of social inclusion measures. Hence new forms of innovative financial
arrangements, connected to the previous point on the emergence of a partnership
approach, need to combine funding from different sources. Such innovative financial
arrangements should be brought to the fore through the case studies.
Accountability & Monitoring. Social exclusion is an elusive concept that can be
understood and interpreted in different ways depending on the geographical and
institutional contexts. Social inclusion, understood as the necessary combination of policy
initiatives that may induce a reduction of social exclusion patterns, is thus difficult to
measure and monitor. The impact of social inclusion initiatives ‘on the ground’ should be
measured relatively to functional aspects of people’s life such as employment, access to
basic services, or inclusion in policy processes.
Last but not least the review of the literature suggests overlapping benefits or
complementarities between energy efficiency and social inclusion initiatives (e.g. energy
poverty, public housing). Indeed, challenges like increasing energy efficiency can rarely be
dealt with independently from other pressing issues at the local level. Frequently, urban
challenges are interrelated, with objectives that may appear contradictory. As noted in Cities
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of Tomorrow (2011), “the challenge of turning cities carbon-neutral must also be understood
through a social inclusion perspective, where green technology needs to be accessible for all
if we want to avoid energy poverty and exclusion”12. The recognition of the interaction
between these issues is valuable in identifying opportunity for complementarities in policy at
multiple governance levels. These should be kept in mind and explored by the case studies.
Indeed, this might also be a suitable discussion point for multilateral meetings.

3.2 Lessons for the transfer processes
There are a number of findings from the literature review which provide important inputs for
the design of the twinning meetings as well as for the selection of twinning partners. Among
the main findings in this respect are:
Mutual learning. To be successful (policy) transfer process and knowledge exchange
should be based on mutual learning, as this is expected to create more engagement from
stakeholders. Stakeholders will be more eager to participate in a process where they can
also bring their knowledge, and exchange with their peers. Furthermore it might make the
exchange exercise more fruitful and interesting, as the mutual aspect of knowledge
exchange will better spark a debate on good governance practices.
However, one standalone twinning exercise will not necessarily guarantee that the new
knowledge leads to action and thereby brings about change. The transfer and learning
should also be embedded in the institutional practice and thereby be a natural process in
the development of the institutions and governance structures.
The dimension of mutual learning needs to be taken onboard when selecting suitable
twinning partners as well as when preparing the twinning meetings.
Similarities. Transfer processes are often considered most useful or interesting where
(twinning) partners are highly dissimilar, like between Western and Eastern countries, but
the likelihood that such a transfer can be efficiently implemented is rather low as
territories may have little in common in terms of territorial conditions and institutional
context. Indeed similar settings can be decisive for the result of a mutual learning
process. This goes for especially two factors: (a) institutional proximity and (b) similar
territorial developments paths. By ensuring that cases are similar and thereby more
comparable, a successful transfer process would be more realistic, as the institutional
set-up would be better suited to accommodate and implement the ideas and principles of
the transferred governance elements. Accordingly, the selection of twinning partners
needs to strike a balance between similarities and dissimilarities of the involved partners.
Transfer processes. There are several understandings of how exchange and transfer
processes are working. Both the transfer process and the outcome of the transfer can be
quite different, depending on the type of transfer being applied. It is therefore advisable to
have an idea of both the project team expectations to a transfer process, as well as how
the participating transfer partners understand and incorporate transfer processes into
their daily practices and organisations. Five main types of transfer have been identified:
o Transfer. Transferring a policy or mode of governance into a new context
12
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Diffusion. Spreading of policy or mode of governance from one context to
another by a slow and successive adoption
o Convergence. Process where policies or modes of governance in different areas
become mutually more alike
o Translation. Translation requires the interpretation of & experimentation with
policy packages
o Organisational/institutional learning. Implies the move from individual learning
towards changes in organisational routines etc.
Pragmatic focus. Programmes, institutions, modes of organisation, principles of actions
have a generally low transferability potential. On the other hand, as afore mentioned,
methods, techniques, know-how and operating rules, have high a transferability potential.
Therefore it is important to consider which aspects could be useful to apply in other
settings. Furthermore, the ability of the transferring partners and facilitators to interpret
and translate a practice into another context is crucial. Also this needs to be considered
carefully when designing the transfer processes.
o

3.3 A framework for Multi-Level Governance analysis
The ambition of the Europe 2020 Strategy to tackle a series of key issues through the
Flagship Initiatives, associated with concrete quantified targets at the Community and
national levels necessitates the governance arrangements at the implementation end that
are capable of ‘delivering’ the targets in the most efficient way. In that respect, it is crucial to
understand what types of Multi-Level Governance (MLG) are the most efficient in delivering
different types of objectives in different policy fields. There is a clear understanding from the
literature that there is no blueprint MLG arrangement that can be replicated at will across
regions and policy fields. As a consequence, it is crucial to understand what different aspects
of governance need to be considered and the interplay between them.
“First, such a perspective implies the need to focus on understanding the system of
governing (Bulkeley, 2005) in all its complexity – rather than just as a traditional hierarchical,
linear form of control from national to regional and local levels (Biermann, 2007). Second, the
governance concept encourages the understanding of the role of different actors in the
governing process when national actors are not necessarily the only or most significant
participants. That is, it is important to understand the role of different actors in the process of
allocating resources and exercising control and coordination. Finally, such a perspective not
only involves understanding the role of individual actors, but also how these actors interact.
That is, a governance perspective necessarily involves understanding the world of
overlapping and competing authorities at different scales (Bulkeley, 2005). […] MLG initially
described a “system of continuous negotiation among nested governments at several
territorial tiers – supranational, national, regional and local that was distinctive of EU
structural policy.” (Jollands et al., 2009, p. 11)
The OECD report stresses that since public investments are shared between different levels
of government, it is only a natural consequence that policy initiatives need to be addressed
by engaging a constellation of actors: “Policy-making authority has been progressively more

19 December 2013
Inception Report (revised version)
Study on promoting multi-level governance in support of Europe 2020
(contract number CCI 2013CE16BAT019)

17 (101)

distributed across levels of government, both downwards to SNGs [sub-national
governments13] and upwards to supranational authorities. Moreover, the private sector’s role
has grown as a result of the privatisation of many services, shifting redistributive policies and
the move from discretionary management to market regulation in many policy domains.
Governments have also enlarged the space for the participation of other non-state actors in
the policy process, most notably citizens and civil society organisations”.14 Such governance
arrangements are “likely to require a complex, multi-level approach, involving both top-down
initiatives and collaborative interventions”.15
It seems that the establishment of MLG arrangements has become the norm in modern
regional development policymaking. In the context of European policies, and especially in
light of the current Europe 2020 Strategy, it can be said that MLG arrangements are a way of
conciliating the objectives emerging from an overarching development approach at the
European level with a more place-based approach, i.e. taking into consideration the socioeconomic preconditions and institutional capacity of territories, as advocated by the Barca
report.
3.3.1 Five meta-dimensions of MLG
Multi-level governance is a concept to help explain the system of nested relationships among
primarily governmental levels within the EU.16 This present review of the literature on MLG
identified five meta-dimensions of MLG, i.e. basic organisational principles, which need to be
considered when analysing MLG practices. The meta-dimensions are:
Vertical coordination
Horizontal coordination
Functional, cross-territorial integration
Organisational capacity of territories
Mobilisation of stakeholders (i.e. non-governmental actors)
Whereas these meta-dimensions are important from an analytical point of view, they cannot
be dissociated in the actual act of making policies and implementing them. The recent move
towards both a more Europeanised and territorialised approach to policymaking has put
subnational governments “at the centre of a policy process that, to work well, requires
intensive co-ordination across levels of government and among different actors at each
level”17. This new position of the regional level as a natural platform for the coordination and
implementation of European policies has stretched their capacities further. The OECD points
out that “regional or local governments may lack the capacity to implement the policies
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needed to foster regional growth, though their knowledge and preferences remain essential
to informing place-based policies”18.
Vertical coordination (between levels)
Vertical coordination corresponds to the policy mechanisms that aim at promoting a better
integration of the work of different levels of government, on the basis of the subsidiarity
principle, in order to make a more efficient use of public investments. The need for a greater
alignment of public investment policy at the design and implementation phases, across levels
of government, requires co-ordination throughout the process19. These vertical coordination
mechanisms should not be confused with hierarchical mechanisms, which are based on
higher levels of government imposing policy decisions on lower tiers of government.20 Recent
studies have emphasised that ‘Governing by authority’ modes of governance, for which the
higher levels of governments interfere directly in local development, are hardly found when
analysing MLG practices.21 One reason for this, according to the OECD, is that that a central
principle for vertical coordination is “partnership” rather than subordination.22
Hence, vertical coordination thus induces a certain degree of reciprocity in the relationship
between government actors. Such mutual relationships are often difficult to put effectively
into practice: “while the central level tends to see a lack of engagement and co-financing
capacities to be major obstacles to effective vertical co-ordination, the sub-national levels
counter that the incentives for them to engage are small and the conditionalities by the centre
are too demanding”23. According to the OECD, the development of mutual relationships need
to be based on better flows of information, clearer division of labour and accountability, and
ensuring consent in the decision-making process24.
The main mechanisms developed to ensure greater vertical coordination are widely known.
First, co-financing through programmes and initiatives are a way to “invite regions to engage
in projects, reduces the risk and increases the commitment of all engaged actors”25. Second,
there is the possibility of establishment contracts between levels of governments. For
instance, conditionality is “a type of contractual arrangement whereby a government takes, or
promises to take, certain policy or institutional actions, in return for which a higher level
government authority or an international institution will provide specified amounts of financial
and/or technical assistance”26. Conditionality has been widely used in the context of
European policymaking. However, it is difficult to be efficient put into practice due to the
usual asymmetry in access to information, the complexity of setting clear objectives and the
danger of defection during implementation phase27. In most instances, the main issue
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

OECD, 2013, p. 25
OECD, 2013, p. 52
Bulkeley and Kern, 2006
Jollands et al., 2009
OECD, 2013, p. 78
OECD, 2013, p.50
OECD, 2013, p. 50
OECD, 2013, p. 53
OECD, 2013, p. 57
OECD, 2013, p. 58

19 December 2013
Inception Report (revised version)
Study on promoting multi-level governance in support of Europe 2020
(contract number CCI 2013CE16BAT019)

19 (101)

lowering the effectiveness of the conditionality approach is that the lower levels of
government are more considered as the operational arm of higher tiers than as integral
partners. Bilateral agreements and contracts, mutually designed and agreed upon, have
been widely used as a complement to the conditionality approach28. Contracts are effective
as they “take the co-ordination discussion a step further, creating credible partnership
arrangements between levels of government to generate a joint commitment for rendering
public investment more efficient and effective. They can encompass both specific
instruments and projects, from design and implementation through monitoring and
evaluation, as well as agreement on broader objectives and strategies”29. Whereas contracts
between levels of government allow “tailor-made” and flexible approach for assigning
responsibilities across governments for specific aspects of regional policy30, they tend
however to focus on the role played by governmental actors in the governance process. The
contract choice is dependent on the institutional context as well as the complexity of the
issue to be tackled31.
Horizontal coordination (between policy sectors)
Horizontal coordination relates to mechanisms aiming at better integration programmes and
initiatives across traditional policy sectors. Based on recent evidence, the OECD conjectures
that “failures of cross-sector coordination remain widespread”32. One major reason for this
failure is that policy coordination is often expected to occur at the higher tiers of
governments, especially at the EU and national ones, rather than at the lower levels, i.e.
during the implementation of strategies and initiatives at regional and local levels. More
recently, a more pragmatic approach to horizontal coordination aims at integration initiatives
and projects downstream the policy-cycle at the place where investments are made. The
rationale for this is that different sectors need to co-ordinate their policies and programmes in
order to maximize the outcome of policies and increasing their leverage on regional
economies. This rationale is aligned with the push for place-based policies, thus aiming at
managing interactions among sector policies “where they occur – in specific places”33.
Functional coordination (between territories at the same level)
What we call functional coordination correspond to the attempt at initiating cross-jurisdictional
cooperation34 for integrating projects, investments and initiatives within delimitated functional
territories, the rationale being that as they share a certain set of challenges, coordinating
their response to these challenges collectively would provide a higher leverage. Such forms
of coordination are typically found in metropolitan areas, but could be as well developed in
link with the identification of territorial specificities, such as mountain or sparsely populated
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areas35. The extent, scope and forms of these types of cooperation arrangements are
strongly dependent on the national institutional architecture36.
Organisational capacity of territories
From the previous three meta-dimensions, it results that regions and places are increasingly
considered as the key level for establishing a more efficient policy process, from the design
to the implementation phases. However, “to design, finance and implement public investment
projects, sub-national governments need the capacity not only to carry out the delivery of
public investment projects (from project identification to monitoring), but also the ability to
engage vertically with actors at higher (or sometimes lower) levels of government and, in
many cases, to co-operate horizontally with “peer” jurisdictions on specific public investment
programmes”37. Developing such capacities has become essential in order to ensure a
higher degree of vertical, horizontal and functional coordination. To a large extent, the
organisational capacity of sub-national territories is still highly dependent on the institutional
architecture at the national level38. The notion of organisational capacity has a clear dynamic
connotation as it often relates to the adaptability of institutions and collective learning
processes39.
The literature emphasises the fact that the lack of organisational capacity has negative
effects on the efficiency of policy implementation. Indeed, Adshead acknowledged that the
under-spending by regions of European funds was “probably a reflection that these regions
did not have the necessary institutional and organisational capacity to deliver and implement
regionally differentiated programmes”40. Hence, the organisational capacity of different
territories is central for enabling them to take the best use of funding possibilities from higher
levels, and not the least with regards to EU programmes41.
In a recent review on Multi-Level Governance processes, the OECD defines ‘capacity’ as
“the ability to adhere to good practices in the design and implementation of public
investment”42 and identifies several features of territorial organisational capacity that are
critical to the policy process. In this section, we highlight several features that can be more
explicitly related to governance and transferability aspects.
Strategic planning43. The investment mix should be tailored and linked to a
development strategy based on an assessment of regional (or local) characteristics and
specific competitiveness factors. Such a mix need to be result-oriented, with the
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elaboration of clear goals and targets in order to take benefits of policy complementarities
and conflicts among sectoral investments.
Innovative financing44. sub-national capacity needs to be able to make the most of
traditional instruments (e.g. collection efficiency, technical skills for accessing grants,
sufficient regulatory authority and political will to raise rates/fees), as well as newer forms
of financing (such the use of technologies to improve user fees, value-capture taxes or
carbon financing for green investments).
Promoting results and learning45. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes play a
crucial role in improving the efficiency and effectiveness of public investment for regional
development through results and learning. It is not only an important co-ordination
instrument (as seen in Chapter 2); well-designed monitoring activities allow sub-national
actors to follow the implementation of investment projects and the achievement of
contractual obligations, to encourage performance, to make mid-course adjustments and
to identify medium-term outcomes.
Mobilisation of stakeholders
Whereas the mobilisation of stakeholders has been a key aspect of collaborative planning46
at the local and urban scales, it has only emerged recently in the European policy making
discourse and associated practices. This emergence can be traced to the emergence of the
place-based approach to regional policymaking. In that respect, the mobilisation of
stakeholders becomes a necessary step in order to “activate ‘their’ specific knowledge and
incorporate ‘their’ claims and concerns”47 throughout the decision-making process, from
policy design to implementation. Hence, a major added value of stakeholder mobilisation has
to do with accessing specific territorial knowledge that can improve the compatibility between
pan-European overarching objectives and the territorial realities. An important benefit relates
to the unlocking of new sources of finance48, especially when the private sector gets
involved.
A classic model for engaging stakeholders in the (local) policy process is through PublicPrivate Partnership. PPP is often related to the achievement of a specific societal task by
one (or more) private actors. The main objective of PPP is to make more cost-efficient the
provision of certain type of services in a community. Another example mentioned by the
OECD as a good practice is Alliance Contracting in Australia: “alliance contracting is an
emphasis on a trusting strategic relationship amongst the parties, and, compared with other
contracting methods, there is less focus on competitive pricing. In essence, it represents an
attempt to employ relational rather than transactional contracting (OECD, 2007) in publicprivate co-operation”49. Hence, whereas earlier forms of engaging with the private sector was
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essentially about cost-efficiency on a short-term period, new modes of stakeholder
mobilisation are reaching out to a more strategic partnership.
The capacity of subnational government to mobilise ‘their’ stakeholders has become a
central for consolidating their organisational capacity. The OECD suggests that stakeholder
involvement follows five consecutive steps50: i) identifying stakeholders, understanding their
“stake” and their right to and capacity for engagement; ii) designing outreach to and
consultation opportunities for stakeholder groups; iii) selecting the right technique to involve
stakeholders; iv) developing a stakeholder communication strategy; and v) managing
grievances.
3.3.2 Roles and relations of the administrative and political stakeholders
By definition the roles of civil servants at administrative level and politicians are different.
Civil servants are employed to serve the administration, which are, in the end, controlled by
the government. They should act based on facts and neutrality. On the other hand politicians
are elected for a discrete period, have a mandate to represent public interest and values and
are judged in elections51. There can be conflicts between, on the one hand technical
efficiency and on the other hand democratic responsibility52.
However the roles and relations of civil servants and politicians are intertwined. Different
types of typologies or structures in the relation between political and administrative
stakeholders can be distinguished. Four main aspects can be distinguished:
Politicians making the decisions and the administration implementing it;
Civil servants bringing evidence and knowledge into the policy making, whereas the
politicians represent different interest and define the principles and values;
Politicians being the main driver in bringing change, while the civil servant holds a more
conservative role, by moderate radical changes;
Hybrids of overlapping roles resulting in a fuzzy boundary between decision-making and
administration53.
These relations change over time, and reflect current trends and streams in society. It can be
questioned whether the roles are dual or more overlapping. Furthermore the nature of the
relations and roles vary from one place to another.
Based on a case study from the US, civil servants have high levels of involvement in policy
analysis, goal setting and resource allocation and policy initiation and formulation. Elected
officials, on the other hand, are less engaged in these administrative tasks, but the
involvement seems to be increasing54. More overlapping roles can also be noted in European
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cases. A Scottish example states that there is more active engagement of the administrative
level in political management55. Case study research from three Swiss cantons has also
shown interdependence between the two potentially conflicting groups, in designing, deciding
and implementing of public policies. This research furthermore concludes that there is no
wish for separation between administrative and political stakeholders56. However, in a
Slovenian case study, conflicts between the roles of the administrative and political
stakeholders remain57.
The relationship between political and administrative stakeholders is rather complex and can
change over time and between regions, depending on the social-cultural and political
context. Politicians remain the representative of public interest, but the role of administrative
stakeholders in these discussions seems to be increasing, also due to the fact that civil
servant have often more detailed knowledge on the project or policy. An increasing
complexity in the relationship, where roles are becoming more intertwined can be noted.
In this respect also the role of elections and possible changes of politicians involved in a
policy process can bring uncertainty as well as new momentum to policy processes.
3.3.3 Analysing MLG empirically: noteworthy examples
Due to the diversity and complexity of possible MLG arrangements, an important focus of the
recent literature has been to develop analytical frameworks able to translate in empirical
terms the conceptual aspects of MLG. In that respect, two recent studies provide an
interesting background for developing such a framework: 1) Innovations in MLG for Energy
Efficiency (commissioned by the International Energy Agency and 2) Territorial Approaches
for New Governance (commissioned by ESPON). Unpacking MLG arrangements in the most
systematic and comparable way has been seen as a critical point in order to provide
pertinent feedback that can be used to improve the policy process and foster the transfer of
good practices across territories.
The challenges of developing such analytical frameworks is that they need to be, at the same
time, systematic enough so that it encompasses a wide range of possible MLG
arrangements and specific enough so to it is to grasp the particularity of the territorial,
institutional and theme-oriented contexts for each case. In the remainder of this section, we
will provide some insights from two recent projects.
Innovations in Multi-Level Governance for Energy Efficiency58
This study, commissioned by the International Energy Agency, aimed at comparing the MLG
arrangements in about 30 different case studies. For each case, the empirical work aimed at
mapping the following elements:
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