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1. Consultation report

1.1 Introduction

The consultation on ‘LIFE Impact Assessment’ seekslentify how local and
regional authorities (LRAs) perceive the LIFE+ mstent, including: (i) any
potential expectations that LRAs have of the EUregsed as proposals for
future policy initiatives; (ii) their own experiees and best practices in the
LIFE+ instrument. Specifically, it aims at gettingRAs’ opinion on: the
important environmental problems locally and at the EU scale; the weaknesses

in existing EU environmental policy and the limitations locally in implementing
EU policy/legidlation effectively; and the potential role for a future EU financial
instrument for the environment, building on the current LIFE+ Programme’™.

The Committee of the Regions, in cooperation with Directorate General
Environment (DG ENV) of the European Commission \H&unched the ‘LIFE
Impact Assessment’ consultation on February 20ith an initial deadline of
11 March and a subsequent extension to 15 Aprill20A total of 40

guestionnaires were submitted by LRAs from 12 EU, ESindicated in Table
1. The list of respondents is presented in Annex |.

This report summarises the results of the consaitatritically analysing the
responses received. In addition, a set of conabgsicand policy
recommendations are drawn, taking into accouningwat from the consultation.

Table 1 — Breakdown of LIFE consultation contributions by country

AT | 2 | Al | - | MT| 1 |
BE| - FR 1 |NL | 1 |
BG| - GR 1 |PL | - |
cY | - |HU - |PT | 4 |
cz| - |IE | - |RO| - |
DE | 4 |IT 10| SE| 1 |
DK | - | LT | - | SK| 1 |
EE | - |LU | - | s | 3 |
ES | 11 | LV | - | UK | - |
~ Totak40

The replies to the questionnaire are intended d¢ditite the assessment of the
territorial impacts of the future LIFE+ instrumefite results of the consultation
will feed into the future LIFE+ programme impactsessment, which is

currently under preparation by the EC.

! LIFE Impact Assessment Questionnaire, CoR 2011.
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1.2 Survey results analysis
The main outcomes of the survey are presentedia 13 below:

Table 1 - Main outcomes of the survey

Aspects

Main outcomes

Environmental
problems in the
EU Member
States, at central,
local and
regional level

Problems with
implementing EL
environmental
policy/legislation

The need for a
specific EU
financial
instrument for
the environment

The potential
added value of
‘Integrated
Projects’

The three most significant environmental problemg/khallenges ar
‘Nature and biodiversity’; ‘Resource use and waate] ‘climate chang
impacts/adaptation’.

Local environmental problems are considered comwitiin each MS.
Trans-national links to local environmental probseane rather weak.
The regional level is considered the most effectivamproving the
implementation of EU environmental policy.

The two most frequently faced problems in localbegl
implementation of EU environmental policy/legistatiare the lack ¢
financial resources and the conflicting prioritigge.g. betwee
development and the environment).

The two most effective ways of improving local eavimental policy
and its implementation are: ‘to raise awarenesshefenvironmente
problems and the need for solutions amongst diffeaetors’; and ‘tc
promote innovatin in techniques that enable improved environme
management, especially by competent authorities’.

The development and implementation of environmem@licies is
highly affected by weaknesses in: the integratidnenvironmenta
policies into other pady areas; policy development and implementa
leadingto variable and inadequate levels of environmeptatection:
and the use of various EU funding instruments abéel to suppol
environmental investment.

EU level action on the environment is justified Aywide range c
reasons, notably: to remedy MS failures in the dpasition
implementation and enforcement of EU environmeptalicy; and tc
share the burden of increasing the effectivenedd®fpolicy in meeting
EU objectives.

EU funding is widely considered as a resource wltah be used 1
address local/regional environmental problems.

The LIFE instrument along with the Cohesion polandthe Structura
Funds are the main funding sources used to addoesd/regiona
environmental problems.

‘Funding nature conservation actions’, ‘drawing op environmenta
management plans’ and ‘demonstration projects aimteg@romoting
behaviour change among policy makers and/or enwiesrtallocal
agencies’ are the main purposes for applying féH_I

Completing forms/application and obtaining matchdimg are the mo:
burdensome aspects of the LIFE application process.

The LIFE instrument is likely toemain in the future a popular option
address local environmental issues.

The added value of Integrated Projects is highjyraqiated.

Integrated projects are considered quite feasible.

A wide variety of problems could be addressed lggrated project:
notably in the fields of ‘freshwater managementhature ant




Aspects Main outcomes
(also addressing biodiversity’ and ‘resource use and waste’.
suggestions for Local/regional interest in applying for an inte@@fproject in th future
the future LIFE is in general positive.
instrument) ‘Action grants’ are considered the most effectivectranisms to be us
in the future LIFE instrument.
= The new LIFE instrument should primarily address &tdintries an
include minorallowances for third countries required to servecsic
EU policy objectives.
» The idea of narrowing the focus of the future LIFiStrument is_not
widely supported.

1.2.1 Environmental problems in the EU Member Statat central, local and
regional level

‘Nature and biodiversity’ issues were identified #® ‘most significant’
environmental problems/key challenges by 42% ofrdspondents. ‘Resource
use and waste’ along with ‘climate change impadtgdgation’ were also
specified as highly significant; about 69% and 6% the respondents,
respectively, related these issues with the topetrsignificance levels (i.e.
scored from 1, most significant, to 3). Chart 1vgbdhe frequency of selection
(number) of each listed problem/challenge per ficance level.

Chart 1 -Local and regional environmental problemskey challenges
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é@ Environmental problems/key challenges

Level of Significance
(1 =most significant; 5 = least significant)

‘Please specify the five most important environmakmproblems/key challenges, which are
occurring in your municipality/region, in their @dof significance: Rank 1 to 5 (where 1 =
most significant and 5 = least significaAt)36 respondents).

%2 The question was partly misinterpreted by moshefrespondents, who gave a score from 1 to 5l iisi@d
environmental problems/key challenges instead lettiag the five most important ones and rankirentifrom
1 to 5; therefore the graph shows the scores redeby each listed problem/challenge as opposedhdin t
ranking (a score of 5 was attributed to the fewbfms/challenges receiving no score from the redpots).
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On the other hand, problems related to ‘chemicald the ‘urban
environment’, were less frequently given a highngigance score (only 27%
and 44% of respondents, respectively, placed timethd top three significance
levels); however, ‘urban environment’ was ranked thee top level of
significance by 17% of respondents, hence anypndation of results should
be made with cautidn Similarly, ‘air pollution’ was indicated as most
significant by 25% of the respondents, but onlyf lo&lthe respondents placed
this issue in the top three significance levels.

Other significant issues include: ‘freshwater maarmagnt’, receiving a score of
3 or above by 58% of the respondents and rankdtderhighest significance
level by 17% of respondents; and ‘climate changsgation’, receiving a score
of 3 or above by 56% of the respondents and ramkeithe second highest
significance level by 31% of respondents.

All respondents considered that, to a certain éxtdmey face the same
environmental problems as other regions and mualitgs in their respective
countries, with 55% of them believing that thesebpgms are common to a
great extent (Chart 2).

Chart 2 - Similarities of local Chart 3 - Trans-national links to
environmental problems local environmental problems
% of responses % of responses

0%

15%

M Toa great extent H To a great extent

. M Tosome extent ‘

45% 55, M Toa little extent 319, MToa little extent
(s

M To some extent

‘To what extent are environmental ‘To what extent are the environmental
problems in your region/municipality problems  within  your region/
common to other regions and municipality the result of

municipalities in your country?’ (38 environmental problems in other
respondents, 38 responses) countries?” (38 respondents, 39
responses)

Most respondents (54% of responses) identify a weakse-and-effect
relationship between their local environmental peoks and those occurring in
other countries; two thirds of the remaining resjenis believe that these
problems are to some extent related (31% of reg®nwhile only one third of

® Due to the relatively limited number of respondeand the potential for bias resulting from a pussi
predominance of respondents from rural areas.



them (15% of responses) consider that such a kidtseto a great extent (Chart
3).

Replies may indicate a need to support collabaratioLRAs within each MS,
in projects addressing local environmental chaksngAt the same time, they
may be a sign of limited potential for the devel@min of cross-border
cooperation projects targeting local environmemptablems; though it should
also be considered that other motivations, su@xelsange of good practice and
prospects for knowledge transfer and capacity mgldnay increase LRAS’
interest for such projects.

40% of responses indicate that regional level impnoents in the
implementation of EU environmental policy/legistati are most effective in
addressing the identified environmental problemsuaing in the respondents’
region/municipality (Chart 4). The national and EuJels were also indicated as
important in this respect (24% of responses), eoytto the local level, which
received only 12% of responses.

Chart 4 - Spatial levels improving the implementatn of EU environmental policy

% of responses M Local
24% 2%
M Regional
kd National

HEU

‘Given the environmental problems that are occgrrinn your
region/municipality, what do you think would be theost effective spatial
level at which to improve the implementation of Edhvironmental
policy/legislation’ (38 respondents, 42 resporises)

1.2.2 Problems with implementing EU environmentalligy/legislation

Among the issues the respondents considered signifiin terms of
implementing EU environmental policy/legislatiohet two most frequently
faced are ‘lack of financial resources to adegyatelplement and enforce
policy’ (identified as the ‘most significant’ issuiy 56% of the respondents and
placed in the top three significance levels by it two respondents) and
‘conflicting priorities, e.g. between developmentiadhe environment’ (selected
as ‘most significant’ issue by 20.5% of the respord and as second most
significant by 41% of the respondents). Chart Saghthe frequency of selection
(number) of each listed issue per significancelleve

* Three of the respondents selected more than ai@kievel.
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On the other hand, according to the survey, thastlsignificant’ issue in terms
of implementing EU environmental policy/legislatiors the ‘lack of
knowledge’: 46% of the respondents consider tlsisasas ‘least significant’ and
13% as ‘second least significant’.

Other issues mentioned by respondents includeattiedf technical and human
resources, the lack of a relevant policy framewairkhe national and regional
levels, as well as the lack of knowledge and aweserby the general public;
when selected, ‘other’ is almost always given tbhp score, though often
without being further specified or clearly explaine

Chart 5 - EU environmental policy/legislation implenentation problems
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Lack of knowledge Lackof political  Lack of financial Conflicting Other
(e.g. lack of skills, will / Environment  resources to priorities e.g.

information on islow on the adequately between
how to implement politicalagenda  implementand developmentand

Level of Significance
(1 = most significant;
5 = least significant)

EU policy) enforce policy  the environment

Main issues in EU environmental policy/legislation implementation
‘What are the main issues your municipality/regi@ces in terms of implementing EU

environmental policy/legislation? Please rank tiéofing in order of most significant from
1 to 5 (where 1 = most significan?)(39 respondents)

Raising awareness of the environmental problemsthadneed for solutions
amongst different actors (selected as most effediyw 28% of the respondents
and as second most effective by 34.5% of the relgur) and promoting
innovation in techniques (including monitoring) tthanable improved
environmental management especially by competettiodaties (selected as

® The question was partly misinterpreted by moghefrespondents, who did not rank the listed isoes 1 to
5, but instead gave the same score (from 1 to S¢veral issues; therefore the graph shows thesceceived
by each listed issue, as opposed to their ranldisp, some respondents scored issues with 0 (mé&otiher’);
these responses have not been considered in thle. gra
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‘most effective’ by 25% of the respondents and sdamost effective by 16% of
the respondents), are the two most effective wdysproving environmental

policy and its implementation in their municipaliggion, out of the seven
approaches listed in the questionnaire. Chart @shbe frequency of selection
(number) of each listed activity per level of effiacy.

Chart 6 - Improving local environmental policy andits implementation

To investin themanagement of the Natura 2000 Network

To strengthen the role of environmental NGOs

To research and investigate improvements in environmental
policy and to expand the knowledge-base for policy

To promote innovation in techniques (includingmonitoring) that
enable improved environmental management especially by L
competent authorities
To accelerate learning through an increasein the exchange of
knowledge and experience between competent authorities _
(nationally, internationally) responsible for environmental policy
implementation

To pilotand demonstrate good practice in policy implementation

Activities/ways of improving environmental policy

To raise awareness of the environmental problems and the need
for solutions amongst different actors

Level of effectiveness 0 2 4 6 &8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
(scale 1-3, where 1 = most effective) Frequency of Selection {(number)

u3 2 w1

‘In your opinion, which three of the following acities would be the most effective ways of
improving environmental policy and its implemematiin your municipality/region?’ (32
respondents)

According to the respondents, other effective apgines in that respect include
the piloting and demonstration of good practice policy implementation
(selected as ‘most effective’ by 22% of the resmortsl and as second most
effective by 19% of the respondents) and ‘Invesimghe management of the
Natura 2000 Network’ (selected as most effectivelb$o of the respondents
and as third most effective by an equal percenvdgespondents).

On the other hand, the least effective of the aggres listed in the
questionnaire in terms of improving environmentabligy and its
implementation are considered to be ‘to researchimvestigate improvements
in environmental policy and expanding the knowledigese for policy’ (not



selected by any of the respondents as the mostig#evay), ‘to strengthen the
role of environmental NGOs’ (selected by only 6% respondents as either
second or third most effective way) and ‘to acadkerlearning through an
increase in the exchange of knowledge and experidretween competent
authorities responsible for environmental policyplementation’ (selected by
less than 10% of the respondents as either seecahdd most effective way).

Furthermore, the following weaknesses are considasehighly important for
competent institutions to adequately develop anglement environmental
policies: a) the integration of environmental cdesations into other policy
areas (selected as most important weakness by 46f.5% respondents and as
second most important by 15.5% of the respondenm}$)olicy development and
implementation that lead to variable and inadequetels of environmental
protection (selected as most important weaknesz2by of the respondents and
as second most important by 28% of the respondeans)c) the use of various
EU funding instruments available to support envinental investment (selected
as most important weakness by 15.5% of the respisidand as second most
important by 22% of respondents). Lower importanise given by the
respondents to the inadequate levels of awarerfiess/monmental problems by
policy-makers, with 22% ranking this weakness a®ié most important and
an equal percentage as third most important. Chaftows the frequency of
selection (number) of each listed weakness peifgignce level.



Chart 7 - Capacity to develop and implement enviromental policies
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‘The list includes a number of weaknesses in thktiab of the institutions responsible for

environmental policies to develop and implemeniqied adequately. Please review them in
light of your experience in your municipality/regi@and rank them in order of importance’
(32 respondents)

Moreover, the consultation indicated ‘inadequatppsut for eco-innovation’
and ‘inadequate sharing of information of good pcacand lessons learned to
improve solutions to the problems’ as less impdrssues, with more than 80%
of the respondents ranking them among the threst legortant weaknesses
and 31% of the respondents considering them age#st important of the six
listed weaknesses.

1.2.3 The need for a specific EU financial instrumefor the environment
According to the majority of respondents, a widage of reasons justify EU
level action on the environment, as indicates #@lecsion of the top two validity
levels for all but one of the reasons listed inrblevant question of the survey.
Chart 8 shows the frequency of selection (numbérgazh listed reason per
indication of validity.



Chart 8 - EU level action on the environment

Sharing of good practice and innovativeideas for

the development, updating and implementation

of EU environmental policy is required across MS
(central and/or regional level)

Improved coordination of policy efforts is required
across Member States (central/regional level) in
order to better integrate environmental policies in
sectoral policies

EU action is required to remedy failures in
Member States in the transposition,
implementation and enforcement of EU
environmental policy

Member States could seek to gain a competitive
advantage from environmental policies in the
absence of action at the EU level

Environmental assets are public goods and require
EU action to ensure adequate provision

Environmental problems are often transhoundary
across MS borders and require EU level responses

Reasons for EU level action on the environment

il

Burden sharing at the EU level is required to
increase the effectiveness of MS policy in meeting
EU objectives

10 20 30 40

o

Indication of Validity
(1 = highly valid; 4 = not valid)

m4 ®m3 w2 m] Frequency of Selection (humber)

‘To what extent do you consider each of these @iffereasons for justifying EU level action
to be valid?’ (40 respondents)

One of these reasons, i.e. ‘EU action is requiceteinedy failures in Member
States in the transposition, implementation andoreement of EU
environmental policy’ was considered highly valigd $0% of the respondents,
while ‘improved coordination of policy efforts a@® MS in (central/regional
level) in order to better integrate environmentaligies in sectoral policies’,
was placed in the top two validity levels by 85%tloé respondents. A similar
indication was given by 77.5% of the respondentsuaitburden sharing at EU
level to increase the effectiveness of MS policymeeting EU objectives’.
Moreover, 40% of the respondents considered higtdird the following
arguments: ‘Environmental problems are often tiamsadary across MS
borders and require EU level responses’ and ‘enuental assets are public
goods and require EU action to ensure adequatespol On the other hand,

® Five respondents did not indicate the validitgbfisted reasons.
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the argument that ‘Member States could seek to gasompetitive advantage
from environmental policies in the absence of acta the EU level is not
considered valid by 20% of the respondents.

Chart 9 - Application for EU Chart 10a - Sources of EU funding used
funding to address local to address local environmental problems
environmental problems

% of responses

@ Cohesion Policy and the
Structural Funds

% of responses

5% 11% 19% H Research Framework

!

Programmes (eg FP&, FP7)

M European Agriculture Fund for
Rural Development (EAFRD)

H Competitiveness and
Innovation Programme (CIP)

7% 17% u LIFE
o YES
M Other, please specify
HNO
‘Have you applied for EU funding to ‘If so, please circle those EU funds you
address environmental problems have applied to / are receiving funding
within  your region/municipality?’ from’ (37 respondents, 88 responses)

(39 respondents, 39 responses)

95% of the respondents have applied for EU fundmgddress environmental
problems within their region/municipality (Chart, 33% of them have applied
to or are receiving funding from the LIFE instrurheb9% from the Cohesion
Policy and the Structural Funds (the share of nedeots using Cohesion
Policy/Structural Funds adds up to 25% if those vdsbected ‘other’ but

specified ‘ERDF Interreg’ are also counted), 17%nirthe EAFRD, 13% from

research framework programmes and 7% from CIP Yorf9ther’ specified as

Intelligent Energy Europe is also counted) (Chaia)l With one exception

(Europeaid), ‘other’ relevant sources of fundingntiened by the respondents
overlap with the ones listed in the questionnalrge(ligent Energy Europe,

which is part of CIP and ERDF/Interreg, which istgd Cohesion policy).

Only one respondent, representing 12% of those duthamot apply for funding

under the LIFE instrument, had not heard of LIFEobkes this question received
only eight replies, yet it should be seen as arcatmn that there is still scope
for continued outreach and dissemination activitksthe Programme level,
within the future LIFE instrument. 38% of the resdents, although they knew
about the LIFE programme, chose not to apply fading under that instrument
(Chart 10b). ‘Difficulties in the formation of arppropriate consortium’, ‘lack

of sufficient human resources’ and ‘involvementainother project’ were the
main ‘other’ reasons for not applying for LIFE fung, as specified by the
respondents.
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Chart 10b - Reasons for not applying for LIFE fundng

% of responses EBecause you had not heard of LIFE
12%

before

B Because you have heard ol itbul
chose not to apply for funding under
thisinstrument?

Other, please specify

‘If you did not include LIFE in the list of fundsoy have applied to,
was this...” (8 respondents, 8 responses)

Only three of the respondents who applied for Eddfito address local
environmental problems did not consider the LIF&mmment; all three of them
stated that they knew about the LIFE programme,dmaise not to apply for
funding under that instrument because of the falgwreasons: a) ‘the
administrative burden associated with applyingh® ltIFE Programme was too
onerous’ (mentioned by two respondents); b) ‘theécmdunding rate of LIFE
was too high, hence the respondent was unableide the required match-
funding’; c¢) ‘conditions attached to obtaining LIFEinding were too
restrictive’; d) ‘information barriers i.e. not emgh information provided on
how to obtain the funding’; and e) ‘time taken tbtain the funds (from
approval to disbursement of funds) was too long’.

According to the consultation (Chart 11), LRAs nhaiapply for LIFE in order

to secure funding for nature conservation actid3ig’{ of responses). Other
purposes served by applying for LIFE include: ‘dirayvup of environmental

management plans’ and ‘demonstration projects aiatgeromoting behaviour
change among policy-makers and / or environmentakc@l agencies’, each
receiving 15% of responses; ‘investing in new puaislu processes and
equipment’ and ‘setting up of information systemsls/services to help fulfil

EU legislation requirements’, each receiving 11%esponses.

12



Chart 11 - Main purpose for applying for LIFE

% of responses M Drawing up environmental management plans
H Investing in new products, processes and equipment

2% 4% 15%

150 o, ™ Funding nature conservation actions (e.g. aimed atimproving

5% 11% condition of habitats; restoration of species)

M Setting up information systems/tools/services to help fulfil
requirements of EU legislation

M Monitoring of emissions or environmental quality {e.g. through
inventories)

M Demonstration projects aimed at promotingbehaviour change
among policy makers and / or environmental / local agencies

M Developing public-private partnerships to tackle local
environmental problems

M Improving/expanding enforcement actions

37%

‘If you did include LIFE in Q10 (sources of fundingp address local environmental
problems), what was the main purpose of applyimd.fBE?’ (29 respondents, 47 responses)

On the other hand, less than 5% of the respondadfitsated as a motivation for
applying for LIFE funding, one of the following: onitoring of emissions or
environmental quality’, ‘developing public-privageartnerships to tackle local
environmental problems’ and ‘improving/expandindoecement actions’.

The strongest obstacles in the LIFE applicatiaocess are the completion of
forms/application and obtaining of match-fundingjrdicated by 61% and 32%
of respondents respectively (Chart 12). In the exinbf the financial crisis
affecting several EU MS, the current trend withameto the identified co-
financing problems, is likely to become a majouessn the future, impacting a
large number of LRAs.

Chart 12 - Burdensome aspects of the LIFE Applicatin process

% of responses

7%
32% ’

M Obtaining information /
auidance on application

H Completing forms /
application

W Obtaiming matched-
funding

‘What aspect of the LIFE application process do gouasider to have
been the most burdensome?’ (28 respondents, 28nss)

On the other hand, only 7% of the respondents densi‘obtaining
information/guidance on application’ as the mostdeasome aspect of the
LIFE application process.

The vast majority (92%) of the respondents wouldsader using LIFE in the
future to address the main environmental issueth@r municipality/region

13



(Chart 13). Only one respondent had a fully negatiginion in that respect (but
did not explain why), while two other respondenesrevnot certain about their
actions; one of the latter two, justified his reply the basis that LIFE is not
considered appropriate to address the main envieatahconcerns in his local
area.

Chart 13 - Use of LIFE to address the main local enronmental issues

% of responses

5%

H Yes

HNo

M Don't Know

‘Would you consider, in the future, using LIFE tddaess the main
environmental issues in your municipality/region(87 respondents,
responses 37)

1.2.4 The potential added value of ‘Integrated Peojs’

85% of the respondents like the idea of ‘integratenjects’ (IPs), contrary to
only 10% who disagree with that concept; 5% of oesients did not express an
opinion (Chart 14). Respondents have underlinedsthbility of IPs when
searching for local solutions to regional or natiloenvironmental problems.
They also claim that IPs: are appropriate to endacoordination in
environmental issues especially when involving nmé¢ional cooperation; can
help promote coordination between sectoral poli@aesl between different
territorial areas; and allow the optimisation ofaerces. On the other hand,
respondents have commented that the necessary cetpécity to support
integrated projects is missing at the local lewas,well as that integration in
projects can be both a desirable aspect and a hu@e sometimes it is
important to have the option to address only emvitental issues in a project).
Moreover, those who are against IPs, argue thataatice, such projects are too
complex and fail to achieve high quality standards.

About three quarters of the respondents consideiglite feasible, while 21%
finds those projects very feasible; only 5% beli¢hat such projects are not
feasible (Chart 15). As one of the respondents cemted, IPs offer the
advantage of a comprehensive solution to the pnolaleregional level, but at
the same time require quality coordination of attés and increased financing.
In addition, respondents raised concerns over tiweased coordination

14



requirements between the different agencies gavgrniPs, calling for
consensus at a high governance level. The neednmify financial reporting
procedures was also mentioned, along with commamtthe difficulties faced
by public bodies lacking resources to co-finance IP

At the same time, respondents highlighted the petienf IPs to maximise
synergies and value for money, as well as to creggortunities for the
implementation of large-scale actions, bringingetbgr both a large number of
experts/technicians and adequate funds.

Chart 14 - ‘Integrated projects’ Chart 15 - Feasibility of integrated
projects
% of responses % of responses
o 59 M Very
10% > 5% feasible
H Yes
\ M Quite
HNo feasible
i Unfeasible
‘In principle, do you think the ‘How feasible do you think this idea is?’
'integrated projects’ as described (38 respondents, 38 responses)

above are a good idea? (39
respondents, 39 responses)

Respondents suggested that ‘integrated projectsidcomost realistically and
effectively be used to address a wide variety ofvirenmental
problems/challenges met within their region/muraéiy, notably (Chart 16):
‘freshwater management’ (21.5% of responses); heatund biodiversity’ (18%
of responses); ‘resource use and waste’ (14% gorees); as well as ‘urban
environment’, ‘air pollution’ and ‘land use’ (eacbunting for 9% of responses).
In addition, a total of 14% of the related respensencerned climate change
issues (either adaptation or mitigation).

15



Chart 16 - Environmental problems/challenges addresed by integrated projects
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Environmental problems/Key challenges

‘Which environmental problems within your region/ncipality identified in Q1 do you
think ‘integrated projects’ could most realistigadind effectively be used to address? State as
many problems as you wish, explaining your answepdssible’ (36 respondents, 93
responses)

Moreover, about half of the respondents (47%) ao¢ certain if their
municipality/region would be interested in applyifay an integrated project in
the next programme period (Chart 17); as few redpots commented, such a
decision remains subject to their capacity andlabgity of resources. 45% of
the respondents anticipate such an action in tlueguwhile only 8% is negative
in that respect.

Chart 17 - Potential to apply for an integrated prgect in the future

% of responses

M Yes
ENo

M Don'tknow

‘Would you anticipate that your municipality/region
would be interested in applying for an integrated
project in the next programme period?’ (38
respondents, 38 responses)
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According to the respondents, the most effectiveharisms to be used in the
future LIFE instrument are considered to be ‘actigrants (transnational

projects, integrated and technical assistancdjgvied by ‘operational grants’,

(42% and 23% of responses, respectively, ChartTi&.other two mechanisms
listed in the questionnaire (‘public procurementidainnovative instruments)

received less than one fifth of responses (19%l1&84 respectively).

Chart 18 - Effective mechanisms for use in the fute LIFE instrument

M Public procurement

% of responses

M Action grants (transnational projects, integrated
and technical assistance)

i Operational grants

H Innovative instruments {loans, revolving loans, risk
sharing finance facility with the European
Investment Bank).

‘Based on your previous experience and accordingotr opinion, what is/are the most

effective mechanism(s) to be used in the futurerumsent:’ (34 respondents, 52 responses)

39% of the respondents believe that the new LIEEWmMent should address EU
countries only, while 36% consider that it shouttkally include ‘minor
allowances for third countries involvement’ (Chd®). One quarter of the
respondents think positively about greater integmnaodf third countries. The few
arguments raised by the respondents regarding riraster suggest that
involvement of countries outside the EU should beweed if required by the
project, or more specifically, whenever there igl@ar contribution towards
achieving specific EU policy objectives and/or padimg solutions to shared
problems.

Chart 19 - Ideal territorial scope of the new LIFE instrument

% of responses M EUonly

M Minorallowances for
third countries
involvement.

i Greater integration of
third countries

‘According to your opinion, what should be the idesaritorial scope of
the future instrument’ (36 respondents, 36 respgnse
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More than three quarters of the respondents (7@)od agree with narrowing
the focus of the future instrument to a specifieatobjective (Chart 20). Those
who are in favour of a more focused LIFE instrumepiecify climate change
(42% of responses), the management of the Natud® 2twork (33% of
responses) and the Habitats and Birds directivé% (&f responses) as the most
pertinent objectives/areas (Chart 21). Only on¢hefrespondents specified an
area/objective other than those listed in the gom@saire, stressing the need to
focus on the protection of other areas importanbiodiversity.

Chart 20 - Narrowing the focus of the Chart 21 - Areas/objectives of the more
future LIFE instrument focused future LIFE instrument
% of responses % of responses

M To meet the co-financing

M Yes obligations (implementing the
Habitats and Birds Directives)

8% 17% M Effective management and

stewardship of the Natura2000
network
M No, the instrument | i Climate action
should cover the &
whole environmental

EU "acquis” Other, please specify

‘Do you agree with the idea of narrowing ‘If you answered ‘YES’ in the previous
the focus of the future instrument to a question (chart 19), please select the
specific area/objective’ (37 respondents, areas/objectives you consider most pertinent’
37 responses) (10 respondents, 12 responses)

1.3 Conclusions and recommendations

The consultation has provided valuable indicatiahsut how LRAs perceive
the LIFE instrument and their expectations from Hi¢ as regards a future
financing mechanism for the environment; howevére total number of
respondents is limited and therefore the followingnclusions are only
preliminary.

= In this contextthe results of the consultation could be complemaaht
with a series of focused workshops targeting LIFEakeholders and
their networks at the regional and local levels, be organised jointly by
the CoR and the European CommissioBpecific areas of interest for
these events may include: a) ways to overcome thi@ wbstacles for
LRAs in the LIFE application process, notably obtag match-funding;
b) identification of the most effective financingeohanisms for LRAS,
notably innovative instruments such as financingpiming risk-sharing;
and c) Added value for LRAs of a separate finanéimgjrument on the
environment, specifically targeting nature and biedsity or climate
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change issues. Given that the LIFE+ 2011 call foppsals is currently
open, adequate participation in the events is densd likely, although
particular attention should be given to the modenabf the workshops,
to make sure that the focus of discussions renfaimty on the future
LIFE instrument, as opposed to the on-going prognarand call.

The results of the consultation indicate that thersufficient scope for (one or
more) EU financial instruments for the environmenrgeting several

significant local and regional environmental probé#key challenges, ranging
from nature and biodiversity issues to climate gearand from resource use
and waste to freshwater management.

The LIFE instrument is broadly used by LRAs to addrthese issues, especially
in terms of facilitating the implementation of EWly/legislation in related
fields. In this respect, respondents have undeflthe significance of financial
resources, as well as of dealing with conflictimpmpties (such as keeping a
balance between fostering economic development @ndtecting the
environment), with regard to implementing and ecifty EU environmental
policy/legislation.

The consultation has also emphasised the effeessef raising awareness
amongst competent authorities on the specified renmental
problems/solutions, and of promoting innovatiorenvironmental management
techniques, in terms of improving environmentaliggohnd its implementation
at the local/regional level. Moreover, responddrage confirmed the existence
of weaknesses in the integration of environmentaisierations into other
policy areas, in the development and implementatbrpolicy (leading to
inadequate levels of environmental protection)ywa#f as in the use of various
EU funding instruments available to support envinental investment.

As the majority of respondents indicated, EU-leagtion on the environment is
justified by several reasons, notably to correceffactive transposition,
implementation or enforcement of EU environmentdiqy by MS and to assist
MS in that respect, as well as to enhance cooidmatf action across MS in
central and regional levels, towards the integnatib environmental provisions
into sectoral policies.

— The CoR should advocate EU action fostering closewllaboration
between the central and the regional level and argdrRAs within each
MS, towards more efficient implementation of EU arahmental policy.
EU action in this respect could include, among othmgs:

o0 the establishment of a LIFE Networking Facility;
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o policy facilities operating under the new LIFE mshent and
addressing specific environmental challenges iradhr&U regions
(e.g. Mediterranean countries, Baltic countries,)pt

0 a separate budget line within the new LIFE instmimir the
provision of support to small LRAs at policy level.

The EU is the main source of funding for actionsiradsing environmental
problems within the local areas (regions/municipes) of the respondents to the
consultation. In this respect, LRAs primarily apgty funding to the LIFE
instrument as well as to Structural funds/fundatesl to the Cohesion policy.

The consultation indicated that the involvementL&As in LIFE projects is
mainly hampered by the intensive application rezgugnts — notably as regards
the completion of forms — and the difficulties intaining match-funding.

= Given that, according to the respondents, the numechanism for the
provision of information and guidance on the LIRk&pkcation seems to
work well with most of the stakeholdertfie CoR should advocate the
simplification, by the EU, of the LIFE applicatiorprocess in order to
facilitate the involvement of smaller local authies that often lack the
capacity and resources to apply for LIFE funding.

= Moreover, the identified obstacles to co-financsiguld be considered
within the context of the ongoing financial criaffecting several EU
MS, and therefor¢he EU should take action to avoid augmentation of
the problems in the future, and limit associatedpacts on LRAsIn this
respect, the CoR should advocate further EU support to LRAs
encountering difficulties in obtaining match-fundig for environmental
projects, including the option for a higher EU carfancing rate.

Respondents like the idea of integrated projects ianbroad terms consider
them feasible. However, despite appreciating theetis of IPs, notably the
potential to maximise synergies and implement lagme actions, several
LRAs are not fully confident about applying for amegrated project. This
should mainly be attributed to their concerns alibatavailability of resources
and their capacity to address the increased needsminagement and
coordination.

Although the LIFE instrument is well appreciated mmpst LRAs, there still

remain a limited number of sub-national level agter.g. small local authorities,
who have not heard of LIFE before.
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= In this context, the CoR should advocate careful planning of
dissemination and outreach activities at the Progrme level in the new
instrument, so as to target all potential benefigiss, including small
scale local authorities.

LRAS’ interest in the future LIFE instrument iséily to remain high in terms of
securing funding for: 1) nature conservation adiomcluding environmental
management plans; ii) demonstration projects prorgopolicy change; iii)
investments in new (innovative) products and/ocpsses; and iv) development
of tools that facilitate the implementation of ElWblipy. The consultation
indicated that action grants are considered toheenbost effective funding
mechanisms for the future LIFE instrument. On thkeo hand, innovative
instruments are not highly appreciated by a largalrer of respondents.

= In this respectthe CoR should support the use of action grantsthe
main financial mechanism to be used in the futurdRE instrument.

= In addition, within the context of the ongoing eoonc downturn, it is in
the interests of LRAs to further explore the paednbf using new,
innovative financial tools to co-finance their emvimental projectsThe
CoR could provide assistance to LRAs in that regpé&wough:

o the organisation of a relevant workshopgargeting LRAs with
adequate capacity (including skilled and experidndauman
resources) to analyse good practices in the useewf financial
tools;

o the publication of a guide on the use of innovatiienancial
instruments including selected good practices and clear
methodological instructions.

The new LIFE instrument should ideally focus on &blintries and allow third
countries’ cooperation only if justified by the ebjives of the action, e.g.
promoting specific EU environmental policies oresfig solutions to shared
environmental problems. Moreover, narrowing dowe fbcus of the future
LIFE instrument to any specific area/objective @t hikely to be supported by
LRAs and relevant stakeholders; however, there sd¢erhe adequate scope for
a specific instrument focusing on nature and biediiy.

= Thereforethe CoR should advocate further assessment by thledE the

potential to develop a specific instrument for ‘nate and biodiversity;
running in parallel with the new LIFE instrument.
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Annex | - List of respondents

No Country Authority

1  Austria Association of Communities of Wachau val{gybeitskreiz Wachau Regionalentwicklung)
2  Austria City of Klagenfurt (Magistrat der Landesptsiadt Klagenfurt am Woérthersee)
3 France Inter-departmental Mediterranean Entity (El&diterranée)

4  Germany City of Augsburg

5 Germany  Foundation for Nature and Environment in the distélayen-Koblenz

6 Germany  Ministry for Environment, Forestry and ConsumertBetion Rheinland-Pfalz
7 Germany  Ministry for Agriculture, Environment and Consunt&otection Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
8 Greece The Benaki Phytopathological Institute (BPI)

9 ltaly Municipality of Albisola Superiore

10 ltaly Esfera S.r.l. (Abano Terme)

11 ltaly Genova Province

12 ltaly Municipality of Perugia

13 ltaly Municipality of Recanati

14 ltaly Regional Center For Agricultural Experimentationl sssistance (Ce.R.S.A.A.)
15 ltaly Turboden S.r.l. (Brescia)

16 ltaly Municipality of Valfabbrica

17 ltaly Veneto Region — Forests and Parks

18 ltaly Vercelli Province

19 Malta Xaghra Local Council

20 Netherlands Overijssel Province

21 Portugal Iberian Centre for the study of birds ((Cea

22 Portugal Legislative Assembly of the Autonomous Region obres

23 Portugal Portuguese Society for the study of birds (SPEAd &)

24  Portugal Tavira Municipality

25 Slovakia Slovakia Ministry of Environment

26  Slovenia Municipality of Gornja Radgona

27 Slovenia Municipality of Kranj

28 Slovenia Institute of the Republic of Slovenia for NaturenServation

29 Spain Council of Andalucia — Ministry of Environnten

30 Spain Principality of Asturias

31 Spain Benaguasil City Council

32 Spain Biodiversity Foundation

33 Spain ACC10 - Competitiveness for Catalonia

34 Spain Cocentaina City Council

35 Spain Assembly of Extremadura

36 Spain Institute of Ceramics Technology (Castelldn city)

37 Spain Los Monearos County

38 Spain Navarra Government

39 Spain Valencian Buidling Institute

40 Sweden City of Gothenburg
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