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The European Cohesion Policy can look back on almost 40 years 
of history. Since it was introduced in the Treaty of Rome in 1986, 
its aim has been to equalise economic and social disparities in  
European regions through targeted investment.

The focus on sustainable urban development as part 
of European Cohesion Policy and within the frame-
work of European funding programmes also has its 
roots in the 1980s and has become much more dif-
ferentiated over the years.

The European funding landscape for sustainable ur-
ban development has even more evolved with the 
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and the new EU 
funding period 2021–2027. With the European Ur-
ban Initiative (EUI), the New European Bauhaus 
(NEB), the Just Transition Fund (JTF), special initia-
tives as part of the Horizon Europe research pro-
gramme and numerous crisis programmes (CRII, 
CRII+ REACT-EU, CARE and FAST-CARE), there 
have been a large number of different parallel pro-
grammes and initiatives since 2021, all of which 
support urban development in Germany alongside 
or as part of EU Cohesion Policy and its European 
Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF).

The multi-layered programme landscape at Europe-
an level with its various parallel initiatives, funds and 
individual programmes has become rather complex 

for potential funding recipients as well as political 
decision-makers. This study therefore aims to ana-
lyse the urban dimension within programmes at Fed-
eral State level financed by the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF) in Germany. In addition, 
the use of other relevant EU programmes and ini-
tiatives for sustainable urban development are out-
lined. 

The analysis is based on the following key questions:

1.	 How are integrated urban development meas-
ures in the Federal States funded by the EU Struc-
tural Funds and other EU instruments in the cur-
rent funding period? 

2.	 What are the changes compared to the previ-
ous funding period and what are the reasons for 
these changes?

3.	 What recommendations for the formulation of 
the next funding period can be generated from 
this analysis?

Introduction
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Figure 1: EU funding structures and the urban dimension since 1989

This analysis continues a series of similar studies on 
the urban dimension in the last EU funding periods 
(BMVBS, 2010; BMUB, 2014), which enables a 
long-term perspective and a longitudinal compari-
son of the study results. 

The evidence for this study was gathered through 
a review of programme documents, along with a 
quantitative and qualitative survey. All ERDF pro-
grammes planned by the Federal States in Ger-
many were examined and analysed to assess the 
application of an urban dimension based on an in-
tegrated planning approach. After reviewing the rel-
evant ERDF programme documents from the Federal 

States, a questionnaire was distributed to all ERDF 
managing authorities and subsequently evaluated. 
To maintain consistency with the previous study cov-
ering the 2014–2020 funding period, the data col-
lection followed the framework of existing quanti-
tative and qualitative indicators. In addition to the 
quantitative survey, further qualitative interviews 
were conducted with all responsible bodies in Fed-
eral States that included an urban dimension. Final-
ly, the data collection was enhanced through a tar-
geted qualitative survey of selected German cities in 
receipt of ERDF funding as well as cities taking part 
in URBACT networks. 

Source: Own illustration based on BMUB, 2014
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Principle of the integrated 
approach

All areas of urban development policy 
should be “coordinated in a spatial, secto-
ral and temporal manner [...] Cities need to 
establish integrated and sustainable urban 
development strategies and assure their im-
plementation for the city as a whole, from 
its functional areas to its neighbourhoods“ 
(BMI, 2020, p. 8).

Following former methodologies of predecessor 
studies, this analysis is based on a dedicated defini-
tion of sustainable urban development deriving from 
the principle of the integrated approach as set out 
in the New Leipzig Charter. According to this defini-
tion, all areas of urban development policy should 
be “coordinated in a spatial, sectoral and tempo-
ral manner [...] Cities need to establish integrated 
and sustainable urban development strategies and 
assure their implementation for the city as a whole, 
from its functional areas to its neighbourhoods“ 
(BMI, 2020, p. 8).

In this study, the urban dimension does not include 
sectoral development plans, such as urban mobili-
ty planning, but only those programmes in the anal-
ysis that can be derived from an integrated urban 
development concept (IUDC). An IUDC is an area-
related planning instrument that pursues a compre-
hensive planning approach, taking into account a 
city’s social, cultural, economic, spatial and ecologi-

cal development priorities. This approach is used to 
develop solution-orientated measures and long-term 
development frameworks with the involvement of the 
public (BMUB, 2016). 

With this definition of integrated urban development, 
the study follows the EU Commission’s characterisa-
tion of sustainable urban development according 
to Article 11 of the fund-specific ‘ERDF Regulation’ 
(Regulation (EU) 2021/1058). This regulation sup-
ports integrated territorial development based on 
territorial strategies in accordance with Article 29 of 
the EU ‘Common Provisions Regulation’ (Regulation 
(EU) 2021/1060). 

The present study provides an 
overview of the EU funding 
programmes implemented dur-
ing the current funding period 
in the Federal States to support 
integrated urban development.
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The implementation of the Structural Funds and thus 
of Cohesion Policy is regulated within the framework 
of a partnership agreement between the Member 
States and the EU Commission. These agreements 
contain the strategy and investment priorities defined 
by the member state at national level. The Partner-
ship Agreement for Germany, which was conclud-

The operational implementation of the 
urban dimension in the Federal States 
in Germany

ed with the EU Commission in April 2022, therefore 
acts as a national umbrella strategy for the EU pro-
grammes in Germany. Figure 2 illustrates the struc-
ture and the cascade in the operationalisation of the 
multiannual financial framework (MFF) and its ob-
jectives for programmes in shared management in 
Germany in the Federal States and in German cities. 

Figure 2: Overview of the framework planning for urban development projects for programmes in shared management

Source: Own illustration
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The agreement is based on a bilateral consultation 
between the federal and state governments and pro-
vides information on all planned programmes of the 
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) 
in the Federal States of Germany. Guidelines and 
funding objectives are set by the state governments 
and the ERDF managing authorities. Each Federal 
State can set its own priorities in terms of content. 

In the current funding period, integrated urban de-
velopment has been firmly embedded in key plan-
ning documents, such as the cross-fund ‘umbrella’ 
regulation, the Common Provisions Regulation (Reg-
ulation (EU) 2021/1060). Urban areas are spe-
cifically referenced in the Policy Objectives (POs) 
governing the use of all European Structural and In-

vestment Funds1, particularly in PO 2, which focus-
es on “a greener, low-carbon Europe,” and PO 5, 
which aims for “a Europe closer to its citizens” (see 
Figure 3). 

With the five thematic objectives, which apply to all 
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), 
a thematic concentration was achieved compared 
to the previous period, which formulated a total of 

1 These objectives apply to the use of all European Structural 
and Investment Funds (ESIF), including the European Region-
al Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund Plus 
(ESF+), the Just Transition Fund (JTF), the European Maritime, 
Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF), the Cohesion Fund 
and REACT-EU – Rebuilding Europe’s Cohesion and Territories.

Figure 3: The five Policy Objectives and Specific Objectives used for the urban dimension in the 2021–2027 funding period

Source: Own illustration
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eleven thematic objectives as funding priorities. The 
umbrella regulation also stipulated that all regions 
and Member States must use at least 30 percent of 
their ERDF allocation for PO 2 (‘Green low-carbon 
Europe’). The regulation further formulated the prin-
ciples of funding allocations, such as the principle 
of shared management between the EU Commis-
sion and the Member State and the need for com-
prehensive partnerships with regional, local, munici-
pal and other authorities, among others. The Policy 
Objectives are further subdivided into Specific Ob-
jectives (SOs). By further specifying the five Policy 

Objectives into concrete and measurable targets, 
they should contribute to the implementation and 
achievement of the overall policy priorities.

Table 1 provides an overview of which Federal 
States include an urban dimension based on the 
current analysis. It outlines the procedures used to 
identify cities in line with Article 11 of the ERDF Reg-
ulation, whether a combination with other structural 
funds was pursued, and the type of integrated de-
velopment concept employed to support integrated 
urban development.

Federal 
State *

Urban Dimension in which 
 policy objective?

Selection procedure Utilisation of 
which EU funds 
and structural 

funds

Type of integrated development 
concept

1 2 3 4 5 Competition Application

BW x x x x EFRE
Integrated regional development  

concept

BY x x x
EFRE +

REACT EU

Integrated urban/spatial development 
concepts

BE x x EFRE + ESF Integrated action plans

BB x x EFRE
Integrated urban development  

concept

MV x x x x EFRE
Integrated urban development  

concept

NI x x x
EFRE +

REACT EU
Inner-city area concept

NW x x x EFRE Integrated action plans

RP ** x ELER -–

SN x x EFRE + ESF
Integrated urban development  

concept

ST x x x
EFRE+ESF+ELER 

im Rahmen LEAD-
ER***/CLLD

Local development strategies

SH x x x EFRE
Integrated urban development  

concept

TH x x x x EFRE Integrated development concepts

* The abbreviations of the Federal States: BW = Baden-Württemberg; BY = Bavaria; BE = Berlin; BB = Brandenburg; HB = Bremen; HH = Hamburg; 
HE = Hesse; MV = Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania; NI = Lower Saxony; NW = North Rhine-Westphalia; RP = Rhineland-Palatinate; SL = Saarland; 
SN = Saxony; ST = Saxony-Anhalt; SH = Schleswig-Holstein; TH = Thuringia

** Rhineland-Palatinate does not have an urban dimension in the ERDF but does have an inner-city programme for small towns as part of the Euro-
pean Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD).

*** Liaison entre Actions de Développement de l’Économie rurale (“Links between Actions for the Development of the Rural Economy”)

Table 1: Overview of ERDF Federal State programmes with an urban dimension in the current funding period

Source: Own illustration
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The urban dimension in the EU funding 
period 2021–2027 in Germany

This study demonstrates how the Federal States in Germany are 
implementing the urban dimension within the EU Structural Funds 
during the 2021–2027 funding period, with a primary focus on 
the ERDF. It also highlights the instruments being used for its execu-
tion. The quantitative and qualitative survey found that EU funding 
for the urban dimension serves as an important supplementary  
resource for advancing integrated urban development.

Figure 4: Comparison of the indicative pro rata funds of the urban dimension in the total ERDF budget 2014–2020/2021–2027

Source: Own illustration
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The required minimum quota of 8 percent of ERDF 
funding in the 2021–2027 funding period to be 
used for integrated urban development projects at 
national level will be exceeded with a solid 10 per-
cent. ERDF funding remains an important funding 
source for the urban dimension. 

However, the co-financing rates for EU structural 
funds have changed, which apply to the respective 
types of regions and pose significant challenges for 
municipalities. Despite major concerns, the EU co-
financing rate for the 2021–2027 funding period 
was reduced from 50 percent to 40 percent for the 
more developed regions and from 80 percent to 60 
percent for transition regions. 

In the current funding period, many German munici-
palities are relying more on bundled national and 
Federal State funding for EU projects, as their own 
financial resources have become increasingly insuffi-
cient for co-financing. To address this shortfall, some 
Federal States are compensating by combining na-

tional funds, such as urban development funding, 
state funding, local authority contributions, and the 
ERDF. The study’s survey reveals that in most Fed-
eral States, a mix of federal and state funds is used 
to supplement the municipalities’ contributions to EU 
programmes, helping them meet co-financing re-
quirements. This approach eases the financial bur-
den on municipalities and enables the completion of 
important projects.

The urban dimension is supported under three Poli-
cy Objectives, highlighting the multi-sectoral signifi-
cance of integrated urban development within the 
political agenda. This underscores the broad rele-
vance of urban issues across different policy areas, 
reinforcing their importance in achieving holistic de-
velopment goals.

The ERDF supports a wide range of urban areas, 
from disadvantaged neighbourhoods, inner cities 
and centres to inter-municipal areas, thus contribut-
ing to balanced urban development. 

Figure 5: Overview of the Policy Objectives used for the urban dimension in the Federal States

Source: Own illustration based on maps provided by BBR

100 km

Territorial units: 
GISCO NUTS, 2021

Applying PO 1 Applying PO 2 Applying PO 5
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Most Federal States use a combination of different 
selection procedures between competitions and tra-
ditional applications to ensure efficient and targeted 
allocation of funds. Due to the existing integrated 
planning procedures, the Federal States prefer the 
‘3rd way’ over the territorial instruments proposed 
by the EU Commission in the umbrella regulation, 
such as Integrated Territorial Investments (ITI) and 
Community-Led Local Development (CLLD). These in-
struments are only used in specific cases in Germa-
ny, such as in Saxony-Anhalt. The well-established 
integrated development planning in Germany, 
through mechanisms like integrated urban develop-
ment and regional development concepts, allows 
the ‘3rd way’ to offer more flexible and tailored so-
lutions that address the unique needs of individual 
regions.

According to the survey, ERDF funding provides sev-
eral key advantages and added value. A crucial 
benefit is that it enables projects that would other-
wise be unfeasible due to the absence of national or 
state funding. Additionally, ERDF funding enhances 
the overall financial capacity of projects through co-
financing, allowing for initiatives with larger budg-
ets. State representatives interviewed in the study 
highlighted that ERDF funding boosts the visibility 
and reputation of cities at both national and Euro-
pean levels, while facilitating the rapid implementa-
tion of complex measures. The integrated approach 
of ERDF funding imposes no geographical restric-
tions, allowing projects to be implemented across 
various areas. The potential for combining ERDF 
with other funding streams also offers municipalities 
greater financial flexibility for investments in eligible 
sectors. Unlike shorter 2- to 3-year funding cycles, 
ERDF funding is marked by its flexibility and reliabil-
ity throughout the entire funding period, making it 
crucial for long-term planning.

Despite the advantages of ERDF funding, several 
challenges remain. According to our surveys, the 
administrative burden and stringent requirements 

for submitting and processing applications are seen 
as significant barriers by the Federal States. There 
is a clear need to speed up the process between 
the start of the funding period, the actual launch of 
the application process, and the implementation of 
measures. IT systems for accounting require substan-
tial improvement, and the monitoring and reporting 
processes should be streamlined to ease the work-
load on municipalities. Additionally, global crises, 
such as the COVID-19 pandemic and Russia’s war 
of aggression against Ukraine, have caused price 
increases and supply chain disruptions, which 
should be addressed with more flexibility. Recom-
mendations include extending project deadlines in 
the case of unforeseen delays and introducing a risk 
allowance to help absorb rising project costs during 
periods of high inflation.

Additional suggestions from our survey include rais-
ing the significantly reduced co-financing rates for 
more developed and transition regions and stream-
lining the approval process; otherwise, ERDF fund-
ing may become less attractive for cities. Simplify-
ing the legal framework and enhancing support for 
climate protection and adaptation are also crucial. 
Improved harmonisation between European and na-
tional regulations, along with a broader application 
of the N+3 rule, could facilitate project implementa-
tion. Overall, while ERDF funding offers significant 
advantages and added value for cities and regions, 
there is a need for improvements to further enhance 
its effectiveness.

Other EU-initiatives for cities directly managed by 
the EU Commission, such as the EU mission ‘100 Cli-
mate Neutral and Smart Cities’, the New European 
Bauhaus and the European Urban Initiative (EUI) are 
being followed with interest, but municipalities from 
Germany are only benefiting selectively. It should 
be emphasised that the EUI represents a significant 
change within the European Structural and Invest-
ment Funds (ESIF) as it abandons the traditional mul-
ti-level approach, decentralised planning, bundling 
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and implementation at country level and moves to-
wards a direct management by the EU Commission. 

The consolidation of various initiatives managed 
by the EU Commission, such as the Innovative Ac-
tions and the partnerships of the Urban Agenda for 
the EU, under the European Urban Initiative (EUI) 
umbrella has been well-received by both cities and 
Federal States. This approach is seen as a way to 
enhance harmonisation and improve the flow of in-
formation regarding funding opportunities. Further-
more, the focus on innovative topics backed by in-
vestment funding, which is often harder to achieve 
through existing programmes, has been positively 
acknowledged. However, there is concern that the 
flexibility and effectiveness of EU funding initiatives 
for cities and municipalities might be constrained. 
Traditional ERDF selection procedures can reach cit-
ies of all sizes, while key EUI funding instruments, 
like the Innovative Actions, are primarily aimed at 
larger municipalities with populations exceeding 
50,000, limiting their reach to smaller and medi-
um-sized cities. Nevertheless, they offer significant 
opportunities to implement specialized measures in 
those municipalities.

As part of this study, a qualitative survey was ad-
ditionally conducted among URBACT member cit-
ies about their experiences in the EU funding peri-
od 2014–2020 within the URBACT networks. The 
analysis of the feedback clearly showed that UR-
BACT helps to anchor strategies in the city’s devel-
opmental framework. Once a strategy has been es-
tablished, it is easier to obtain follow-up investment 
funding from the EU. Five networks were able to 
have their integrated action plan approved by a mu-
nicipal body, such as by the city council or the urban 
development committee. The feedback emphasised 
that such concrete concepts justify the expense of 
EU funding, as they create visible added value for 
the city. Even if urban development concepts had 
already existed in the city, the tools, methods and 
exchange with URBACT would have helped to im-

prove these concepts and differentiate the measures 
defined in them. The survey also identified obsta-
cles that can prevent or delay follow-up investment 
funding. Prioritisation and personnel resources in the 
council and administration as well as speed are par-
ticularly crucial for successful follow-up funding. In 
addition, the tight budget situation in many munic-
ipalities makes further investment funding from EU 
funds more difficult, as the necessary co-financing 
poses a challenge.
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Overview of the core observations 
of the study

The minimum quota of 8 % for integrated urban development projects at national level is 
exceeded in Germany with a solid 10 %.

ERDF funding remains the main EU-funding source for the urban dimension in Germany.

The urban dimension is funded under several Policy Objectives.

The co-financing gap of the municipalities due to the increased national contributions is 
closed in most Federal States by state funds. 

The ERDF supports a range of urban areas from neighbourhoods, city centres in cities 
of various sizes to urban areas with their surrounding areas (‘Functional Urban Areas – 
FUAs’) as well as inter-municipal cooperation.

Most of the Federal States use a combination of different selection procedures between 
competitions and applications.
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Most Federal States favour the ‘3rd way’ of using territorial instruments through existing 
integrated development concepts and less the instruments of integrated territorial invest-
ment (ITI) or community-led development projects (CLLD) mentioned in the regulations.

German cities usually use URBACT for strategy development and preparation of invest-
ment measures.

There is a high level of interest among municipalities in Germany in the EU Partnerships 
for the Urban Agenda for the EU as part of the European Urban Initiative .

Federal States are distributing guidance for the New European Bauhaus and occasionally 
offering financial incentives to pursue its principles.

Two German cities have been awarded the EU Mission Label for Climate Neutral Cities 
(CNC).
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Recommendations for the EU funding 
period 2028–2034

Based on the study, several recommendations for the 
2028–2034 funding period are formulated:

1.
As the importance of cities as key places of transformation will continue to increase, sustainable 
and long-term integrated urban development with adequate funding is important for an effective 
Cohesion Policy. 

The promotion of integrated urban development 
within the scope of EU Cohesion Policy has shown 
its effectiveness for decades and makes a significant 
contribution to economic, territorial and social co-
hesion in Europe’s cities. Global challenges, such 
as climate change and climate change adaptation, 
have a significant impact on cities of all sizes, as 

centres for housing, production, services, trade and 
culture. To achieve the necessary sustainable trans-
formation of cities, Cohesion Policy must remain in 
place and be adequately financed. Only in this 
manner, a realistic, effective and positive change 
can be initiated in cities.
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2.
The concentration of EU funding on the five key Policy Objectives (POs) must be maintained. In ad-
dition to PO 5, urban development can also be easily credited to other key objectives (POs).

In the 2021–2027 period, five Policy Objectives 
(POs) were set for EU Cohesion Policy and struc-
tural funding as part of Cohesion Policy, on which 
the allocations from the ERDF are based. For exam-
ple, all Member States must currently use at least 
30 percent of EU structural fund allocations to en-
sure a greener, low-carbon transition to a climate-
neutral economy and a resilient Europe. Effective, 
sustainable urban development is characterized by 
multi-sectoral planning and implementation, which 

in Germany is often supported by informal, strate-
gic planning instruments, such as Integrated Urban 
Development Concepts (IUDC) or other local strat-
egies. Generally, sustainable urban development 
measures are subsumed under PO 5. However, due 
to the multi-sectoral nature of integrated urban de-
velopment measures, the other key Policy Objec-
tives, POs 1 and 2, also offer sufficient scope for ur-
ban development projects in EU structural funding.

A key aspect of planning and executing the EU Co-
hesion Policy is the principle of partnership and co-
operation within a multi-level governance frame-
work. This longstanding practice by the Federal 
State levels in Germany has demonstrated its effec-
tiveness and the procedure of shared management 
and implementation should be maintained. This ap-
proach not only strengthens the institutional frame-
work of the European implementation structure but 
also acknowledges the developmental differences 
and potentials within cities and Federal States. Fur-
thermore, it facilitates the alignment of EU Cohesion 
Policy with regional development planning. In the 
future, even greater attention should be paid to the 
inclusion of local strategies and needs – in the spirit 

of innovative multi-level governance approaches – 
in the planning and implementation of programmes 
funded by ESIF. In addition, many municipalities 
need the active support of the Federal States to in-
crease their administrative capacities to join up of-
fers provided by EU funding programmes. 

It must also be ensured that special EU programmes 
and initiatives directly managed by the EU Commis-
sion are not expanded at the expense of the urban 
dimension implemented under shared management 
in the ERDF. In special EU initiatives for cities, it is es-
sential to ensure that allocation of funds at the Euro-
pean level is more geographically balanced than it 
has been in the past. Initiatives, such as the Europe-

3.
The broad, partnership-based approach of shared fund management has worked and should be 
maintained. A structural, decentralized Cohesion Policy is indispensable alongside selective fund-
ing through special programmes directly managed by the EU Commission. 



THE URBAN DIMENSION IN EU-COHESION POLICY IN GERMANY

18

an Urban Initiative, can demonstrate how cities can 
benefit from a clear added value and from measures 
complementing actions funded by the ERDF. In this 
context, it is important to ensure that the European ex-
change between municipalities, particularly through 
the URBACT programme, continues to promote inte-

5.
It must be possible to flexibly identify eligible areas for EU funding acknowledging their different 
challenges and needs in terms of future local transformation requirements and innovation poten-
tial: starting from the neighbourhood to city-wide and inter-municipal areas.

grated and sustainable urban development under 
shared management in collaboration with other Eu-
ropean cities and local stakeholders. Additionally, ef-
forts should be made to create further synergy effects 
with the European Urban Initiative.

4.
Selecting between ITI (Integrated Territorial Investment), CLLD (Community-led Local Development) 
instruments and “Other Territorial Instruments” to foster integrated territorial development must re-
main in place for Member States.

The use of territorial instruments, such as ITI and 
CLLD, to strengthen participation in planning pro-
cesses and investment decisions in the current fund-
ing period should be positively acknowledged. 
Nevertheless, participatory approaches based on 
the territorial instruments are already being actively 
pursued in the German Federal States and have be-
come established, even without using the instruments 
of ITI and CLLD. 

The option to apply “Other Territorial Instruments” 
as the ‘3rd way’ introduced in the 2021–2027 
funding period is therefore welcomed and should 
be retained. The possibility of using existing integrat-
ed development strategies as a basis for funding sus-
tainable urban development projects thus contrib-
utes significantly to process efficiency and prevents 
the creation of redundant administrative procedures. 

To be able to respond effectively to the diverse re-
quirements and changes in the various administra-
tive levels and units, it is important that territorial cir-
cumstances can be addressed flexibly with structural 
funds - starting at the neighbourhood level to city-
wide and inter-municipal contexts. Through flexibil-
ity, local communities can be actively involved in the 

development of their city or neighbourhood and EU 
funding can be used in an even more targeted man-
ner. Territorial flexibility helps to develop a tailor-
made and long-term funding policy that meets the 
specific needs and innovation potential of cities and 
municipalities.
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6.
A simplification of the rules and procedures and an extension of the settlement period to at least 
N+3 is necessary to ensure efficient and effective operational implementation.

The current funding period poses significant opera-
tional challenges for many municipalities. While the 
activities of the last funding period were still ongo-
ing, there was an overlap between the end of on-
going funding activities and the application for new 
ERDF projects in Germany. Optimizing the applica-
tion phases would not only increase the take up of 
EU funding for municipalities, but also increase the 
effectiveness and sustainability of the project activi-
ties in the cities, as the implementation period in the 
current funding period has – de facto – shrunk con-
siderably. The transition between funding periods 
should be planned with greater foresight to ensure 

greater continuity for operational implementation. 
Simplifying the rules and procedures is therefore an 
essential recommendation to reduce the administra-
tive burden and enable faster, more efficient imple-
mentation of EU funding. A comprehensive review 
of the existing regulations is necessary to avoid un-
necessary hurdles and complexity. Insofar as reg-
ulations for the next funding period are available 
in good time, an adjustment of the accounting pe-
riod to at least N+3 would offer an extended time-
frame for the use of funds. This is particularly ad-
vantageous for complex projects or in response to 
unplanned crisis situations.

7.
The future Cohesion Policy will benefit from sustainable and long-term integrated urban develop-
ment with adequate funding in all regions of Europe, as the importance of cities as crucial places of 
transformation will continue to increase.

In the current funding period, the EU stipulates that 
at least 8 percent of ERDF funding must be used 
for sustainable urban development at national lev-
el. This study illustrates that this quota is more than 
fulfilled in Germany. The current minimum quota of 
8 percent must be maintained in view of the enor-
mous investment challenges in Europe’s cities. Even 
cities that are geographically located in a statistical-
ly more developed region often do not have suffi-
cient financial and economic strength to overcome 
the current local challenges. When Cohesion Policy 
is planned, particular attention should therefore be 

paid to the differentiating, changing social and eco-
nomic landscape in Europe’s cities and regions. A 
successful needs-oriented allocation of funds should 
be based on a sound understanding of this diver-
sity of challenges and local circumstances and do 
justice to the many different challenges. Maintain-
ing the funding quota for sustainable integrated ur-
ban development in EU funding will strengthen the 
increased knowledge of the multi-sectoral impact of 
integrated urban development and thus also recog-
nize the growing importance of urban development 
for the overall European well-being.
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