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1 Summary 

The URDICO case study on the city of Florence explores the urban dimension of Cohesion Policy 
and EU programmes, focusing on how these instruments are implemented and localised in the Ital-
ian context. Florence is the capital of Tuscany and the core municipality of the Metropolitan City 
of Florence, which encompasses 41 municipalities and around one million inhabitants. While the 
municipality itself has 370,000 residents, it plays a wider metropolitan role in governance and ser-
vice provision, reinforced by its status as one of the 14 Italian metropolitan cities included in the 
PON Metro programme. 

Florence’s governance structure combines strong municipal leadership with relatively weak insti-
tutionalised metropolitan cooperation. The creation of the Metropolitan City under Law 56/2014 
gave a strategic planning mandate at the supra-municipal scale, but coordination with the munic-
ipality remains largely dependent on political leadership. Within the city, the European Projects 
and Networking Office ensure alignment between EU resources and local priorities, working 
across departments to integrate project design, funding acquisition, and policy engagement. A 
cross-departmental working group of municipal staff further supports coordination, ensuring that 
European initiatives are not isolated but embedded into different policy fields. 

Florence is an Intermediate Body in both the NOP Metro 2014–2020 and the Metro+ and Medium-
Sized Cities South 2021–2027 programmes, which has given it direct responsibility for project de-
sign and implementation in digital transition, sustainable mobility, social inclusion, and urban re-
generation. The city also benefits from the Regional Operational Programme of Tuscany and par-
ticipates in national recovery instruments such as the NRRP, although it stresses the need for more 
decentralised governance and clearer recognition of the role of cities. 

Alongside these operational responsibilities, Florence has consolidated a strong role in political 
advocacy. It has played a leading role in Eurocities (holding the Presidency from 2021 to 2023), in 
the Covenant of Mayors, the Green City Accord, and the 100 Climate-Neutral Cities Mission, and 
it represents Italian municipalities within ANCI. Through these arenas, Florence consistently calls 
for greater recognition of cities as strategic actors in Cohesion Policy, urging: 

• Empowerment of local and regional authorities through functional and inclusive govern-
ance; 

• Recognition of cities as active players in Cohesion Policy, including as IBs or Managing 
Authorities; 

• Reinforcement of subsidiarity and flexibility in EU instruments to support place-based ap-
proaches. 

Despite these advances, challenges persist across multiple governance levels. Locally, the frag-
mentation of competences between the Municipality and the Metropolitan City undermines the 
development of coherent cross-sectoral strategies, while chronic shortages of skilled staff and high 
turnover weaken administrative capacity and erode the institution’s accumulated knowledge and 
experience.. Regionally, the Metropolitan City has yet to assume a consistent strategic role, leaving 
asymmetries in capacity between Florence and surrounding municipalities unaddressed and lim-
iting the institutionalisation of inter-municipal cooperation. At the national level, persistent 
weaknesses in Italy’s multilevel governance system and the excessive centralisation of new instru-
ments such as the NRRP reduce cities’ influence in programme design and resource allocation. At 
the EU level, Florence underlines the risks of “projectification,” the fragmentation of funding in-
struments, and the insufficient integration of successful pilot projects into long-term strategies. 
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Nevertheless, Florence illustrates how a mid-sized European city can leverage Cohesion Policy not 
only for project funding but also as a platform for political influence, urban innovation, and mul-
tilevel governance. While EU resources represent only a modest share of the municipal budget, 
their targeted use has been strategically significant, particularly in driving climate transition, so-
cial inclusion, and digital transformation. The city’s case confirms that Cohesion Policy, when 
paired with adequate subsidiarity and institutional support, can reinforce local governance capac-
ity and enhance Europe’s visibility at the urban scale. 
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2 Introduction 

The city of Florence, capital of Tuscany and one of Italy’s most internationally recognised urban 
centres, represents the territorial focus of this case study. Florence is the core municipality of the 
Metropolitan City of Florence, an administrative entity created in 2015 that encompasses 41 mu-
nicipalities and a population of approximately one million inhabitants. While the case study pri-
marily considers the city of Florence itself, its metropolitan dimension is also relevant for under-
standing the scope of the implementation of Cohesion Policy. 

Florence displays a distinctive territorial governance framework, combining strong municipal 
leadership with a complex network of multilevel interactions. The municipality plays an active role 
in national and European arenas, often assuming a leading position in transnational and European 
networks. Within the city administration, governance of European projects and networking activ-
ities is institutionalised through the European Projects and Networking Office, which coordinates 
cross-departmental initiatives and ensures Florence’s participation in programmes and partner-
ships. 

Florence’s engagement with Cohesion Policy is particularly shaped by its status as one of the 14 
Italian metropolitan cities included in the National Operational Programme for Metropolitan Cit-
ies (NOP Metro 2014–2020) and subsequently the National Programme Metro+ and Medium-
Sized Cities South (2021–2027). This has given Florence the role of an Intermediate Body, directly 
responsible for programming and implementing significant financial resources in fields such as 
digital transition, sustainable urban mobility, social inclusion, and urban regeneration. In addi-
tion, Florence has benefited from the Regional Operational Programme of Tuscany, which inte-
grates ERDF and ESF+ resources in areas such as ecological transition, innovation, and territorial 
cohesion. The city’s active participation in Recovery and Resilience Plan measures has further re-
inforced the complementarities between Cohesion Policy and national recovery instruments. 

Beyond the direct management of EU structural funds, Florence has also established itself as a 
prominent actor in European networking and lobbying. As a long-standing member of Eurocities 
(since 2003), holding the Presidency between 2021 and 2023, the city has played a central role in 
shaping the European urban agenda, contributing to debates on governance, climate neutrality, 
culture, and cohesion. Florence is also a signatory of the Covenant of Mayors for Climate and En-
ergy, a member of the Green City Accord and ICLEI, and one of the nine Italian cities selected for 
the 100 Climate-Neutral Cities Mission. At the national level, its role within ANCI (Associazione Na-
zionale Comuni Italiani) strengthens the connection between local priorities and national advocacy, 
reinforcing Florence’s position as a reference point in urban governance and Cohesion Policy. 

The structure of this report is organised as follows. Section 3 provides a national overview of Co-
hesion Policy in Italy, focusing on governance mechanisms, funding architecture, and territorial 
strategies. Section 4 zooms into the urban structure and governance of Cohesion Policy in Flor-
ence, analysing institutional arrangements, involvement in programming cycles, and networking 
activities. Section 5 examines administrative capacity and institutional innovations, including 
strengths and gaps in the city’s governance system. Section 6 discusses the contributions of Cohe-
sion Policy to Florence’s long-term urban agendas, while Section 7 analyses the funding schemes 
and synergies across different EU and national instruments. Section 8 explores the relationship 
with the Recovery and Resilience Plan, assessing complementarities and overlaps. Finally, Section 
9 summarises the main challenges and policy recommendations at local, regional, national, and EU 
levels. 
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3 National Overview on Cohesion Policy 

Italy represents a paradigmatic case in the implementation of Cohesion Policy (CP) given its pro-
nounced territorial disparities, with the Southern part of the country (commonly referred to as 
“Mezzogiorno”) lagging significantly behind the Northern one in terms of economic and social de-
velopment. In these terms, CP represents an unparalleled opportunity to address long-standing 
structural weaknesses of the country and to promote sustainable urban development; however, its 
implementation is hindered by persistent administrative and institutional challenges which un-
dermine its full potential. One of the most critical issues is the difficulty in absorbing allocated 
funds within the given timeframes, a problem often rooted in the complexity of public procure-
ment procedures, a lack of coordination among levels of government, and insufficient technical 
expertise at the local level. Moreover, the multiplicity of programmes and funding streams can lead 
to fragmentation and inefficiency. As one of the largest recipients of EU cohesion funding, Italy 
manages a complex and multi-layered governance system involving national institutions, regional 
governments, and local municipalities. The overarching framework for the use of EU funds is es-
tablished through the Partnership Agreement between the Italian government and the European 
Commission. Within this framework, resources are allocated to National and Regional Operational 
Programmes, each governed by specific Managing Authorities responsible for planning, execution, 
and monitoring. The Department for Cohesion Policies and the South (Dipartimento per le Politiche di 
Coesione e per il Sud) – which assumed responsibilities formerly managed by the Agency for Territo-
rial Cohesion (Agenzia per la Coesione Territoriale) – coordinates efforts at the central level, while re-
gions and cities play a major role in local implementation. However, when effectively imple-
mented, cohesion projects have demonstrated a capacity to transform urban areas, foster innova-
tion ecosystems, and support vulnerable populations. The current programming period (2021–
2027), with its emphasis on the green and digital transitions, presents a renewed opportunity for 
Italian cities to utilise EU resources for long-term structural transformation. The key lies in im-
proving administrative capacities, streamlining governance mechanisms, and fostering greater 
collaboration among stakeholders at all levels. Despite the availability of significant financial re-
sources, Italy has long struggled with inefficiencies in absorbing funds, particularly in its southern 
regions. These difficulties are often attributed to bureaucratic inertia, fragmented responsibilities, 
insufficient administrative capacity, and delays in project execution. Nonetheless, there are also 
examples of successful interventions, especially in cities that have developed strategic visions and 
successfully integrated cohesion funding with other instruments, including the National Recovery 
and Resilience Plan. 

3.1 Governance of Cohesion Policy 
In Italy, policies concerning territorial cohesion are grounded in the Constitution, particularly in 
articles 3, paragraph 21, and article 119, paragraph 52, which require special interventions to 

 
 
1 Translated from the Constitution: It is the duty of the Republic to remove obstacles of an economic and social nature that, by effectively 
limiting the freedom and equality of citizens, prevent the full development of the human person and the effective participation of all workers in 
the political, economic, and social organisation of the Country. 

2 Translated from the Constitution: To promote economic development, cohesion, and social solidarity, to remove economic and social 
imbalances, to encourage the effective exercise of individual rights, or to provide for purposes other than the normal exercise of their functions, 
the State allocates additional resources and makes special interventions in favour of certain Municipalities, Provinces, Metropolitan Cities, 
and Regions. 
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promote harmonious development and to remove economic and social imbalances. CP involves 
different levels of government and attributes a formal and fundamental role to the economic and 
social partnership, financing plans, programmes and individual projects owned by central, re-
gional or local administrations. Responsibilities for delivering CP are split vertically between na-
tional, regional and local levels, and horizontally across different sectoral institutions. The Depart-
ment for Cohesion Policies and for the South is the support structure to the Presidency of the Coun-
cil of Ministers, responsible for the promotion and coordination of cohesion policies and territorial 
policies for Southern Italy. The Department was established with the Prime Ministerial Decree of 
10 November 2023. The latter also identifies the competences of the Department (at Article 24-bis), 
which include, among others: 

• The coordination of the programming and implementation of cohesion policies, with reference 
to the relevant national and European resources, as well as the integration between cohesion 
policies and European thematic funds and interventions aimed at the development of the 
South and territorial rebalancing;  

• Coordination with state and regional administrations for the preparation of strategic and fi-
nancial programming of European and national CP resources, also for the purposes of adopt-
ing the guidelines, programming and identification of interventions relating to the use of Eu-
ropean cohesion policy funds, complementary resources and the Fund for Development and 
Cohesion, to be implemented in an integrated manner with European thematic funds;  

• Surveillance, strengthened monitoring and evaluation of programmes and interventions fi-
nanced by European cohesion policy, complementary resources and the Fund for Cohesion 
Development; collection and processing, in conjunction with the competent administrations, 
of information and data on the implementation of European and national CP programmes, 
also for the purpose of adopting measures to accelerate the interventions required pursuant to 
Article 3, paragraph 3, of Legislative Decree no. 88 of 31 May 2011; 

• Support and technical assistance to the administrations managing the programmes financed 
by European or national CP funds through specific initiatives for the acceleration and imple-
mentation of interventions and through the strengthening of administrative capacity; 

• Promotion and strengthening of the quality, timeliness, effectiveness and transparency of the 
programming and implementation of interventions;  

• The direct functions of the Management Authority of programmes or specific projects, includ-
ing experimental ones, as well as the coordination and implementation of the measures within 
their jurisdiction financed by European thematic funds and the corresponding complemen-
tary national measures (DPC, n.d.-a). 

Inside the Department, the Unit for Cohesion Policies (Nucleo per le Politiche di Coesione, NUPC) oper-
ates, replacing and aggregating the competences and functions of the Evaluation and Analysis Unit 
for Programming (known as NUVAP) and the Verification and Control Unit (known as NUVEC). As 
established by EU Regulations, each Member State identifies a Managing Authority (MA) for each 
Programme. In Italy, the MAs are usually identified within the Departments of the different Min-
istries competent in the matter of the Programme, as concerns National Programmes, or Regions, 
in the case of Regional Programmes. MAs may also delegate the execution of specific sections of 
the Programme to one or more intermediate bodies. Finally, the MAs are supported by Certifica-
tion Authorities (CAs) and Audit Authorities (AAs).  
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3.2 Financial scheme and coordination of funding efforts 
In terms of financing, the shared management between the Member State and the Commission 
requires that each Programme is supported by a specific quota of national co-financing, which is 
established in the final decision of the Programme. Given the persistent underdevelopment of its 
southern regions, Italy's CP has historically operated through a dual structure: EU-funded pro-
grammes, which require mandatory national co-financing, alongside national programmes fi-
nanced through dedicated domestic resources. Both EU and national programmes typically pursue 
similar cohesion objectives and frequently operate in the same regions (Celli, Crescenzi, de Blasio, 
Giua, 2025). The Italian national funds that support the finance of cohesion policies are the Rotat-
ing Fund for the Implementation of EU Policies (Fondo di rotazione per l’attuazione delle politiche comuni-
tarie) and the Development and Cohesion Fund (Fondo Sviluppo e Coesione (FSC).  

Concerning the first, it was established by Article 5 of Law n. 183 of 1987, and it is managed by the 
Ministry of Economy and Finance. Its role is to provide the national co-financing quotas for the 
projects financed by the EU Structural Funds in the target areas, as well as any payments in ad-
vance on contributions due from the EU budget. Also, the Fund ensures the smooth collection and 
processing of data concerning EU financial flows and national financial flows related to them. Since 
2011, the Rotating Fund has financed the Cohesion Action Plan (Piano d’Azione per la Coesione, or PAC), 
launched to accelerate the implementation of programmes co-financed by the Structural Funds 
from 2007 to 2013 and strengthen the effectiveness of these interventions. In the 2014-2020 pro-
gramming cycle, the experience of the PAC continues in the so-called Complementary Operational 
Programmes (Programmi Operativi Complementari (POC), financed by a share of the resources of the 
Rotating Fund, which match the national co-financing of the Operational Programmes. During the 
2021-2027 programming period, the resources resulting from the reduction of the co-financing 
rate for Community Programmes are instead directly programmed within the Cohesion Agree-
ments, an innovative instrument introduced in the current cycle, which represents an essential 
step in directing development interventions in the territory in a targeted and coordinated manner. 
Indeed, Cohesion Agreements are signed between the central government and regional admin-
istration, and their goal is to guide and monitor development interventions, ensuring their coher-
ence with programming objectives at higher levels and ensuring a clear distribution of responsi-
bilities and financial resources (DPC, n.d.-b). The Development and Cohesion Fund (Fondo Sviluppo 
e Coesione (FSC), formerly known as Fund for Underutilised Areas (Fondo per le Aree Sottoutilizzate 
(FAS)) was established by Article 4 of the Legislative Decree n. 88 of 2011 and it now replaces the 
previous funds with similar purposes, which include the additional national financial resources to 
implement development policies aimed at economic, social and territorial cohesion and the re-
moval of economic and social imbalances in the implementation of Article 119, paragraph 5, of the 
Constitution. The FSC has a multi-year nature, in line with the temporal articulation of the ESIF 
programming, ensuring the unity and complementarity of procedures for activating related re-
sources with those envisaged for European funds. Since the 2014-2020 cycle, the Development and 
Cohesion Plan (Piano Sviluppo e Coesione (PSC)) was introduced (Article 44 of Legislative Decree No. 
34 of 2019) with the aim of bringing together the resources and simplifying the governance and 
procedures from the former programming cycles, into a single Plan for each administration in-
volved. A total of 43 Development and Cohesion Plans were identified during the 2014-2020 cycle, 
replacing the over 900 previous programming tools of the FSC, such as Development Pacts, Re-
gional Implementation Programmes, Service Objectives and Programme Agreements (Open Coe-
sione, n.d.). 

https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/127393/3/dps_50_crescenzi_et_al.pdf
https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/127393/3/dps_50_crescenzi_et_al.pdf
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3.3 Geographical coverage and prioritisation of CP 
National organisation of CP in Italy follows the EU’s inspired geographical classification criterion 
which divides Italian regions into two groups: the “South” (Abruzzo, Basilicata Calabria, Campa-
nia, Molise, Puglia, Sardinia and Sicily), to which at least 80% of the resources must be allocated, 
and the “Centre-North” (which includes all the other regions and autonomous provinces). How-
ever, for the nature itself of CP, it is important to analyse the individual classification of Italian 
regions during the programming periods, which have changed over time. Indeed, up to 2000-2006 
regions were firstly divided into “Objective 1/Objective 2” regions, which then became “Conver-
gence/Competitiveness” regions in the period 2007-2013. The classification “Less developed re-
gions/Regions in transition/More developed regions,” which is also adopted for the current cycle, 
was introduced during the 2014-2020 period. However, it is worth noting that a significant shift in 
the classification was observed in the last two cycles.  Between 2014 and 2020, the “Less developed 
regions” comprised five areas: Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Puglia, and Sicily. The “Regions in 
transition”included Abruzzo, Molise, and Sardinia. However, in 2021-2027, Molise and Sardinia 
were included in the less developed regions, so that there became seven, while Marche and Umbria, 
which were previously classified as more developed, were now downgraded as in transition.  

In terms of resources allocated, in the 2021-2027 cycle, Italy received a greater amount of resources 
compared to the previous cycle, with 141,4 billion euros compared to 137,2 billion euros. The South, 
however, was not the category which benefited most from this increase, as it received almost the 
same amount of resources (101,6 billion in 2021-2027 compared to 101,3 billion in 2014-2020). In-
deed, the Centre-North area received more resources than in the past (38.1 billion in 2021-2027 
compared to 33.4 billion in 2014-2020).  

Figure 3.1  
Changes of Italian Regions’ eligibility for structural funds in 2014-2020 (on the left) 
and 2021-2027 (on the right) programming periods  

 

 

 

Source: Dipartimento per le Politiche di Coesione e per il Sud, 2014 (left); 2021 (right) 
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Table 3.1  
Structure of 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 Programming Periods 

Programming Cycle 2014-2020 2021-2027 

Coordinating structure at the na-
tional level 

 Agenzia per la Coesione Territoriale Dipartimento per le Politiche di Coe-
sione e per il Sud 

Total Amount of EU and National 
resources dedicated to CP 

137,2 billion 141,4 billion3 

South 101,3 billion 101,6 billion 

Centre-North 33,4 billion 38,1 billion 

Other 2,4 billion 1,6 billion 

Number of Programmes 51 48 

National 12  11 (of which 1 for JTF and 1 for EM-
FAF) 

Regional 39 38 

ETC 19 (of which 10 as Managing Author-
ity) 

19 (of which 10 as Managing Author-
ity) 

Type of Fund   

ERDF 18 Regional Programmes 

4 National Programmes 

19 ETC 

17 Regional Programmes 

3 National Programmes 

19 ETC 

ESF4 18 Regional Programmes 

3 National Programmes 

17 Regional Programmes 

1 National Programmes 

Multi-fund (ERDF+ESF) 3 Regional Programmes 

5 National Programmes 

4 Regional Programmes 

5 National Programmes 

JTF n.a. 1 National Programme 

Classification of Less Developed 
Regions 

Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Pu-
glia e Sicilia 

Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Mo-
lise, Puglia, Sardegna e Sicilia 

 

Source: authors’ own elaboration. 

 
 
3 The total amount indicated includes: 26.3 billion of European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 14.8 billion of European 
Social Fund Plus (ESF+), 1 billion of Just Transition Fund (JTF), 0.97 billions of Programmes of European Territorial Coop-
eration (ETC). While the national funds attached to the EU CP include:   17.8 billion as cofinancing share of ERDF, 13.8 billion 
as cofinancing share of ESF+, 0.2 billion as cofinancing share of JTF, 0.3 billion as cofinancing share of ETC. The national 
funds include also: 7.3 of Complementary interventions and programmes (POC), 58,5 billion of Development and Cohesion 
Fund (FSC) and 0,3 billion of Ordinary resources dedicated to cohesion. Detailed and updated date are available here: ri-
sorse_coesione_2021_2027.xlsx 

4 In the 2021-2027 the ESF was changed into ESF Plus (ESF+) 

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fopencoesione.gov.it%2Fmedia%2Fuploads%2Frisorse_coesione_2021_2027.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fopencoesione.gov.it%2Fmedia%2Fuploads%2Frisorse_coesione_2021_2027.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
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3.4 Decentralisation and urban dimension 
Since the 2014-2020 programming period, the urban dimension of CP has been strengthened 
through the introduction of new approaches and instruments, as well as the allocation of resources. 
Indeed, the idea of Sustainable Urban Development was a concrete goal to achieve set out in the 
regulatory framework, with article 7, paragraph 1, of the ERDF Regulation (Reg. (EU) 1301/2013) 
stating that “the ERDF shall support, within operational programmes, sustainable urban develop-
ment through strategies that set out integrated actions to tackle the economic, environmental, cli-
mate, demographic and social challenges affecting urban areas, while taking into account the need 
to promote urban-rural linkages”. The mean to do so was through the so called “Integrated Terri-
torial Investment”, defined at the article 36, paragraph 1, of the Common Provisions Regulation 
(Reg. (EU) 1303/20135), an innovative tool for implementing a territorial strategy in an integrated 
way, drawing funding from different priority axis or OPs. Most importantly, the ERDF Regulation 
stipulated that a minimum of 5% of the national ERDF envelope had to be allocated for this pur-
pose; this share was increased to 8% for the 2021-2027 cycle. To better understand the implemen-
tation of the urban dimension of CP in Italy, it is useful to analyse the innovative tools that have 
been put in place in the last decade to support the urban development of specific territorial dimen-
sions. For the purpose of this analysis, two instruments will be discussed, namely a national terri-
torial strategy and a National Programme, as they represent innovative approaches to tackling ur-
ban challenges.  

3.4.1 National Strategy for Inner Areas  

The first, and probably the most distinguished territorial strategy, is the National Strategy for In-
ner Areas (Strategia Nazionale per le Aree Interne (SNAI)). Launched in 2013 by the then Minister for 
Territorial Cohesion, Fabrizio Barca, the Strategy aims to counteract the marginalisation and de-
mographic decline phenomena which are typical of the internal areas of the country. The ideolog-
ical approach is based on the place-based concept developed by Barca already in 2009 in the report 
“An Agenda for a Reformed Cohesion Policy” (which became also famous as “Barca Report”), which 
became a crucial document influencing the drawing of the 2014-2020 CP, and it still influences the 
debate nowadays. Broadly speaking, the place-based idea encouraged the development of new 
methods of multilevel local governance aimed at addressing demographic challenges and respond-
ing to the needs of territories,  especially in mountainous and rural areas, characterised by signifi-
cant geographical or demographic disadvantages, such as the distance from urban centres offering 
services and an increasing depopulation. These areas have been called Internal Areas (IA) since the 
2014-2020 cycle and have been mapped at a national level in order to be included in the long-term 
strategy, the SNAI indeed, which consists of local development interventions and the strengthen-
ing of essential services, framed in territorial strategies defined by local coalitions of these areas. 
The objective of SNAI is twofold: on the one hand, it is to ensure that everyone has full access to the 
essential rights of citizenship (local public transport, education and social and health services), on 
the other, to promote economic development and improve the maintenance of the territory itself. 

For the 2014-2020 period, the IA selected were 72, including a total of 1,060 municipalities with 
approximately 2 million inhabitants (2020), cover a territory of approximately 51,000 km2 and 
represent: 13.4% of all Italian municipalities and 26% of the municipalities classified as internal 

 
 
5 “Where an urban development strategy or other territorial strategy, or a territorial pact referred to in Article 12(1) of the ESF Regulation, 
requires an integrated approach involving investments from the ESF, ERDF or Cohesion Fund under more than one priority axis of one or 
more operational programmes, actions may be carried out as an integrated territorial investment (an 'ITI')” (Article 36, paragraph 1, Reg-
ulation (EU) 1303/2013) 
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areas; 3.4% of the national population and 15.5% of the population resident in the municipalities 
classified as internal areas; 17% of the entire national surface area and 28.4% of the total surface 
area of all Italian internal areas. 

Figure 3.2  
Internal areas boundaries in 2014-2020 (on the left) and in 2021-2027 (on the right) 
programming periods 

 

 

 

 

Source: Dipartimento per le politiche di coesione e per il sud, n.d - c. (left); and Fotina, 2023 (right) 

In the 2021-2027 programming period, new areas have been selected by the Regions, and were in-
cluded in the Strategy by the Department for Cohesion Policies, giving priority to peripheral and 
ultraperipheral municipalities and considering, at the same time, demographic, economic, social 
or environmental indicators that highlight greater critical issues compared to other regional areas, 
as well as the inclination of the Municipalities to work in the associated form requested. The new 
project areas for the 2021-2027 include: 56 new Areas, which overall involve 764 Municipalities 
(data as of 2020), and in which a population of 2,056,139 resides; 37 Areas identified in 2014-2020 
which were confirmed without any change in the initial perimeter, involving 549 Municipalities in 
which a population of 977,279 inhabitants resides; 30 Areas identified in 2014-2020 that have a 
new perimeter compared to the original configuration following the annexation and/or exclusion 
of municipalities, including 556 Municipalities with a population of 1,324,220 inhabitants; a Spe-
cial Project Minor Islands (Progetto Speciale Isole Minori) which involves 35 Municipalities of 
those Islands, with a total population of 213,093 inhabitants. In total, there are therefore 124 Pro-
ject Areas, involving 1,904 Municipalities, with 4,570,731 inhabitants. 

3.4.2 National Programme Metropolitan and Medium-Sized Cities 

In the 2014-2020 cycle, Italy put in place the National Operational Programme Città Metropolitane, 
a unique instrument of its kind in Europe, to promote social innovation and to reinforce the smart 
city paradigm in Italian metropolitan cities. Run by the former Agency for Territorial Cohesion, 
which acted as the Managing Authority, the Programme fits into the framework of the National 
Urban Agenda and the sustainable urban development strategies outlined in the Italian 

https://www.ilsole24ore.com/art/la-nuova-mappa-aree-interne-dote-2-miliardi-1904-comuni-AEg9cBDD
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Partnership Agreement for the 2014-2020, in line with the objectives and strategies of the Euro-
pean Urban Agenda which identifies urban areas as key territories for meeting the challenges of 
smart, inclusive and sustainable growth of the Europe 2020 Strategy. The focus on cities arises 
from the recognition of some characteristics of the territorial development model, which sees a 
growing concentration in urban areas of significant portions of the population and of the produc-
tion system.  

In Italy, the “metropolitan phenomenon” is present both in the North and South of the country, in 
a markedly polycentric territory that sees some large municipalities as its nerve centres. Concern-
ing this territorial architecture, the institutional redesign process that is taking place at a national 
level following the approval of Law 56/2014 “Provisions on Metropolitan Cities, Provinces, Unions 
and Mergers of Municipalities” assumes great importance, which provides for the creation of Met-
ropolitan Cities and relaunches the metropolitan dimension as a scale for planning and managing 
services that are crucial for development and territorial cohesion (PON Città Metropolitane, 2014). 
The Programme interested the 14 Italian metropolitan cities (Turin, Genoa, Milan, Bologna, Ven-
ice, Florence, Rome, Bari, Naples, Reggio Calabria, Cagliari, Catania, Messina and Palermo), iden-
tified as Urban Authorities (UAs), pursuant to article 7 of Regulation (EU) 1301/2013, and took on 
the role of Intermediate Bodies (IBs) in accordance with an act of delegation made by the Agency. 
The Programme was initially implemented through five priorities (called “Axis”) which were i) 
Metropolitan Digital agenda, ii) Sustainability of public services and urban mobility, iii) Social in-
clusion services, iv) Infrastructure for social inclusion, and v) Technical Assistance. In terms of fi-
nancial resources, a total amount of 800 million euros was allocated to the Programme, of which 
650,2 drawn on ERDF, and 208,7 on ESF for Axis 3 (Social inclusion services), distributed amongst 
cities following the national distribution criteria (most of the resources were allocated to metro-
politan cities in the South). 

A major change to the Programme happened in 2021. Covid-19 pandemic pushed the European 
Commission to implement the REACT-EU (Recovery Assistance for Cohesion and the Territories 
of Europe) initiative, through which the EU made available to Member States approximately 47,5 
billion euros in additional funding, to be invested in the 2014-2020 CP programming, in order to 
help overcome the effects of the pandemic crisis and relaunch the economy with a view to greening, 
digital and social and employment resilience. Following the definition of the Italian quota for RE-
ACT-EU resources, the Programme Metropolitan Cities was modified and 1,2 billion euros of fi-
nancial additional resources were allocated to it through three new axes, supporting investments 
for green, digital and resilient recovery (Axis 6), financed through the ERDF; social, economic and 
employment recovery (Axis 7), financed by the ESF; additional support through dedicated tech-
nical assistance (Axis 8). Predictably, the Axis 6 was the one which received the most resources 
overall (920 million) followed by the Axis 4 (309,9 million) and the Axis 3 (239,4 million). 

With the intention of providing continuity and strengthening the experience of the strategy im-
plemented in 2014-2020, the Programme was also approved in a renewed form for the 2021-2027 
cycle. Entitled “METRO Plus e Città Medie Sud” (Metro+ and southern medium-sized cities), the Pro-
gramme aims to address environmental issues, especially the fight against climate change and the 
transition to a circular economy, and to promote actions of urban regeneration and response to 
socio-economic hardship, also through social innovation and the revitalisation of local entrepre-
neurial structures. It develops in continuity with the NOP Metropolitan Cities 2014-2020, both in 
relation to the topics of intervention (digital agenda, sustainability, social inclusion) and to the gov-
ernance model, based on the delegation to the 14 capital municipalities of the metropolitan areas 
designated as Intermediate Bodies. However, a major innovation was introduced as it was ex-
tended, in accordance with the provisions of the PA, to degraded contexts of some medium-sized 
cities in the less developed regions.  

https://www.pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Programme_2014IT16M2OP004_12_1_it_.pdf
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As outlined in the Programme, indeed, the Italian settlement system is very diversified and has a 
high degree of complexity; in this context, there was a growing recognition of the role played by 
medium-sized cities in regional economic development and the provision of services at the local 
and regional level. A significant portion of the Italian population (between 15% and 26%, depend-
ing on the size thresholds considered) lives and works in urban contexts of intermediate size. In 
particular, in the less developed countries, where sometimes the regions have a rather fragile ur-
ban structure, some medium-sized cities, even of limited size (under 25,000 inhabitants), play a 
fundamental role that is similar to that of large cities, in particular with regard to the provision of 
local services. This is a settlement structure that is crucial for maintaining territorial cohesion, but 
also fragile due to the tensions induced by the agglomerative tendencies of the strongest urban ar-
eas and the consequent increase in territorial imbalances and disparities. (PN Metro+ e città medie 
Sud, 2021). The 39 Southern Medium-sized Cities recipients of the funds were selected on the basis 
of the criteria described in the document “Methodology for selecting medium cities in Less Devel-
oped Regions, intervention contents and co-design process” (Metodologia di selezione delle città medie 
RMS, contenuti dell'intervento e percorso di co-progettazione), and they were included in a supporting path 
for co-designing the interventions, promoted by the Management Authority. The 39 selected me-
dium cities were: Andria, Avellino, Aversa, Barletta, Battipaglia, Benevento, Brindisi, Caltanis-
setta, Campobasso, Carbonia, Casal del Principe, Caserta, Castrovillari, Catanzaro, Cava de’ Tir-
reni, Cerignola, Corigliano-Rossano, Crotone, Gela, Iglesias, Lamezia Terme, Lentini, Manfredo-
nia, Marsala, Matera, Mazara del Vallo, Mesagne, Mondragone, Niscemi, Olbia, Porto Torres, Po-
tenza, Salerno, San Severo, Sassari, Taranto, Termoli, Trani, Vittoria. In terms of financial re-
sources, the NP Metro+ received more than 3 billion euros, allocated according to 9 total priorities 
that reflected the new structure of the Programme, with five priorities specifically dedicated to 
metropolitan cities, two specifically dedicated to medium-sized cities in the less developed regions, 
and two priorities dedicated to technical assistance financed respectively by the ERDF and the 
ESF+. For what concerns the first category, the priorities are: Digital Agenda and Urban Innovation 
(Priority 1), Environmental Sustainability (Priority 2), Urban Mobility and multimodal sustaina-
bility (Priority 3) and Urban Regeneration (Priority 7), all of which financed by the ERDF, and Ser-
vices for inclusion and social innovation (Priority 4) financed by the ESF+. For what concerns pri-
orities dedicated to medium-sized cities, instead, they are Services for inclusion and social inno-
vation (Priority 5) financed by the ESF+, and Infrastructure for social inclusion (Priority 5) financed 
by the ERDF. It terms of distribution of the resources, Priority 4 is the one which received the over-
all highest amount of resources, and more specifically among cities in the more developed regions, 
while Priority 7 is the one which received the highest allocation in the less developed category. 

 
Table 3.2  
Financial Plan and distribution of funds based on development levels  

Prior-
ity 

Fund Less Developed 

(EU +  
National co-financing) 

More Developed 

(EU +  
National co-financing) 

Total 

1 ERDF 165.047.620,00 € 171.800.000,00 € 336.847.620,00 € 

2 ERDF 208.652.840,00 € 214.900.000,00 € 423.552.840,00 € 

3 ERDF 132.625.630,00 € 114.100.000,00 € 246.725.630,00 € 

4 ESF+ 515.733.333,00 € 326.362.500,00 € 842.095.833,00 € 

5 ESF+ 246.585.000,00 € - 246.585.000,00 € 

https://www.pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/sfc2021-PRG-2021IT16FFPR005-1.1.pdf
https://www.pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/sfc2021-PRG-2021IT16FFPR005-1.1.pdf
https://www.pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/ALL.2.pdf
https://www.pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/ALL.2.pdf
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Prior-
ity 

Fund Less Developed 

(EU +  
National co-financing) 

More Developed 

(EU +  
National co-financing) 

Total 

6 ERDF 87.833.334,00 € - 87.833.334,00 € 

7 ERDF 533.590.576,00 € 201.200.000,00 € 734.790.576,00 € 

8 ERDF 28.916.667,00 € 18.000.000,00 € 46.916.667,00 € 

9 ESF+ 26.015.000,00 € 11.137.500,00 € 37.152.500,00 € 

Total 1.945.000.000,00 € 1.057.500.000,00 € 3.002.500.000,00 
€ 

 

Source: Comitato di Sorveglianza, 2023 

 
Table 3.3  
Comparison of SNAI and PNCM in different programming periods 

Instrument National Strategy for Inner Areas  

(SNAI) 

National Programme Metropolitan 
and Medium-Sized Cities 

(PNCM) 

Programming Cy-
cle 

2014-2020 2021-2027 2014-2020 2021-2027 

Coordinating 
structure at the 
national level 

Technical Com-
mittee Internal 
Areas (Comitato 

Tecnico Aree In-
terne)6 

Control Room 
(Cabina di Regia) for 

the development 
of Internal Areas7 

Agency for Terri-
torial Cohesion 

Department for 
Cohesion Policies 

and the South 

Amount of re-
sources 

750.8 million8 228.4 million 1.9 billion 3 billion 

Number of target 
areas 

72  

(1.060 Municipali-
ties) 

1249 

(1.904 Municipali-
ties) 

14 Metropolitan 
Cities  

14 Metropolitan 
Cities and 39 Me-

dium-Sized Cities 

 
 
6 Coordinated by the Department for Cohesion Policies  

7 Established at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, chaired by the Minister for European Affairs, the South, Cohe-
sion Policies and the NRRP and composed, in addition to the competent Ministers, by the President of the Conference of 
Regions and Autonomous Provinces, by the President of the National Association of Italian Municipalities and by the Pres-
ident of the National Union of Municipalities, Communities and Mountain Entities. 

8 The amount includes the resources allocated to SNAI and “Contributions to municipalities in internal areas”. More info 
available at: OpenCoesione - Programmi 2014-2020 

9 The number include 123 Internal Areas and 1 “Special Project Minor Islands” 

http://pnmetroplus.it/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/06_PresentazioneSintetica_PN.pdf
https://opencoesione.gov.it/it/programmi_2014_2020/#!altro
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Instrument National Strategy for Inner Areas  

(SNAI) 

National Programme Metropolitan 
and Medium-Sized Cities 

(PNCM) 

Number of inhab-
itants involved 

1.987.75910 4.570.73111 21.340.97412  

Coordinating 
structure at the 
national level 

Technical Com-
mittee Internal 
Areas (Comitato 
Tecnico Aree In-
terne)13 

Control Room 
(Cabina di Regia) for 
the development 
of Internal Areas14 

Agency for Terri-
torial Cohesion 

Department for 
Cohesion Policies 

and the South 

 

Source: authors’ own elaboration. 

3.5 Cohesion Policy in Tuscany  
As previously mentioned, from the current programming cycle, the Centre-North area has bene-
fited from a greater allocation of resources compared to the previous one. An emblematic example 
is indeed the case of the Tuscany region, which has received 2.3 billion euros (1.2 billion euros for 
the ERDF, and 1.1 billion euros for the ESF+) for the 2021-2027 Regional Programme (RP), with an 
increase of 53% (800 million euros) compared to the previous cycle. For what concerns the ERDF 
resources, the RP is articulated in 4 priorities: research, innovation, digitalisation and competi-
tiveness (47.9% of the resources); ecological transition, resilience and biodiversity (29.9%); sustain-
able urban mobility (10.4%); territorial cohesion and integrated local development (8.3%), sup-
ported by the technical assistance priority (3,5%). The strategy of the RP is strongly linked to the 
Smart Specialisation Strategy “Toscana S3”, the research and innovation strategy that, since 2014, 
Regions and Member States have been called upon to adopt in the implementation of the innova-
tion policies co-financed with CP funds. As regards the ERDF RP, it is strictly intertwined with the 
ESF+ RP, particularly for what concerns the implementation of regional territorial strategies, sus-
tainable urban development and internal areas, as well as for what concerns interventions aiming 
at improving Tuscany’s capacity for innovation. The ESF+ RP for 2021-2027 benefits of an increase 
of 48% of the resources allocated (350 million more than 2014-2020), articulated in 4 priorities: 
employment (18.8% of the resources); education and training (23.7%); social inclusion (37.6%); 
youth employment (15.9%), supported by technical assistance (4%).15 

As regards the urban dimension of CP in Tuscany, since the 2014-2020 cycle, the Region has suc-
cessfully followed the provisions of the Regulations, supporting sustainable urban development 

 
 
10 elenco-comuni_rientranti-nelle-aree-interne_01012020.xlsx 

11 Dipartimento per le politiche di coesione e per il sud - Le Aree Interne 2021-2027 

12 Microsoft Word - Dossier_CM_gennaio 2023.docx 

13 Coordinated by the Department for Cohesion Policies  

14 Established at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, chaired by the Minister for European Affairs, the South, Cohe-
sion Policies and the NRRP and composed, in addition to the competent Ministers, by the President of the Conference of 
Regions and Autonomous Provinces, by the President of the National Association of Italian Municipalities and by the Pres-
ident of the National Union of Municipalities, Communities and Mountain Entities. 

15 All the information concerning the RP are available at Fondi europei Fesr e Fse+ in Toscana - Regione Toscana 

https://www.regione.toscana.it/-/strategia-di-ricerca-e-innovazione-toscana-s3-cos-%C3%A8
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fpolitichecoesione.governo.it%2Fmedia%2F3136%2Felenco-comuni_rientranti-nelle-aree-interne_01012020.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://politichecoesione.governo.it/it/politica-di-coesione/strategie-tematiche-e-territoriali/strategie-territoriali/strategia-nazionale-aree-interne-snai/le-aree-interne-2021-2027/
https://www.anci.it/wp-content/uploads/Dossier_CM_gennaio-2023.pdf
https://www.regione.toscana.it/-/fondi-europei-fesr-e-fse-2021-2027-in-toscana


TARGETED ANALYSIS // URDICO 

 ESPON // espon.eu 25 

through integrated strategies. Even more, in 2014-2020 the Region established a dedicated prior-
ity “Urban Axis”, whose main driver was represented by social inclusion and cohesion with specific 
Thematic Objectives: (a) support for social assistance services aimed at the weaker sections of the 
population and for socio-educational care services for early childhood, as well as for interventions 
for the functional recovery and reuse of buildings for the purposes of social inclusion and employ-
ment support with particular attention to youth employment (TO9); (b) the promotion of eco-effi-
ciency and the reduction of energy consumption in public buildings and in public lighting net-
works, together with interventions for the increase of sustainable mobility (TO4). These sustaina-
ble urban development strategies were implemented through the so-called Urban Innovation Pro-
jects (Progetti di Innovazione Urbana or PIU) – urban regeneration projects aimed at making neigh-
bourhoods more liveable and attractive, socially and economically more lively, also with interven-
tions for the renovation of public building assets.  

The Regional Operational Programme in 2014-2020 financed 9 PIU, to which were allocated more 
than 42 million euros, composed of a coordinated and integrated set of actions aimed at addressing 
social, economic and environmental problems in the urban context. As regards the 2021-2027 cy-
cle, the RP has Priority 4, which is dedicated to territorial cohesion and integrated local develop-
ment, financed through ERDF, whose Specific Objective is “to promote integrated and inclusive social, 
economic and environmental development, culture, natural heritage, sustainable tourism and security in urban 
areas”. This objective is in line with the regional territorial governance which has given priority to 
a functional view of the territorial system, defining urban areas beyond the municipal administra-
tive perimeter. (RP Toscana ERDF 2021.2027). In Tuscany, urban settlements are concentrated in 
the central-northern part, especially in the metropolitan systems of Florence-Prato-Pistoia and 
Livorno-Pisa-Lucca axes. Outside these areas, urban settlements characterise Florence-Arezzo, 
Florence-Siena and the coastal areas. The challenge of territorial cohesion in Tuscany involves en-
hancing the service system of medium-sized cities and improving their urban functionality and 
connections with surrounding areas. Furthermore, the challenge of internal areas, where more 
than a quarter of the regional population resides in a territory equal to more than two thirds of the 
total, is crucial for the Region due to their development potential. These areas, indeed, face low 
population density, negative demographic trends, an aging population, more difficult morpholog-
ical conditions and widespread problems of hydrogeological safety, stemming from the phenom-
enon of agricultural activities. That is why, in continuity with the SNAI 2014-2020, the Region has 
intensified its effort towards these territories in the framework of the SNAI 2021-2027, integrating 
and coordinating sectoral policies and different funding, to enhance synergies and maximise re-
sults. As a result, to the three pilot areas already interested in 2014-2020 Strategy (Casentino – 
Valtiberina; Garfagnana – Lunigiana – Media Valle del Serchio – Appennino Pistoiese; Valdarno – 
Valdisieve – Mugello – Val Bisenzio), three new areas were identified (Amiata Grossetana – Amiata 
Val d’Orcia – Colline del Fiora; Alta Valdera – Alta Val di Cecina – Colline Metallifere – Val di 
Merse; Valdichiana Senese). 

https://www.regione.toscana.it/-/por-fesr-2014-2020-i-progetti-di-innovazione-urbana-piu-
https://www301.regione.toscana.it/bancadati/atti/Contenuto.xml?id=5412646&nomeFile=Delibera_n.329_del_25-03-2024-Allegato-A_
https://www301.regione.toscana.it/bancadati/atti/Contenuto.xml?id=5320043&nomeFile=Delibera_n.199_del_28-02-2022-Allegato-A
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Figure 3.3  
Tuscany Internal Areas Strategy 2021-2027 

 
Source: Regione Toscana, 2024 

 

https://www.regione.toscana.it/pr-fesr-2021-2027/strategia-aree-interne)
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4 Urban structure and governance of 
Cohesion Policy 

4.1 Spatial boundaries and administrative configuration 
As of 1st January 2025, the City of Florence has a resident population of 362,353 inhabitants, ac-
counting for approximately 36.6% of the total population of the wider metropolitan area (ISTAT, 
2025). Florence is characterised by a remarkably high population density, with 3,541 inhabitants 
per square kilometre, significantly exceeding the density of the surrounding municipalities. The 
urban footprint of the city is substantial, with 56% of its territory dedicated to settlements and in-
frastructures, reflecting its historical and contemporary role as a highly urbanised centre. 

Florence’s demographic profile reveals structural challenges, notably a marked ageing of the pop-
ulation and a negative natural growth rate. The city exhibits one of the oldest population structures 
in Italy, with a high proportion of residents aged 65 and over, while youth cohorts continue to de-
cline. This demographic stagnation mirrors broader trends observed in many Italian cities but is 
particularly pronounced in Florence, where housing costs, limited availability of affordable hous-
ing, and structural constraints on urban expansion increasingly offset urban attractiveness. 

Geographically, Florence is located within the Arno valley, a low-lying plain surrounded by hills, 
which has historically shaped its urban form and constrained its spatial growth. The territory of 
the city is predominantly urban, but it also includes significant green areas, such as the Cascine 
Park, Boboli Gardens, and the hills of Arcetri and Fiesole, which contribute to the city’s landscape 
and cultural heritage. 

From a functional perspective, Florence plays a pivotal role as the core of the broader socio-eco-
nomic system of Central Tuscany. The city's economic influence extends beyond its administrative 
boundaries, particularly along the Florence-Prato-Pistoia axis, where intense commuting flows 
and economic interdependencies reveal a polycentric and non-hierarchical urban system. Recent 
studies (Burgalassi et al., 2015) have demonstrated that the official delineation of Functional Urban 
Areas (FUAs) tends to underestimate the true extent of functional integration, as evidenced by 
commuting matrices and settlement patterns that extend into neighbouring provinces. 

Florence serves as the main economic, cultural, and service hub of the region. It concentrates key 
functions such as higher education (notably the University of Florence), cultural industries, tour-
ism, and advanced services, which contribute to its high GDP per capita compared to the surround-
ing areas. However, as highlighted by Agnoletti (2015), this economic centrality also generates spa-
tial disparities, with the city exhibiting higher economic performance and employment opportu-
nities relative to its hinterland, where peripherality and lower accessibility remain persistent chal-
lenges. 

Since the establishment of the Metropolitan City of Florence in 2015, the mismatch between ad-
ministrative boundaries and functional realities has been increasingly evident. While the Metro-
politan City provides a formal institutional framework, the socio-economic dynamics that shape 
Florence’s urban system are far more extensive, encompassing cross-border flows of people, 
goods, and services that transcend municipal and provincial boundaries. This persistent disjunc-
tion continues to pose significant challenges for coordinated territorial governance, as noted by De 
Luca (2016). 
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Table 4.1  
Spatial boundary of Florence’s case study 

2014-2020 2021-2027 

Level LAU(s) Level LAU(s) 

Florence  LAU 2 Does not change LAU 2 

Metropolitan City of Florence16 NUTS 3 Does not change NUTS 3 
 

Source: author’s own elaboration 

 
Map 4.1  
Spatial boundaries of Florence, Italy 

 
Source: author’s own elaboration 

 
 
16 The Metropolitan City of Florence is a territorial body of vast area whose territory coincides with that of the pre-existing 
province. Established on April 8, 2014, it has been operational since January 1, 2015. It is composed of 41 municipalities. 
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Table 4.2  
Administrative configuration and responsibilities in Italy 

Level NUTS Responsibility 

National Level NUTS 1 

Exclusive competences in landscape matters, guidance in relevant sectors such as 
environment, energy, transport infrastructure. National laws, decrees, sectoral 

plans, general guidelines on landscape, energy, infrastructure. Centralised manage-
ment of national interest sectors, guidance, and regulation for specific territories. 
National Landscape Plan, infrastructure laws, environmental and transport man-

agement plans. 

Regional NUTS2 

Autonomous legislation on urban planning, approval of municipal, provincial, and 
metropolitan plans, drafting of territorial plans (PTR, PPR). Regional territorial 

plans (PTR), regional landscape plans (PPR), approval of plans for municipalities, 
provinces, and metropolitan cities. Regional legislative autonomy, plan approval, 

drafting of territorial plans focusing on landscape and environment. Regional Ter-
ritorial Plan (PTR), Regional Landscape Plan (PPR), regional sectoral plans. 

Metropolitan (and 
provincial)  

NUTS3 

Territorial planning functions in metropolitan cities, three-year strategic planning. 
General territorial planning, metropolitan strategic planning. Coordination and 

planning of metropolitan territory, management of infrastructure and services. Me-
tropolitan Strategic Plan, Metropolitan Territorial Plan. 

Local LAU 

Drafting and implementation of local urban planning, three-year public works 
plans. Municipal urban planning plans, implementation urban planning plans, 

three-year public works plans. Urban area planning and management, urban regen-
eration and revitalisation, management of local public works. 

 

Source: author’s own elaboration 

Historically, the competence in urban planning and territorial planning has been assigned to the 
State, which has played the role of regulator and planner, managing activities and functions that 
mainly fall into three areas: legislative functions, which include general regulations on the princi-
ples, tools, and procedures for drafting urban plans, as well as specific regulations related to rele-
vant territorial aspects such as natural areas, landscape, and transportation; planning functions, 
which involve the preparation of plans and programmes for the territorial organisation at different 
scales; and finally, administrative functions, which include the evaluation and approval of plans 
prepared by other levels of government. Over time, in many European countries, including Italy, 
these functions have been progressively transferred to the regional level. In Italy, the decentrali-
sation of urban planning competences occurred in several phases, with the most significant change 
occurring in the 1970s, with the creation of regions with ordinary statute. This process can be di-
vided into three key moments: from the unification of Italy to the 1970s, when the State was the 
sole entity responsible for legislating on urban planning and managing municipal planning; from 
the 1970s to 2001, when many legislative, planning, and administrative competences were trans-
ferred to the regions; and finally, the post-2001 phase, with further transfer of competences to the 
regions and increasing harmonisation with European regulations.  

The reform of Title V of the Constitution in 2001 further modified the distribution of competences 
between different levels of government, introducing concepts borrowed from EU law, such as the 
principle of subsidiarity, which establishes that higher levels of government intervene only if 
lower levels are unable to adequately resolve local issues, and the notion of territorial governance, 
which implies a concurrent legislation between the State and the Regions, with the State defining 
the fundamental principles and the regions having full legislative and regulatory autonomy. At the 
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national level, the State retains exclusive competences in the field of landscape protection and 
maintains guiding functions in areas such as the environment, energy, and transportation infra-
structure. At the regional level, regions hold most of the competences in urban and territorial mat-
ters, legislating autonomously and approving plans prepared by municipalities, provinces, and 
metropolitan cities, in addition to drafting territorial plans such as the Regional Territorial Plan 
(PTR) and the Regional Landscape Plan (PPR). The Delrio Law (56/2014) introduced Metropolitan 
Cities, assigning them specific territorial planning and strategic programming functions with the 
goal of coordinating the development and management of infrastructure and services at the met-
ropolitan level. At the European level, while the European Union does not have direct competences 
in territorial planning, it influences territorial policies through instruments such as directives in 
the environmental, energy, and waste management sectors, as well as through structural funds, 
cooperation programmes between regions and cities, and regional development strategies that 
promote innovation and the strengthening of infrastructure of common interest. 

In this framework of territorial governance evolution, it is also important to consider territorial 
development programmes and institutional scales, which reflect an integrated approach to plan-
ning and development of different areas of the territory, aiming to address specific local needs 
within a national and European context.  

At the national level, National Operational Programmes (NOP) are key instruments for financing 
and managing projects in priority sectors such as the environment, energy, and internal areas. 
These programmes, primarily supported by European funds, aim to stimulate economic develop-
ment and social cohesion by encouraging initiatives that respond to the specific needs of different 
regions. National strategies, such as those in energy or for the enhancement of internal areas, pro-
vide long-term orientations that seek to address the challenges of specific geographical zones, such 
as energy transition or the promotion of sustainable tourism.  

At the regional level, Regional Operational Programmes (POR) develop policies that are specific to 
each region, responding to particular challenges and maximising the use of available resources. 
Alongside the POR, sectoral regional strategies and programmes, such as those dedicated to tour-
ism, infrastructure, or the environment, play a fundamental role in managing territorial resources 
and promoting key sectors for local development. These tools are crucial for ensuring the proper 
integration of European and national policies at the territorial level.  

At the municipal level, the Italian constitutional framework formally guarantees local autonomy 
by Articles 5 and 114, which establish decentralisation as a fundamental principle and recognise 
municipalities, together with other territorial entities, as constituent units of the Republic. In prin-
ciple, this places all levels of government on an equal footing, but in practice, municipalities have 
a much narrower scope of power. Unlike regions, they lack legislative authority and instead carry 
out administrative responsibilities, both their own and those delegated, under the principles of 
subsidiarity, differentiation, and proportionality. Their “fundamental functions” are determined 
by national law, and their internal organisation must comply with rules defined at the central level, 
such as electoral systems and governing bodies. 

From an urban planning perspective, municipalities are responsible for adopting a local binding 
plan (piano urbanistico generale) as mandated by national law 1150 of 1942 and each regional law. 
The quality and number of local plans vary from region to region. In contrast, the effective respon-
sibility at the local level remains unchanged: each municipality is in charge of controlling land use 
at the local level.   
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4.2 Governance of Cohesion Policy in Florence 
Understanding the governance structure of CP and spatial planning in Italy requires an analysis 
across multiple levels of government. The configuration of actors in the Florence metropolitan area 
reveals a complex multi-level system that reflects Italy's institutional architecture, with distinct 
but often overlapping responsibilities across national, regional, metropolitan, and local levels. 

At the national level, the Presidency of the Council of Ministers now holds overall responsibility 
for the governance of Cohesion Policy, following the suppression of the Agency for Territorial Co-
hesion in 2023 (see section number 3). This Agency previously supported the implementation of 
national and EU programmes through technical assistance, monitoring, and quality assurance. Its 
dissolution has led to a centralisation of functions within the Presidency, raising concerns about 
the future capacity for decentralised technical support. 

National Ministries, including the Ministry of Infrastructure and Transport (MIMS), the Ministry 
of the Environment and Energy Security (MASE), and the Ministry of Education and Research 
(MIUR), are responsible for sectoral policies and manage National Operational Programmes 
(NOPs). These ministries define strategic priorities and regulatory frameworks, which often have 
spatial implications, even though they do not directly manage spatial planning. 

At the regional level, the Tuscany Region plays a dual role. It manages the Regional Programmes 
(RP ERDF and ESF+), distributing cohesion funds and providing guidelines for implementation. It 
also holds full responsibility for regional spatial planning, including the Regional Landscape Plan 
and the Regional Spatial Plan. Coordination between these two domains is formalised but not al-
ways operationally integrated, depending on political will and technical capacity. 

The Metropolitan City of Florence occupies an intermediate position but remains institutionally 
weak. Although it is formally tasked with spatial strategic coordination among municipalities in 
its area, it does not consistently perform a role in managing or supporting cohesion policies. The 
Metropolitan Strategic Plan exists as a tool for spatial and strategic alignment but is not always 
connected to funding strategies or implementation mechanisms.  

At the local level, the Municipality of Florence is a key player. The General Directorate oversees 
both spatial planning and project development under the CP. Within this framework, a notable 
institutional innovation is the creation of an interdepartmental office for EU project design, com-
monly known as the “EU Project Joint Office”. Established in 2012, this structure supports all mu-
nicipal departments in accessing and managing cohesion and national funding. 

This Interdepartmental office acts as a cross-cutting coordination mechanism, operating through 
thematic working groups (e.g., mobility, environment, digital innovation). It is not a stand-alone 
department but rather a horizontal structure integrated into the municipal administration. Its 
main functions include methodological support, project development, partner coordination, and 
internal capacity building. The Interdepartmental office is particularly active in managing NOP 
Metro and Metro Plus projects, and more recently in coordinating NRRP initiatives. 

Integration between CP and spatial planning at the local level is enhanced by this structure. The 
Interdepartmental office ensures that EU-funded projects align with the city's broader strategic 
planning documents, such as the Structural Plan and Urban Operational Plan. It also facilitates co-
ordination with other municipalities in the metropolitan area, although this support is not yet in-
stitutionalised. 

Other municipalities in the metro area are also involved in cohesion-related projects but with un-
even administrative capacities. Smaller municipalities often rely informally on the expertise and 
technical structures of Florence, as the Metropolitan City has yet to provide a stable support 
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framework. This asymmetry contributes to territorial disparities in the ability to access and man-
age cohesion resources. 

The governance of CP and spatial planning in the Florence metropolitan area is characterised by a 
complex interplay of national, regional, metropolitan, and local actors. While Florence has made 
significant progress in building internal coordination capacity, especially through its interdepart-
mental Interdepartmental office, the system as a whole suffers from fragmentation, weak multi-
level coordination, and unequal capacity among municipalities. 

 
Table 4.3  
Governance of Cohesion Policy in Florence 

Name of the actor Level 
Responsibility 

Cohesion Policy Spatial Planning 

Presidency of the Council 
of Ministers 

National 

Overall coordination of Cohe-
sion Policy; allocation of re-

sources; supervision after the 
suppression of the Agency for 

Territorial Cohesion 

No direct responsibility 

Agency for Territorial 
Cohesion (suppressed in 

2023) 
National 

Provided technical support, 
monitoring, and guidance to 

implementing bodies (now 
transferred) 

None 

Relevant Ministries (e.g., 
MIMS, MASE, MIUR) 

National 

Management of National Oper-
ational Programmes (NOPs); 

definition of implementation 
rules and sectoral priorities 

Indirect, through regulatory 
and financial frameworks 

Tuscany Region Regional 

Management of Regional Op-
erational Programmes (ROP 

ERDF and ESF+); support to lo-
cal authorities; definition of re-

gional implementation guide-
lines 

Main responsibility for re-
gional spatial planning 

(Landscape Plan, Regional 
Spatial Plan) 

Metropolitan City of  

Florence 
Metropolitan 

Strategic coordination among 
municipalities in the metro 

area; potential (but still weak) 
support role in territorial pro-

ject planning 

Drafting of the Metropoli-
tan Strategic Plan; partial 

coordination of inter-mu-
nicipal spatial planning 

Municipality of Florence 
– General Directorate 

Local 
Political and administrative 

oversight of EU and national 
funded project planning 

Overall coordination of ur-
ban and infrastructure 

planning 

Municipality of Florence 
– EU Project Joint Office 

Local 

Project design, application, 
management, and reporting 

for cohesion funds (NOP 
Metro, NRRP, ROPs, etc.); 

technical and methodological 
support internally 

Integration of funded pro-
jects with sectoral urban 
planning; contributes to 

strategic and spatial con-
sistency 
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Name of the actor Level 
Responsibility 

Cohesion Policy Spatial Planning 

Municipalities of the 
Metropolitan Area 

Local 

Occasional participation in co-
hesion projects, with highly 

uneven technical capacity; reli-
ance on support from the main 

city 

Regular local spatial plan-
ning 

 

Source: author’s own elaboration 

4.3 Florence’s involvement in Cohesion Policy  
This section explores the actual participation of the City of Florence in delivering the CP (ERDF, 
ESF+, Cohesion Funds) for the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 periods. The aim is to explore the role of 
city administration in delivering the urban dimensions of the CP (direct vs. intermediate) in the 
two programming periods.  

4.3.1 2014-2020 programming period 

The main role of the city of Florence in delivering the CP is related to the NOP Metro, the National 
Operational Programme for Metropolitan Cities. In 2014-2020, the City of Florence acted as an 
Intermediate body for the NOP METRO, aiming to address in a coordinated way all the territorial 
and organisational challenges faced in urban contexts. Although the NOP METRO targeted metro-
politan development, the National Agency for Territorial Cohesion was the Managing and Certify-
ing Authority responsible for implementing and managing the Operational Program, and the 14 
capital municipalities of the metropolitan cities are the Intermediate Bodies that managed the pro-
gramme locally. NOP Metro has the same strategy for the 14 Italian metropolitan cities, including 
Florence, but each city was responsible for defining its own Operational Plan. This plan contains 
both the list of actions and the involved actors for each project/intervention, and the expected im-
pact through indicators. The resources of the NOP Metro, allocated at the local level through the 
Municipality of Florence as the capital city of the Metropolitan City acting as Intermediate body, 
were meant to finance projects which have a metropolitan perspective/interest/reuse. However, 
following the rules of the Programme, a distinction should be made between material and imma-
terial projects. Material interventions were concentrated in the City of Florence, while immaterial 
ones were more targeted to the metropolitan dimension. 

Concerning the NOP METRO, in the case of Florence, the organisational and operating model of 
the Intermediate Body provided for a “control room” that is convened whenever there is a need 
and, in any case, indicatively every semester, to ensure the correct execution of the Program, the 
Operational Plan and the compliance with the objectives and deadlines for the implementation of 
interventions. This control room, coordinated and directed by the City Manager, is also composed 
by the Director of the Mayor's Office as supervisor with regard to the coherence of the actions and 
interventions with the strategic political direction of the Mayor. It was also the natural place for 
meetings with the Metropolitan City, as a natural consequence of the collaboration activities al-
ready underway, also through working meetings established for the drafting of the Metropolitan 
Strategic Plan and for common and co-created projects already in the planning and implementa-
tion phase as the traffic supervisor. The relations with the Metropolitan City (represented by the 
City Manager or his delegate) were thus maintained in a stable and continuous manner and the 
proactive collaboration between the parties was also realised thanks to co-created projects, when 
concretely and operationally feasible.  
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Although the city of Florence serves as an intermediate body of the NOP Metro, it undoubtedly has 
the most power to direct CP funding to its territory. Additionally, the city benefits from direct 
funds. These programmes – primarily Horizon, LIFE and Interreg – are not intended for broad ter-
ritorial development, but are crucial for fostering excellence in innovation, ambitious environ-
mental action and complex transnational collaboration. Accessing these funds requires a high de-
gree of specialised expertise, international networks and administrative capacity to navigate the 
demanding application and management processes. 

 

Table 4.4  
Florence’s engagement in delivering Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 

Document Level 

Phase Role 

Program-
ming 

Managing  Implement-
ing 

Managing 
Authority 

Interme-
diate 
Body 

Benefi-
ciary 

NOP METRO National X    X  

Horizon Eu-
rope 

EU   X   X 

Life EU   X   X 

Interreg various17   X   X 
 

Source: authors’ own elaboration 

4.3.2 2021-2027 programming period 

The NOP Metro “Plus” 2021-2027, with a financial value of 3 billion euros, is developed in continu-
ity with the NOP Metro 2014-2020, both about the original themes (digital agenda/sustainability / 
social inclusion), and towards the governance model, based on the delegation to the 14 capital mu-
nicipalities as Intermediate Bodies. The Programme evolves towards challenging areas of inter-
vention closely related to urban development with actions relating to the following themes: urban 
regeneration, combating socio-economic and housing hardship in the suburbs, "green" mobility, 
inclusion and social innovation, access to employment, environmental and circular economy in-
terventions, energy saving of buildings and infrastructures, innovative offer of digital services,  
promotion of social development also through culture, natural heritage, sustainable tourism and 
security. 

According to the Piano Operativo della Città di Firenze, the document that details the city’s selection of 
projects, Florence benefits from the PN METRO+ of around euro 150 million that are directly man-
aged by the city to finance projects in the field of: Digital agenda and urban innovation (15 millions); 
environmental sustainability (25.3 millions); Sustainable multimodal urban mobility (24.2 mil-
lions); services for inclusion and social innovation (46.6); Urban Regeneration (35.8 millions) and 
technical assistance (2.4 millions).  

 
 
17 Florence has participated to different Interreg programmes at various levels (cross-border, transnational and interre-
gional).  

https://www.comune.firenze.it/system/files/2025-05/UTF-8Piano%20Operativo%2021-27_FIRENZE_PNMETROPlus_20_dicembre_agg.pdf


TARGETED ANALYSIS // URDICO 

 ESPON // espon.eu 35 

 
Table 4.5  
Florence's engagement in delivering the Cohesion Policy 2021-2027 

Document Level 

Phase Role 

Pro-
gram-
ming 

Managing Implement-
ing 

Managing 
Authority 

Interme-
diate 
Body 

Benefi-
ciary 

NOP Metro Plus National X    X  

Horizon Europe EU   X   X 

Life EU   X   X 

Interreg EU       
 

Source: author’s own elaboration 

4.3.3 Main differences 

Both in 2014-2020 and in 2021-2027, the municipality of Florence acts for the NOP Metro as “Ur-
ban Authority”. The Urban Authority is the intermediate body which receives funding and man-
ages it according to a participatory process that involves both other institutions and main local 
stakeholders (such as third sector operators, private actors, etc.). Started as a pilot sharing process, 
due to other in-place project activities (like the participation to Integrated Sustainable Develop-
ment Plans in the frame of regional funding programmes/ Sustainable Urban Development Strat-
egy that brought to create a common office) and the participation to European Networks as Euroc-
ities and Metrex, in the framework of the NOP Metro Programme this process of interaction has 
become more structured. Therefore, as regards the governance structure and the operational pro-
grammes, there are no significant changes to highlight between the 2014-2020 and the 2021-2027 
programming period. 

As regards the thematic priorities, there is a general continuity between the two periods, with some 
slight differences in project’s areas of intervention in the period 2021-2027, also following a dia-
logue between the city of Florence and the metropolitan city. The new programming has incorpo-
rated the feedback of the metropolitan municipalities and partly updated its priorities with those 
that are better aligned with local needs.  

On the other hand, some issues did not find adequate answers either in 2014-2020 or in 2021-2027. 
Among these, in particular, the issue of social housing stands out, which despite the enormous im-
portance and critical issues currently encountered in the local as well as national scene, has not 
found great possibilities for support through EU funding. 

Two other key sectors that were and are not sufficiently addressed by EU funding schemes are: 
Roads and bridges, on which emerges the absence of EU funding for infrastructure maintenance, 
despite its strategic importance for mobility; Seismic retrofitting, which is dealt with only in the 
NRRP, but overlooked and ignored in cohesion policy’s funding opportunities. 

 

4.4 Networking and lobbying activity 
Participating in different arenas helps cities to be more influential and gain competitive ad-
vantages when it comes to benefiting from the EU Cohesion Policy. Florence’s strategic 
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engagement in international, European, and national networks demonstrates a proactive ap-
proach to urban diplomacy, multilevel governance, and policy advocacy. The city’s involvement in 
transnational networks is not only a means of policy learning and benchmarking but also a delib-
erate strategy of political agency and soft power, reinforcing its position as a mid-sized European 
city with global outreach. 

Florence’s approach to networking and lobbying is deeply institutionalised within the municipal 
governance framework. A dedicated Interdepartmental office, consisting of four staff members 
and a manager, is responsible for monitoring European opportunities, supporting other municipal 
departments, and ensuring Florence’s active participation in various networks and projects. While 
these activities are not supported by dedicated full-time staff exclusively for networking, the office 
integrates project design, funding acquisition, and policy engagement, working across depart-
ments and thematic areas. The commitment to networking is therefore embedded into the city’s 
broader governance and planning structures, despite limited resources. 

Florence’s participation in Eurocities—as a long-standing member since 2003—has been particu-
larly significant, progressively increasing the city’s political visibility and influence within the EU 
urban agenda. Florence held the Vice-Presidency of Eurocities from 2018 to 2021 and the Presi-
dency from 2021 to 2023 and currently serves as Vice-Chair of the Culture Forum and Chair of the 
Working Group on Governance and Cohesion Policy. This positioning has enabled Florence to 
shape discussions on key issues such as sustainable urban development, SDGs, climate action, and 
digital transitions, contributing to policy papers, action plans, and advocacy efforts. 

At the national level, Florence plays a prominent role within ANCI (Associazione Nazionale Comuni 
Italiani), the official representation body of Italian municipalities. Thanks to its metropolitan role 
and strong capacity for innovation, Florence contributes actively to ANCI’s activities, bringing for-
ward experiences and best practices that strengthen the representation of Italian cities in national 
and European policymaking. This engagement ensures a stronger alignment between local initia-
tives, national advocacy, and European funding opportunities, positioning Florence as a reference 
point within the Italian municipal landscape. 

The city’s engagement in other European and international networks further illustrates its strate-
gic and multi-scalar networking approach. Florence is an active member of the World Tourism Cit-
ies Federation, focusing on global tourism governance; Major Cities of Europe, with a focus on dig-
ital innovation and knowledge exchange (hosting the annual conference in 2016); and the EU Urban 
Agenda Cultural Partnership, where Florence plays a coordinating role, mobilising cross-sectoral 
expertise and drafting policy documents and action plans. 

Florence’s environmental commitments are reflected in its early adhesion to the Covenant of 
Mayors for Climate and Energy (signed in 2010, renewed in 2020, and formalised through the ap-
proval of the Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan, or PAESC, in 2023), as well as its mem-
bership in the Green City Accord (since 2021) and ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability) 
(since 2016). The city is also one of the nine Italian cities selected for the 100 Climate-Neutral Cities 
Mission, having obtained the Climate City Contract label in 2023. At the national level, Florence 
participates in the Let’s Go network, an informal coordination platform among the Italian Mission 
Cities to foster dialogue with national authorities and facilitate the implementation of the Climate-
Neutral Cities objectives. 

Florence’s engagement extends to emerging arenas such as the Pact of Free Cities, where the city 
participates as a political observer, and to initiatives like the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact, alt-
hough specific roles and activities in these contexts remain more exploratory and loosely defined. 

Crucially, Florence’s internal governance model supports and sustains its participation in these 
arenas. The Working group on European Projects, established in 2010, brings together around 20 
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municipal staff from different departments in thematic working groups (such as environment, mo-
bility, digitalisation, and housing). This structure enables cross-departmental collaboration, infor-
mation sharing, and joint action on European projects, ensuring that networking is not an isolated 
activity but an integrated part of urban governance. 

While Florence demonstrates a strong commitment to networking, challenges persist. The absence 
of a formalised multi-level governance structure with the Metropolitan City and the Tuscany Re-
gion limits the city’s ability to align strategies and share resources effectively. Collaboration with 
the Metropolitan City remains largely informal, despite the Mayor of Florence holding both posi-
tions. Furthermore, staff turnover, the lack of human resources fully dedicated to networking, and 
fragmented data management systems hinder the city’s capacity to monitor progress, evaluate im-
pacts, and optimise participation in transnational initiatives. 

Nevertheless, Florence’s overall engagement across multiple networks reflects an ambitious and 
coherent strategy: the city uses transnational arenas not only to exchange knowledge but also to 
shape European and global urban agendas, advocate for local interests, and promote innovative 
solutions for climate action, cultural heritage, digital transformation, and sustainable urban devel-
opment. Florence’s experience exemplifies how a mid-sized European city can build influence, se-
cure funding opportunities, and strengthen its governance capacity by actively participating in di-
verse and strategically selected networks. 

 
Table 4.6  
Networking and lobbying activity of Florence 

Name of the net-
work 

Level Topic Role Additional comment 

Eurocities EU Urban De-
velopment, 

Govern-
ance, Cul-
ture, Sus-

tainability 

Political Lead-
ership and Co-

ordination 

The Municipality of Florence joined Eu-
rocities in 2003. Since 2015, it has been 
part of the Executive Committee. Flor-

ence served as Vice President (2018–2021) 
and President (2021–2023). It currently 

holds the position of Vice-Chair of the 
Culture Forum and Chair of the Working 
Group on Governance and Cohesion Pol-

icy. Florence also participates in the En-
vironment, Economic Development, Mo-

bility, Knowledge Society Forums, and 
Working Groups on Metropolitan Cities, 

Urban Agenda, and SDGs. 

World Tourism Cit-
ies Federation 

Interna-
tional 

Tourism Full Member Florence joined in 2017 to strengthen in-
ternational cooperation in tourism gov-
ernance, promote cultural heritage, and 

participate in knowledge exchange plat-
forms. 

Major Cities of Eu-
rope 

EU Digital In-
novation, 

ICT, e-Go-
vernance 

Full Member Florence joined in 2014 and hosted the 
annual conference in 2016, highlighting 

its commitment to digital transition, 
smart city strategies, and innovation eco-

systems. 
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Name of the net-
work 

Level Topic Role Additional comment 

Covenant of Mayors 
for Climate & En-

ergy 

Interna-
tional 

Climate Ac-
tion, En-

ergy, Sus-
tainability 

Full Member Florence signed the Covenant in 2010, re-
affirmed its commitment in 2020, and 

adopted the Sustainable Energy and Cli-
mate Action Plan (PAESC) in 2023, align-
ing with EU targets for carbon neutrality 

and climate resilience. 

EU Urban Agenda – 
Cultural Partner-

ship 

EU Culture, 
Cultural 
Heritage 

Coordinator Florence coordinates the Cultural Part-
nership within the EU Urban Agenda, 

leading interdisciplinary teams, contrib-
uting to exploratory studies, drafting 

guiding documents, and shaping the Ac-
tion Plan. This reflects its leadership in 

European cultural policy networks. 

Green City Accord EU Environ-
ment, Ur-

ban Sus-
tainability 

Full Member Florence joined the Green City Accord in 
June 2021, reinforcing its long-term com-

mitment to environmental quality, air 
pollution reduction, and climate neutral-

ity goals. 

Milan Urban Food 
Policy Pact 

Interna-
tional 

Food Gov-
ernance, 

Urban Food 
Systems 

Observer / Par-
ticipating City 

Florence participates as a signatory city, 
although specific roles in the network re-

main exploratory. Engagement reflects 
the city's interest in sustainable food sys-

tems and urban-rural linkages. 

World Tourism Cit-
ies Federation 

Interna-
tional 

Tourism Full Member Florence joined in 2017 to strengthen in-
ternational cooperation in tourism gov-
ernance, promote cultural heritage, and 

participate in knowledge exchange plat-
forms. 

ANCI – Association 
of Italian Munici-

palities 

National Governance Full Member The Municipality of Florence, thanks to 
its metropolitan role and strong capacity 
for innovation, contributes within ANCI 
as a key actor, bringing forward experi-

ences and best practices that strengthen 
the representation of municipalities at 

national and European level. 
 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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Figure 4  
Networking mapping of Florence, Italy     

 
Source: authors’ own elaboration 
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5 Administrative capacity and Institutional 
innovations  

Effective implementation of the EU CP at the urban level depends not only on the availability of 
financial resources but also on the administrative capacity and institutional arrangements that cit-
ies put in place to manage complex programmes and projects. This chapter examines how the City 
of Florence has addressed the key institutional, organisational, and governance challenges associ-
ated with EU fund management, with a particular focus on administrative capacity, multilevel gov-
ernance, financial constraints, and institutional innovations. Drawing on both quantitative data 
and qualitative insights from interviews and documentary analysis, the chapter explores the main 
barriers that have affected Florence’s ability to leverage EU resources for urban development fully. 
These include human resource limitations, regulatory complexity, and challenges in inter-institu-
tional coordination. At the same time, the chapter highlights the city’s proactive efforts to over-
come these constraints through organisational restructuring, capacity-building initiatives, and 
the introduction of innovative governance mechanisms. Special attention is given to the role of the 
Tuscany Region as the Managing Authority, the dynamics of multilevel governance, and the finan-
cial and technical hurdles encountered in project design and implementation. Finally, the chapter 
presents a series of institutional innovations and lessons learned from past negative experiences, 
offering valuable insights for other urban contexts facing similar challenges. 

5.1 Administrative capacity and management gaps  

The experience of the City of Florence in implementing the EU CP reflects both the typical chal-
lenges faced by many Italian urban authorities and the city’s proactive efforts to strengthen its ad-
ministrative capacity over time. While capacity gaps and procedural hurdles persist, Florence has 
demonstrated a clear commitment to enhancing its internal organisation, professional skills, and 
project management tools to improve the delivery of EU-funded investments. Florence’s involve-
ment in CP programmes has required the municipality to manage complex administrative, finan-
cial, and procedural tasks. As with many other Italian cities, the municipality has occasionally ex-
perienced resource and staffing constraints, especially in departments directly responsible for EU 
project design, implementation, and reporting. The main difficulties relate to the limited availabil-
ity of dedicated personnel with specific expertise in EU fund management, a situation partly linked 
to national restrictions on public sector hiring and budgetary limitations. Nonetheless, Florence 
has mitigated these constraints by reorganising internal structures, reallocating resources, and 
promoting interdepartmental coordination to ensure that the necessary skills are concentrated 
where most needed. Dedicated units and coordination mechanisms have been progressively devel-
oped to address administrative and capacity challenges, improving compliance with EU proce-
dures and enabling a more strategic integration of projects within urban development initiatives. 
Staff training and capacity-building initiatives have also been implemented, allowing municipal 
officers to strengthen their knowledge of EU regulations and procedures progressively. These ef-
forts, while still ongoing, have contributed to reducing knowledge gaps and improving internal 
project management capacity. While progress has been made at the municipal level, Florence’s ex-
perience also highlights some structural and systemic barriers that affect the broader EU invest-
ment framework for cities in Italy. A first challenge concerns the complexity of administrative pro-
cedures and technical regulations, which often require a high level of specialisation and continuous 
adaptation to regulatory updates. A second issue relates to the multi-layered governance structure 
that characterises the Italian CP framework. The need to coordinate with multiple actors, including 
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regional Managing Authorities and national ministries, sometimes leads to procedural delays and 
administrative overlaps. Nonetheless, Florence has developed positive working relationships with 
many of these institutions, which have facilitated smoother implementation in several instances. 
Another barrier is linked to the limited flexibility in staffing and budgeting at the local level, which 
occasionally constrains the city’s ability to mobilise resources quickly, especially for large or multi-
annual projects. However, the municipality has shown institutional resilience and adaptability, of-
ten finding pragmatic solutions to meet co-financing requirements and manage complex admin-
istrative demands. Finally, while communication with higher-level authorities can still be im-
proved, recent experiences suggest a gradual enhancement in cooperation, particularly in the con-
text of new EU programming periods where cities like Florence are gaining more recognition as 
key actors in urban development policy. 

5.2 Multilevel governance  

A well-functioning multilevel governance system is essential for the effective delivery of the EU 
CP. The case of Florence illustrates both the opportunities and challenges associated with coordi-
nating policy design and implementation across different tiers of government. Over recent years, 
the city has made tangible efforts to strengthen vertical and horizontal cooperation mechanisms, 
while also facing persistent barriers related to institutional fragmentation and procedural com-
plexity. Multi-tier coordination in the implementation of CP in Italy remains uneven. The Italian 
system is heavily influenced by a regionalised governance structure, where Managing Authorities 
play a central role in programming and allocating resources. National ministries set the regulatory 
and strategic frameworks, while cities and local governments are primarily responsible for project 
implementation. In this context, Florence has developed increasingly structured interactions with 
the Tuscany Region, which serves as the Managing Authority for several operational programmes 
relevant to the city. Communication channels have improved over time, and Florence has built 
working relationships that facilitate coordination on project implementation and monitoring. 
Nevertheless, the city’s involvement in the upstream phases of CP—such as strategic program-
ming and project selection—remains limited, often constrained by regulatory frameworks and de-
cision-making hierarchies. Although national, regional, and local actors are formally involved in 
the CP cycle, the extent and quality of their participation vary across stages. For Florence, collabo-
ration with the Tuscany Region has improved, particularly in the operational management of on-
going projects. However, early involvement in the strategic design of programmes and funding pri-
orities has been modest. Other relevant stakeholders, such as civil society organisations, universi-
ties, and the private sector, are generally involved at the project level but not systematically en-
gaged in higher-level governance discussions. At the metropolitan level, cooperation with the Met-
ropolitan City of Florence has strengthened, especially for projects related to sustainable mobility 
and environmental resilience. The Tuscany Region performs a decisive gatekeeping role in the de-
livery of CP in Florence. As the Managing Authority, the Region is responsible for project approval, 
resource allocation, and compliance monitoring for ERDF and ESF-funded programmes. This role 
grants the Region considerable discretion in shaping investment priorities and selecting projects, 
often limiting the scope for bottom-up initiatives from cities. The relationship between Florence 
and the Tuscany Region can be described as generally constructive but marked by procedural com-
plexity. Institutional dialogue has improved, with clearer communication channels and more reg-
ular consultation processes. The city administration has also taken steps to facilitate coordination, 
especially during the implementation and monitoring phases of EU-funded projects. However, the 
administrative workload associated with project approval, reporting, and compliance remains 
high. Municipal officers often navigate complex procedures and face challenges in meeting tech-
nical requirements. While the Region provides technical support, delays in decision-making and 
limited flexibility remain common concerns. 
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5.3 Financial constraints and technical complexity   

The experience of the City of Florence in accessing and managing EU funds under the CP highlights 
a series of financial and technical challenges that are common to many Italian cities but also pre-
sent case-specific characteristics. Florence has demonstrated a relatively good capacity to mobilise 
resources compared to other Italian cities of similar size. Between 2014 and 2020, the city managed 
projects funded through the ERDF and ESF, with a total allocation of approximately EUR 32.5 mil-
lion. However, this amount remains modest relative to the overall resources managed by the Tus-
cany Region. When analysed per capita, the level of EU funds directly accessible to the city is rela-
tively limited (see section 7). One of the barriers mentioned by the interviewers concerns the re-
quirement for co-financing. The city’s capacity to provide the necessary co-financing has been con-
strained by limited municipal budget flexibility and competing financial demands. Municipal of-
ficers reported that matching funds often required difficult internal budget reallocations. Alt-
hough Florence has generally met co-financing obligations, this has sometimes resulted in project 
delays and reduced intervention scale. To overcome co-financing difficulties, the municipality has 
explored alternative approaches, including in-kind contributions and the strategic combination of 
different funding sources. However, the scope for such financial engineering remains limited given 
the strict eligibility rules associated with CP funding. Beyond financial constraints, regulatory 
complexity has emerged as a recurring challenge. The city administration has had to navigate a 
detailed and evolving regulatory framework. Critical technical issues include procurement proce-
dures and financial reporting, both subject to multiple layers of regulation. The administrative 
workload associated with monitoring, auditing, and financial certification processes remains sig-
nificant. In response, Florence has invested in staff training, the establishment of dedicated project 
management units, and the adoption of digital tools for financial reporting and monitoring. Nev-
ertheless, further support from regional and national authorities remains essential, especially in 
simplifying procedures and providing more straightforward guidelines. 

5.4 Innovations and good practices  
To overcome institutional barriers, cities sometimes act as innovative hubs. This section explores 
if the ongoing analysis highlights how Florence has launched a series of local initiatives while also 
benefiting from national programmes and measures such as the National Complementary Plan 
(PNC) (see good practice 1), the National Operational Programme Metropolitan Cities 2014-2020 
(NOP Metro), and the National Programme Metro Plus and Medium-Sized Cities South 2021-2027 
(NP Metro Plus) (see good practice 2). These national tools have provided resources and strategic 
guidelines, offering an essential framework for sustainable urban development, ecological transi-
tion, digitalisation, and social inclusion. Florence has successfully overcome several institutional 
barriers related to management through an innovative approach that can serve as a model for other 
Italian and European cities. 

The city has introduced several innovative initiatives to foster the effective implementation of the 
cohesion policy. Among these are the creation of a transversal “Office for European Project Design 
and Fund Research” (see good practice 3), which provides methodological and technical coordina-
tion without direct operational involvement, and the establishment of an internal Working group, 
organised into thematic working groups that encourage integrated communication across depart-
ments and multidisciplinary collaboration. Additionally, Florence launched the "NRRP Caffé," a 
series of weekly coordination meetings involving the Municipality, the Metropolitan City, and af-
filiated companies to share challenges and find standard operational solutions, overcoming tradi-
tional organisational fragmentation (see good practice 4). 
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These innovations, combined with the strategies and resources provided by the PNC, NOP Metro, 
and NP Metro Plus, have yielded concrete results, including significant improvements in the man-
agement of European funds, enhanced administrative capacity, and better integration of policies 
at the local level. The transversal coordination model and the practice of continuous, participatory 
dialogue have accelerated decision-making processes and increased intervention effectiveness, 
ensuring consistent alignment with national and European strategies. 

The positive outcomes have been capitalised on by disseminating these practices within the ad-
ministrative machinery, helping to optimise the Municipality of Florence’s participation in cohe-
sion policy. Specifically, the experience demonstrated that creating dedicated coordination struc-
tures and regular moments of engagement are essential tools to improve transparency, efficiency, 
and the quality of programme design and management. 

This experience offers important lessons for other Italian and European cities. Firstly, it highlights 
the importance of overcoming bureaucratic silos through participatory and integrated governance 
models. Secondly, it shows how constant and structured dialogue among institutional actors can 
foster rapid, shared solutions, increasing the efficiency of public spending. Finally, Florence’s 
model is replicable in various territorial contexts thanks to its flexibility and adaptability, contrib-
uting to improved overall management of CP at the European level. 

In conclusion, Florence’s initiatives, supported and integrated by national innovations such as the 
PNC, NOP Metro, and NP Metro Plus, represent a concrete example of how organisational and pro-
cedural innovation can underpin the success of cohesion policy. Their wider dissemination could 
strengthen cities’ capacity to manage European resources, improving governance, transparency, 
and the impact of investments on local territories. 

 

Table 5.1  
Main innovations implemented at the local level  

Name of innovation Objective (barriers 
to overcome) 

Innovative actions Results  Additional com-
ment 

National Comple-
mentary Plan (PNC) 

Improve investment 
governance and 

overcome ineffi-
ciencies in public 

administration 

Introduced perfor-
mance-based fund-
ing with clear mile-

stones, sanctions, 
and rewards 

Enhanced account-
ability, faster im-

plementation, and 
better resource allo-

cation 

The model is scala-
ble and offers valua-

ble lessons for EU 
CP reform 

National Opera-
tional Programme 

for Metropolitan 
Cities 2014–2020 
(NOP Metro) and 

Metro Plus and 
Southern Medium-

sized Cities 2021–
2027 (PN Metro 

Plus) 

Strengthen urban 
governance and lo-

cal capacity to man-
age EU funds effec-

tively 

Delegation of oper-
ational and finan-

cial responsibility to 
capital municipality 

as Intermediate 
Bodies 

Improved local 
ownership, effective 

implementation of 
urban strategies, 

and increased ad-
ministrative capac-

ity 

The model is repli-
cable in other na-
tional contexts to 

enhance decentral-
ised CP delivery 

EU Project Joint Of-
fice 

Overcome organisa-
tional fragmenta-
tion and improve 

internal coordina-
tion and sharing in-
formation and skill 

Created a transver-
sal office with the-

matic working 
groups and dedi-

cated office coordi-
nation 

Increased integra-
tion, effective com-

munication, and 
improved manage-

ment of EU funds 

Replicable and scal-
able model that en-

hances project de-
sign and CP impact 
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Name of innovation Objective (barriers 
to overcome) 

Innovative actions Results  Additional com-
ment 

NRRP Caffè Overcome internal 
silo attitude and im-

prove cross-entity 
coordination 

Weekly open meet-
ings involving Mu-

nicipality depart-
ments, Metropoli-

tan City actors 

Faster problem-
solving and better 

alignment on NRRP 
projects 

Replicable model 
enhancing collabo-

ration and pro-
gramme manage-

ment efficiency 
 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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GOOD PRACTICE N.1 

National Complementary Plan (PNC) 

A notable good practice implemented in Italy is the National Complementary Plan (PNC), which 
enhances and supports the National Recovery and Resilience Plan through an additional allocation 
of €30.6 billion in national resources. This strategic intervention focuses particularly on improv-
ing the governance of public investments, reforming the public administration, and ensuring the 
effective implementation of complex projects at both central and local levels. The PNC comple-
ments the European funding under the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) and significantly 
contributes to all six missions of the NRRP, with special emphasis on digital transition, environ-
mental sustainability, and infrastructure development. 

What makes the PNC a good practice is its innovative implementation mechanism, which is based 
on clear targets, defined timelines, and quarterly monitoring systems. Each investment is tied to 
specific milestones and targets, with provisions for sanctions—such as funding withdrawal—in 
cases of non-compliance, and reward mechanisms for administrations that demonstrate effective 
resource utilisation. This results-oriented approach has improved both the efficiency and account-
ability of public spending, while also enhancing transparency throughout the process. 

One of the key lessons learned is the importance of a well-structured responsibility framework in 
managing public funds, as well as the value of integrated programming that aligns national and EU 
resources. The experience of the PNC shows that a model combining incentives and sanctions can 
drive meaningful changes in how public administrations operate and in the overall culture of per-
formance. 

This practice provides valuable insights for other national governments as well. The PNC model is 
highly scalable across different national contexts, particularly in countries seeking to strengthen 
the implementation capacity of their public sector and improve the impact of EU-funded or na-
tionally funded programmes. By adopting similar performance-based financing frameworks, 
other governments can foster more effective investment governance, better resource allocation, 
and increased trust in public institutions. The key to scalability lies in adapting the PNC’s core prin-
ciples—such as target-based planning, strict monitoring, and outcome-oriented incentives—to lo-
cal institutional capacities and legal frameworks. 

Finally, the PNC can make a significant contribution to improving the EU CP by promoting better 
integration between EU and national funds and by encouraging performance-based funding mod-
els. Its approach may serve as a reference for reforming EU funding allocation processes, placing 
greater emphasis on tangible results and the administrative capacity of the entities involved. 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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GOOD PRACTICE N.2 

NOP METRO and NP METRO PLUS 

The National Operational Programme for Metropolitan Cities 2014–2020 (NOP Metro) represents 
a good practice for promoting sustainable urban development in Italian metropolitan areas. 
Unique in the European programming landscape, the programme aligns national and European 
strategic priorities—particularly those of the Europe 2020 Strategy—through an innovative gov-
ernance model that empowers cities to directly manage resources and interventions. 

NOP Metro addresses key urban challenges, focusing on digital transition, sustainable urban mo-
bility, efficiency of public and environmental services, social inclusion, and local innovation. It di-
rectly impacts citizens' quality of life, placing local needs at the core of urban policy design. 

What makes this initiative a good practice is its decentralised governance model, where Urban Au-
thorities (the 14 metropolitan city capitals) act as Intermediate Bodies, assuming full responsibility 
for programming, implementing, and monitoring interventions through a formal delegation from 
the Managing Authority. This approach has significantly strengthened local administrative capac-
ity and encouraged greater territorial ownership of cohesion policies. 

With a total budget exceeding €892 million—€588 million from European funds (ERDF and ESF) 
and €304 million in national co-financing—the programme has demonstrated the effectiveness 
of place-based, needs-driven planning. Among the key lessons learned are the importance of inte-
grated programming, coherence between territorial strategies and operational tools, and the value 
of local autonomy in managing public investment. 

The success of NOP Metro laid the foundation for the subsequent National Programme “Metro Plus 
and Southern Medium-sized Cities 2021–2027 (PN Metro Plus)”. This new programme, initially 
under the responsibility of the Agency for Territorial Cohesion and later managed by the Depart-
ment for Cohesion Policies and the South within the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, rein-
forces and extends the NOP Metro framework. It focuses on climate change mitigation, urban re-
generation, the circular economy, and social and economic revitalisation, especially in vulnerable 
urban areas. 

The approach of NOP Metro is highly scalable in other national contexts across Europe, particu-
larly where there is a desire to strengthen urban governance and promote decentralised imple-
mentation of CP. Its use of locally defined territorial strategies and Integrated Territorial Invest-
ments (ITIs) offers a replicable model for effective and targeted urban transformation. 

Finally, this good practice contributes to improving the EU CP by promoting participatory govern-
ance, integrated territorial planning, and responsible allocation of resources. NOP Metro and PN 
Metro Plus demonstrate how cities can play a leading role in delivering EU objectives, ensuring 
stronger impact, territorial relevance, and inclusive growth. 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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GOOD PRACTICE N.4 

EU Project Joint Office  

The EU Project Joint Office of the Municipality of Florence, is an interdepartmental office primarily 
dedicated to the integrated and coordinated governance of projects financed through European 
and national programmes, with a specific focus on funding opportunities management and Euro-
pean project design. This approach aims to over-come traditional organisational barriers between 
offices, improving internal communication and the effectiveness in implementing programmes 
such as NOP Metro, Metro Plus, and the Recovery and Resilience Plan. This experience represents 
a good practice because it establishes a dedicated and transversal structure that provides method-
ological and technical support to various departments without overlapping operational activities. 
The organisation into thematic working groups with designated coordinators fosters integrated 
work and continuous information sharing, making the design and management of European funds 
more efficient. Furthermore, the ability to coordinate proposals between the Municipality and the 
Metropolitan City and align them with ministerial guidelines demonstrates effective institutional 
synergy.  

Among the main lessons learned is the importance of stable and regular coordination among the 
different actors involved, which helps to overcome silos and work integrally on projects. It is also 
clear that maintaining a high level of engagement among members is crucial, as well as ensuring 
continuity despite staff turnover and limited dedicated human resources. Specialisation and team 
stability are key factors for success. Other cities can learn from this model the necessity of creating 
dedicated internal structures with coordination and technical support functions, organised trans-
versally and thematically to improve the efficiency of participation in European programmes. This 
system facilitates the collection and integration of ideas and projects from different entities, pro-
moting more coherent and strategic action. This good practice is highly replicable at the national 
level, as many local administrations face similar issues of organisational fragmentation and lack 
of coordination in European project design processes. Establishing a dedicated office or task force 
with methodological and technical expertise can be easily adapted to different contexts, provided 
there is strong leadership and adequate resources. Moreover, the practice is scalable across the na-
tional territory, as it can be implemented both in large cities and in medium-sized entities, adjust-
ing the team’s composition and organisation according to needs and available resources. Finally, 
this good practice can help improve the EU CP by promoting a more effective and strategic use of 
community funds. By fostering effective internal coordination and greater integration between en-
tities, it supports higher quality and more coherent project design aligned with European priori-
ties, thus increasing the impact and quality of interventions at the local level. 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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GOOD PRACTICE N.4 

NRRP Caffè  

The “NRRP Caffè” represents an effective innovation in internal coordination within public ad-
ministrations, centered around weekly meetings involving dozens of participants from the Munic-
ipality, the Metropolitan City, affiliated companies and stakeholders. This open and recurring for-
mat fosters direct and constant dialogue among various institutional actors, allowing for the rapid 
sharing of emerging issues and the joint identification of practical solutions in an agile manner. 
The approach aims to break down traditional bureaucratic silos by promoting horizontal commu-
nication and continuous collaboration, improving the timeliness and quality of decisions—crucial 
given the complexity and urgency of managing projects linked to the National Recovery and Resil-
ience Plan. Furthermore, the weekly frequency of the meetings establishes a structured communi-
cation habit, reducing response times and ensuring constant alignment among all stakeholders. 
This practice can be considered a good practice because it enables flexible and participatory coor-
dination that integrates diverse skills and knowledge to jointly address the operational challenges 
of the NRRP. The main lessons learned emphasize the importance of setting regular moments for 
meeting and discussion to guarantee transparency, inclusion, and speed in managing complex pro-
jects. Other cities can learn from this model by adopting similar coordination formats to enhance 
the effectiveness of managing European and national funds. The methodology is replicable in other 
territorial contexts that require better integration among different entities and can be easily 
adapted according to local size and specific needs. Finally, adopting a method like the “NRRP Caffè” 
can contribute to improving the EU CP, as it fosters a more coordinated, inclusive, and dynamic 
management of programmes, increasing responsiveness and efficiency in the use of funds—key 
elements for the success of European investments on the ground. 

Source: author’s own elaboration 
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5.5 Added value of negative experiences  

The implementation of the CP in Florence has not been without difficulties, but these challenges 
have often provided important learning opportunities for institutional improvement. Among the 
most significant experiences from which the city has learned is the management of EU-funded ur-
ban development projects during the 2014–2020 programming period. While these programmes 
offered opportunities for Florence to engage in integrated urban initiatives, their implementation 
also revealed several critical weaknesses. Limited decision-making autonomy, procedural com-
plexity, and delays in project approval and fund disbursement posed major obstacles. Moreover, 
the alignment between funding priorities and the city’s own strategic urban agenda was not always 
optimal, which limited the overall coherence and impact of some interventions. These difficulties 
prompted the municipality to introduce targeted internal reforms aimed at improving administra-
tive coordination and strengthening project management capacity. Florence recognised the im-
portance of earlier engagement with regional and national authorities to ensure more active par-
ticipation in programming and funding negotiations. Another key area of learning emerged from 
internal coordination challenges. In the early stages of the programming period, the absence of a 
dedicated structure for EU project management had contributed to fragmented responsibilities 
and communication gaps between departments. In response, the city established a transversal of-
fice for European project design and promoted the development of thematic working groups to en-
hance interdepartmental cooperation and policy integration. Project pipeline management was 
also identified as a point of weakness. Florence experienced initial difficulties in preparing a suffi-
cient number of mature, ready-to-implement projects, which contributed to implementation de-
lays and reduced absorption capacity. In response, the city invested in more effective project plan-
ning tools and adopted a strategic approach to pipeline development. Overall, these experiences 
have contributed to strengthening Florence’s administrative capacity, improving coordination 
mechanisms, and enhancing the city’s ability to manage EU funds more effectively in successive 
programming cycles. 

Table 5.2  
Added value of negative experiences in Florence 

Name of the 
Initiative 

Topic Objective What went wrong What the city learnt 

EU Funded 
Urban Pro-
jects 2014–
2020 

Multilevel gov-
ernance and EU 
fund manage-
ment 

Implement in-
tegrated urban 
projects 

Limited decision-making 
power; procedural com-
plexity; delays in approv-
als and payments; misa-
lignment with local prior-
ities 

Strengthened coordination 
with the Region; improved 
administrative structures; 
increased engagement in 
programming phases 

Internal Co-
ordination for 
EU Projects 

Administrative 
organisation 

Strengthen in-
ternal coordi-
nation for EU 
projects 

Fragmented responsibili-
ties; limited communica-
tion between the various 
actors/levels 

Establishment of a trans-
versal office for EU project 
design; creation of thematic 
working groups (in the case 
of Florence municipality).  

Project Pipe-
line Develop-
ment 

Project readi-
ness 

Ensure timely 
implementa-
tion of EU pro-
jects 

Insufficient number of 
ready-to-implement pro-
jects; delays in fund ab-
sorption 

Investment in project pipe-
line planning tools; strate-
gic project preparation 
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Source: author’s own elaboration. 
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6 Cohesion Policy contributions to city 
long-term agendas 

6.1 Main development instruments  
Florence, being one of the 14 metropolitan cities in Italy, is a key beneficiary of European CP, uti-
lizing it with a complex but coordinated system of instruments at various levels. These instruments 
guide the city’s development, and their implementation takes place through a multilevel govern-
ance system, where the city’s vision and goals guide the prioritisation and selection of projects, 
which are then funded via operational programmes. Implementation involves project co-financ-
ing and coordination between managing authorities, local administration, and various stakehold-
ers, depending on the instrument and its focus. The City of Florence has instruments at four differ-
ent levels that are functioning in a complex but coordinated way.  

Firstly, on the National Level, National Operational Programmes can be investigated under two 
different sections. Firstly, it functions at the national level by prioritising public administration in 
the country through strengthening public administration with measures set at the national level 
to achieve smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth (ESPON, 2021). And the second National Oper-
ational Programme for Metropolitan Cities (NOP Metro) aims to foster sustainable development in 
Italy’s metropolitan areas by addressing territorial and organisational challenges within urban 
contexts. Funded by the European Union through the European Regional Development Fund and 
the European Social Fund, the main focuses of NOPs align with European Union priorities and na-
tional goals. During the previous programming period, the focus was on digitalisation, mobility, 
energy efficiency, and social inclusion. For the 2021–2027 period, the priorities have been broad-
ened to include service delivery, social and economic recovery, and green and resilient develop-
ment, particularly in response to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. Metropolitan cities carry 
out the implementation of NOP Metro through approved Operational Plans, and projects are se-
lected by local managing authority and executed by public or public-private bodies (Comune di Fi-
renze, n.d.). 

A second important strategy at the national level is the National Strategy for Inner Areas (SNAI), 
which is a governmental institution for supporting rural development in the areas that have a sig-
nificant distance from centres through enhancing service provision. Inner areas typically have low 
population and building density, often found in small rural and mountainous towns. To address 
this, SNAI aims to strengthen urban services, particularly in health, education, and mobility, in 
these areas. In the Tuscany region, the strategy area includes 19 municipalities, with 15 of them in 
the Metropolitan City of Florence and 4 in the Province of Prato, impacting a total population of 
approximately 159,000 people (ESPON, 2021). SNAI is implemented through place-based strate-
gies co-designed with local communities, and funded via a combination of national, regional and 
EU resources. Local Action Plans are developed and formally approved before being financed and 
activated (Agenzia per la Coesione Territoriale, n.d.).  

At the regional level, there are several programmes that support each other’s implementation. 
Firstly, the Regional Operational Programme (ROP) is an instrument financed by ERDF and sup-
ports the integration of EU strategies into regional agendas by promoting smart, sustainable, and 
inclusive growth for economic, social, and territorial cohesion. ROP aims to promote research, in-
novation and smart growth, and building competences and skills for many specialisation; sustain-
ability and ecological transition through energy efficiency, climate change adaptation, integrating 
circular economy; strengthening regional infrastructures by enhancing digital connectivity and 

https://www.comune.firenze.it/territorio/pon-metro
https://www.comune.firenze.it/territorio/pon-metro
https://www.agenziacoesione.gov.it/strategia-nazionale-aree-interne/
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promoting sustainable urban mobility; and reinforcing local development and territorial cohesion 
to promote the economic and social development of the region; preserving and promoting natural 
and cultural heritage, and supporting urban development. For the 2021-2027 programming pe-
riod, RP highlights the importance of sustainability, territorial inclusion, and cohesion. The Tus-
cany Region manages implementation of RP through funding calls, and local and regional actors 
submit project proposals, they are evaluated and funded based on their alignment with RP’s the-
matic axes, as well as regional strategies (Regione Toscana, 2022). 

The Tuscany Rural Development Plan, funded by the EARFD and supported by SNAI, has 6 prior-
ities for enhancing agricultural and forestry activities, focusing on knowledge transfer and inno-
vation, promoting trade and enhancing risk management, promoting a resource-efficient and low-
carbon economy, and enhancing social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in 
rural areas. And the LEADER initiative was started under the RRDPs to promote bottom-up ap-
proaches in rural development through Community-Led Local Development projects. These pro-
jects require the establishment of Local Action Groups (LAGs), which operate on the basis of Local 
Development Strategies (LDS). The LDS set out the project’s objectives, priorities, and budget, and 
are often financed through the EAFRD, ERDF, or ESF. In Tuscany, there are 7 LAGs, and 30 projects 
have been funded by SNAI. LAGs manage implementation through participatory processes and 
project selection procedures defined in each LDS (Rural Pact, n.d.). 

In the same way, Integrated Territorial Projects (ITPs) are also developed to address specific envi-
ronmental conditions at the local level to support and maintain agricultural activities. In Tuscany, 
ITPs are implemented through two main frameworks: the Progetti Integrati Territoriali (PIT), funded 
under the 2014–2020 Rural Development Programme (PSR), and the Strategie Territoriali delle Aree 
Interne (STAI), supported by the 2021–2027 Regional ERDF Programme (PR FESR). While PITs pri-
marily address rural development, environmental sustainability, and climate adaptation, STAI 
strategies focus on revitalising internal and marginal areas through integrated, place-based devel-
opment. The Florence area is part of the STAI strategy “Valdarno e Valdisieve – Mugello – Val 
Bisenzio,” which supports mountain and Apennine municipalities in addressing depopulation, im-
proving service accessibility, and promoting resilient local economies. These strategies are imple-
mented by aggregating public and private actors into cooperative governance structures that co-
design, propose, and carry out integrated projects. Funding is allocated through the regional ROP 
and EAFRD, based on territorial strategies submitted to the region (ESPON, 2021). 

The Regional Territorial Plan (PRT) is the main regional planning instrument of Tuscany, combin-
ing spatial planning with landscape protection. Its primary goal is to guide sustainable territorial 
development by identifying structural features of the region, such as ecological systems, rural pat-
terns, and urban networks, and ensuring their long-term preservation and enhancement. The plan 
is jointly developed by the Tuscany Region and the Ministry of Culture, and while it is not directly 
EU-funded, it operates within the broader framework of EU cohesion and environmental goals. 
Implementation takes place through coordination with municipal planning tools, which are re-
quired to align with the PIT’s guidelines, especially in landscape-sensitive areas. This ensures that 
local policies are consistent with regional and national planning standards, while also supporting 
wider objectives like environmental sustainability and quality of life (Regione Toscana, 2025). 

At the metropolitan level, the Strategic Metropolitan Plan “Metropolitan Renaissance 2030” out-
lines a long-term vision for the Florence Metropolitan area with three main directions: improving 
accessibility and territorial cohesion; supporting innovation in manufacturing, networking, recy-
cling, and tourism sectors; and expanding green areas and ecosystem services to enhance well-be-
ing. It is implemented through coordination among municipalities, sectoral plans, project calls and 
alignments with EU funds (Città Metropolitana di Firenze, 2018a). 

https://www.regione.toscana.it/por-fesr-2014-2020/verso-la-programmazione-settennato-2021-2027
https://ruralpact.rural-vision.europa.eu/good-practice/participatory-integrated-governance-boost-local-action-rural-tuscany-italy_en
https://www.regione.toscana.it/-/piano-di-indirizzo-territoriale-con-valenza-di-piano-paesaggistico
https://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/wp-content/uploads/PSM_DOCUMENTO-APPROVATO.pdf
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Territorial Metropolitan Plan (PTM) serves as a spatial planning instrument that aims to promote 
urban regeneration while limiting land consumption; upgrading functional and productive areas; 
and enhancing the landscape while improving territorial accessibility. PTM is implemented 
through zoning provisions, compatibility with EU-funded projects, and coordination with munic-
ipal plans (Città Metropolitana di Firenze, 2018b).  

The Metropolitan Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development was developed to localise the UN 
2030 Agenda within the Florence metropolitan context. It includes ten goals, ranging from inclu-
sive cultural heritage and mobility to equitable education, climate adaptation, housing, and the 
promotion of circular economy models. Despite the fact that it is an advisory guideline, it is imple-
mented by mainstreaming its objectives into other plans and programmes, and by monitoring pro-
gress via SDG indicators (Città Metropolitana di Firenze, 2022). 

Moreover, on the metropolitan level, there are two sectoral plans that play a direct role in spatial 
implementation: the Sustainable Mobility Plan (PUMS) and the Sustainable Urban Logistics Plan 
(PULS). The PUMS promotes public transport, cycling, and walking, aiming to reduce private vehi-
cle use and related emissions while improving accessibility and social equity. It also aligns land use 
and climate goals through integrated transport planning and supports digitalisation through data-
driven mobility governance (Città Metropolitana di Firenze, 2019). And PULS complements the 
PUMS by focusing on freight and last-mile logistics. It aims to optimise delivery systems, promote 
low-emission vehicles, reduce the spatial impacts of logistics, and integrate freight planning into 
wider urban frameworks (Città Metropolitana di Firenze, 2025). Implementation of both docu-
ments funded through mobility and projects co-funded by EU, national, and regional resources. 

And at the local level, Florence’s urban development is guided by a layered set of municipal plan-
ning instruments, each serves a specific purpose within the broader governance framework and 
supports various dimensions of CP implementation, aligning with the programmes and plans 
mentioned before. As the primary instrument for the municipal general regulatory plan, Munici-
pal Structural (PS) and Operational (PO) Plans are the key documents for the city’s development. 
The PS is the city’s long-term strategic spatial planning tool, defining the general vision for land 
use, infrastructure, environmental protection, and social objectives over a 20-year horizon. It out-
lines urban growth boundaries, environmental constraints, and key public priorities. Comple-
menting this, the PO functions on a shorter time frame and has a more regulatory character, as-
signing land uses, development rights, and design parameters across the municipal territory. It is 
the key zoning document that makes the structural vision legally operable. Implementation of 
these two instruments is operationalised through administrative acts, building permits, and zon-
ing regulations, which guide all public and private development and must be consistent with re-
gional and national frameworks (Città di Firenze, 2025a; 2025b). In addition to these core docu-
ments, several sectoral and thematic instruments complement the implementation of the struc-
tural and operational plans, reinforcing their alignment with EU objectives. These include the 
Green Plan, which enhances the role of urban green infrastructure and nature-based solutions in 
climate adaptation and environmental quality; the Circular City Plan, focusing on waste reduction, 
recycling, and circular economy principles; the Smart City Plan, aimed at digital transition and 
technological innovation; and the Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan (PAESC), which 
frames Florence’s commitments under the Covenant of Mayors. More recently, Florence has also 
formalised its role within the EU Mission for 100 Climate-Neutral Cities through the adoption of a 
Climate City Contract (2023), which sets out a roadmap to achieve climate neutrality by 2030, in-
tegrating municipal priorities with EU targets and national support mechanisms. 

The implementation of these instruments relies on their integration into the wider municipal and 
metropolitan planning framework and is supported through a mix of EU, national, regional, and 
local funding sources. Together, they demonstrate how Florence combines statutory planning 

https://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/wp-content/uploads/avvioProcedimento2018.pdf
https://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/wp-content/uploads/Agenda2030CmFIRENZE.pdf
https://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/wp-content/uploads/7_PUMS-Relazione-di-Piano.pdf
https://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/puls/
https://ediliziaurbanistica.comune.fi.it/index.html
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tools with voluntary and mission-oriented strategies to advance sustainability, resilience, and co-
hesion objectives at the local level. 

 
Table 6.1  
Main instruments at national, regional and local level 

Instrument Level 18 Type (1)19 Type (2)20 Type (3)21 Main Goals 
Actors In-

volved 

National Oper-
ational Pro-

gramme (NOP) 
Governance 

National Programme Statutory 
Binding for pub-

lic authorities 

Steering the 
implementa-

tion of CP 

Ministries, na-
tional agen-

cies, regions, 
and munici-

palities 

National Oper-
ational Pro-

gramme 
METRO Flor-

ence 

National  Programme Statutory 
Binding for pub-

lic authorities 

Enabling sus-
tainable urban 

development 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-

ence, Manag-
ing Authority, 

EU, and na-
tional coordi-

nators 

SNAI – Mugello 
– Val di Sieve – 
Val di Bizensio 

National 
(Strategy) / 

Local (Project 
area) 

Strategy / Pro-
gramme  

Non-statu-
tory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Promoting de-
velopment and 
enhancing ser-
vice provision 
in inner areas 

Municipalities, 
national coor-
dination unit, 

Tuscany 

Regional Oper-
ational Pro-

gramme (ROP) 
Regional Programme Statutory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Address re-
gional needs 

under CP 

Tuscany Re-
gion, munici-

palities, public 
and private 

beneficiaries 

Tuscany Rural 
Development 

Programme 
(RDP) 

Regional Programme Statutory 
Binding for pub-

lic authorities 

Supporting ru-
ral develop-

ment 

Tuscany Re-
gion, local 

governments, 
agricultural 

associations, 
and farmers 

Regional Terri-
torial Plan 

(PRT) 
Regional Strategy  Statutory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Defining the 
territorial 

structure of 
Tuscany; guide 

spatial devel-
opment; pro-

tect landscape 
and heritage 

Region of Tus-
cany (Dire-

zione Urban-
istica), munici-

palities, prov-
inces, Ministry 
of Culture, cit-
izens (consul-

tation) 

 
 
18 National, regional, metropolitan, municipal 

19 Strategy, programme, zoning, vision, sectoral (specify what sector) etc. 

20 Statutory and mandatory Vs statutory but non mandatory Vs non statutory 

21 Non-binding, binding for public authorities, binding for all subjects 
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Instrument Level 18 Type (1)19 Type (2)20 Type (3)21 Main Goals 
Actors In-

volved 

Integrated Ter-
ritorial Projects 

(ITP) 
Regional Programme Statutory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Delivering 
place-based 
strategies at 

sub-regional 
level 

Tuscany Re-
gion, munici-
palities, local 
stakeholders  

Local Develop-
ment Pro-
grammes 

(CLLD-LAGs) 

Regional Programme 
Non-statu-

tory 

Non-binding 
(but binding in 

the implementa-
tion process) 

Supporting lo-
cal rural devel-
opment led by 

local actors 
and commu-

nity-based or-
ganisations 

LAGs, Tuscany 
Region, civil 

society 

Strategic Met-
ropolitan Plan 

(PSM) 
Metropolitan 

Vision / Strat-
egy 

Statutory 
but not 

mandatory 
Non-binding 

Defining long-
term vision for 

sustainable 
metropolitan 
development 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-

ence, munici-
palities, social 

partners 

Territorial Met-
ropolitan Plan 

(PTM) 
Metropolitan Coordination Statutory 

Binding for all 
subjects 

Regulating 
spatial plan-

ning, infra-
structure and 

land use across 
the metropoli-

tan area 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-

ence, planning 
offices, munic-

ipalities 

Metropolitan 
Agenda 2030 

for Sustainable 
Development 

Metropolitan 
Strategy / Vi-

sion 
Non-statu-

tory 
Non-binding 

Localizing UN 
Sustainable 

Development 
Goals in met-

ropolitan poli-
cies and ac-

tions 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-

ence, munici-
palities, aca-

demia, civil so-
ciety 

Sustainable 
Mobility Plan 

(PUMS) 
Metropolitan Sectoral Statutory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Achieving sus-
tainable, mul-

timodal 
transport sys-

tems and re-
ducing emis-

sions 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-

ence, transport 
authorities 

Sustainable Ur-
ban Logistics 

Plan (PULS) 
Metropolitan Sectoral 

Non-Statu-
tory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Optimizing lo-
gistics systems 

for sustaina-
bility through 

reducing emis-
sions and con-

gestion; pro-
moting low-

impact deliv-
ery models 

Metropolitan 
City of Flor-
ence, City of 
Florence, lo-

gistics opera-
tors, transport 

authorities, PN 
METRO Man-
aging Author-
ity, local busi-

nesses 

Municipal 
Structural Plan 

Municipal 
Strategy / Zon-

ing 
Statutory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

Guiding devel-
opment logic 
of cohesion-
funded pro-

jects 

Municipality 
of Florence, 

City Council, 
Citizens, Local 

Stakeholders 
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Instrument Level 18 Type (1)19 Type (2)20 Type (3)21 Main Goals 
Actors In-

volved 

Municipal Op-
erative Plan 

Municipal 
Zoning / Imple-

mentation 
Statutory 

Binding for all 
subject 

Determining 
physical feasi-
bility of cohe-

sion-funded 
interventions 

Managing Au-
thority, Na-

tional Author-
ities, Munici-
pality of Flor-

ence, Social 
Partners 

Action Plan for 
Sustainable En-

ergy and Cli-
mate (PAESC)  

Municipal 
Strategy / Sec-

toral 
Non-statu-

tory 

Binding for pub-
lic authorities 

(under the Cove-
nant of Mayors) 

Achieving cli-
mate neutral-

ity by 2030 
through en-

ergy transition 
and resilience 

City of Flor-
ence, Cove-

nant of 
Mayors Office, 

utilities, local 
actors 

Green and 
Open Spaces 
Plan (PVSA) 

Municipal 
Sectoral / Stra-

tegic 
Non-statu-

tory 

Non-binding 
(but binding in 
CP-funded im-
plementation) 

Protecting, ex-
panding, and 

connecting ur-
ban green and 

open spaces 
for nature pro-

tection while 
supporting 

equality in ac-
cess to nature 

City of Flor-
ence, project 

partners, local 
associations, 
and citizens  

Circular City 
Plan (CCP) 

 Piano Firenze 
Città Circolare 

Municipal Strategy 
Non-statu-

tory 
Non-binding 

Advancing the 
circular econ-
omy and sus-

tainable waste 
management  

City of Flor-
ence, Alia 

Servizi Ambi-
entali, local 
businesses 

Smart City Plan 
(SCP) 

Municipal Strategy 
Non-statu-

tory 
Non-binding 

Promoting 
digital innova-

tion, smart 
services, and 

open govern-
ance 

City of Flor-
ence, ICT pro-

viders, univer-
sities, civil so-

ciety 

100 Climate-
Neutral Cities 
Mission / Cli-

mate City Con-
tract 

EU/ Munici-
pal 

Programme/ 
Contract 

Non-statu-
tory 

Politically bind-
ing 

Achieving cli-
mate neutral-

ity by 2030; 
aligning local 

action with EU 
Mission 

framework 

City of Flor-
ence, EU Com-
mission, Mis-

sion Platform, 
national au-

thorities 

Green Plan Municipal 
Strategy / Sec-

toral 
Non-statu-

tory 
Non-binding 

Enhancing ur-
ban green in-
frastructure, 

nature-based 
solutions, cli-
mate adapta-

tion 

City of Flor-
ence, local 

stakeholders, 
civil society 

 

Source: authors’ own elaboration 
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6.2 Localisation of Cohesion Policy 
Instruments from different governance levels shape Florence’s urban development, each focusing 
on different topics, and the influence of CP on these instruments is inevitable. However, consider-
ing the presence of three different EU programming periods, the instruments have also evolved 
over time, especially during the COVID period, which had a notable impact on city governance. In 
this section, the last two programming periods will be discussed, with a focus on how national, 
regional, and local instruments are related. While some of the national and regional instruments 
have continued to reflect strong influence from CP, new documents have also been introduced to 
strengthen the integration of EU priorities into the local agenda. For instance, in the second pro-
gramming period (2014–2020), there was a high level of correlation between the NOP, ROP, and 
the CP’s Thematic Objectives. 

The strong connection between instruments like the ITP, CLLD, and RDP highlights their close 
alignment with CP principles, though their compatibility with EU priorities is often partial due to 
their strong focus on rural development. Even when these instruments are directly funded through 
EU resources, they primarily respond to specific local needs rather than overarching EU-wide ob-
jectives. As a result, their priorities tend to concentrate on TO4 (low-carbon economy), TO6 (envi-
ronment and resource efficiency), and TO9 (social inclusion). Place-based programmes such as 
CLLD reflect this dynamic particularly well—they are partially aligned with CP but remain 
strongly rooted in local contexts. Similarly, instruments like SNAI and PRT also demonstrate lim-
ited coherence with the broader set of EU priorities. While they contribute to goals such as TO6 and 
TO9, they tend to leave out others, especially those related to digitalisation or SME competitive-
ness, due to their rural and community-oriented scope. When it comes to the spatialisation of the 
Thematic Objectives, instruments like PRT, PTM (Territorial Metropolitan Plan), PUMS (Sustain-
able Urban Mobility Plan), and PO (Operational Programme) help institutionalise this alignment 
by embedding EU objectives into land use, environmental, and accessibility policies. 

In general, during the 2014–2020 programming period, many of the instruments used showed 
strong alignment with key Thematic Objectives, especially with TO1 – Research and innovation, 
TO4 – Low-carbon economy, TO6 – Environment and resource efficiency, TO9 Social Inclusion and 
TO11 Urban development. 

 

Table 6.2  
Coherence with the Cohesion Thematic Objectives 2014-2020 

 Cohesion Thematic Objectives 2014-202022 

Tool TO 1 TO2 TO3 TO4 TO5 TO6 TO7 TO8 TO9 T010 TO11 

NOP Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

SNAI No No No Partial Partial Partial No Yes Yes Partial Partial 

 
 
22 In the period 2014-2020, the cohesion policy had identified 11 Thematic Objectives: 1. Strengthening research, technolog-
ical development and innovation; 2. Enhancing access to, and use and quality of, information and communication technol-
ogies; 3. Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs; 4. Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy; 5. Promoting cli-
mate change adaptation, risk prevention and management; 6. Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting 
resource efficiency; 7. Promoting sustainable transport and improving network infrastructures; 8. Promoting sustainable 
and quality employment and supporting labour mobility; 9. Promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any dis-
crimination; 10. Investing in education, training and lifelong learning and 11. Improving the efficiency of public administra-
tion.  
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 Cohesion Thematic Objectives 2014-202022 

Tool TO 1 TO2 TO3 TO4 TO5 TO6 TO7 TO8 TO9 T010 TO11 

ROP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

RDP Partial No Partial Yes Partial Partial No Yes Yes No Partial 

PRT No No No Partial Yes Yes Partial No Yes Yes Yes 

ITP Partial No Partial Yes Partial Yes No Yes Yes No Partial 

CLLD Partial No Yes Partial Partial Partial No Yes Yes No Partial 

PSM Yes Partial Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes 

PTM Yes No Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes 

Agenda 
2030 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PUMS Yes Yes Partial Yes Partial Partial Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes 

PULS No No Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes 

PS Yes Partial Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes 

PO Yes Partial Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes 

PAESC Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Partial Partial Yes Yes 

PVSA No No No Partial Yes Yes No Partial Partial Yes Yes 

CCP Partial No Yes Yes Partial Yes No Partial Partial Yes Yes 

SCP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

GP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

CCC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 

Source: authors’ own elaboration 

In the second programming period (2021–2027), most of the planning and development instru-
ments used in Florence and the Tuscany Region show strong to moderate coherence with the five 
main CP Objectives (POs). These objectives have a clear influence on how different strategic, sec-
toral, and spatial tools are designed and implemented across various governance levels.  

Several key instruments, like the ROP FESR Toscana, NOP Metro, Agenda 2030, PSM, and SCP, are 
well aligned with all five POs. They either directly reflect CP priorities or are structured to support 
projects funded through ERDF, ESF+, or national programmes. The focus areas, such as innova-
tion, energy transition, inclusive services, and local urban development, closely match the goals of 
PO1, PO2, PO4, and PO5. 

Other tools like PTM, PS, PO, PAESC, PUMS, and PULS are also broadly aligned, but their connec-
tion with PO4 (a more social Europe) is often weaker. This is mainly because these instruments are 
more spatial in nature, and social issues like access to healthcare, employment, or labour market 
reform tend to be addressed through other national or regional policies rather than through urban 
or spatial plans themselves. 

On the other hand, instruments such as the RDP, SNAI, and CLLD have a much narrower focus. 
They mainly support PO2, PO4, and PO5, as they are rooted in rural or community-led develop-
ment. Their priorities are more about agriculture, the environment, social inclusion, and partici-
patory governance. As a result, they’re not strongly aligned with goals related to innovation or in-
frastructure (PO1 and PO3). 
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Lastly, landscape and environmental instruments like the Green and Open Spaces Plan (PVSA) and 
the Circular City Plan (CCP) are strongly connected to PO2 and PO5, especially in terms of sustain-
ability and improving the quality of local urban areas. However, their relevance to innovation and 
connectivity objectives (PO1 and PO3) is quite limited. 

In general, this programming period, as for 2025, is most focused on the objectives PO2 – A 
Greener, Low-Carbon Europe, PO5 – A Europe Closer to Citizens, and PO4 – A More Social Europe.  

 
Table 6.3  
Coherence with the Cohesion Policy Objectives 2021-2027 

 Cohesion Policy Objectives 2021-202723 

Tool PO 1 PO 2  PO 3 PO 4 PO 5 

NOP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

SNAI No Partial No Yes Yes 

ROP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

RDP Partial Yes No Yes Partial 

PRT No Yes Partial No Yes 

ITP Partial Yes No Yes Yes 

CLLD Partial Partial No Yes Yes 

PSM Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PTM Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 

Agenda 2030 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

PUMS Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 

PULS Partial Yes Yes Partial Yes 

PS Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 

PO Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 

PAESC Partial Yes Partial Yes Yes 

PVSA No Yes No Partial Yes 

CCP Partial Yes No Partial Yes 

SCP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

GP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

CCC Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 
 

 
 
23 In the period 2021-2027, the cohesion policy has five policy objectives (POs) for the ERDF, the European Social Fund+ and 
the Cohesion Fund: (i) A smarter Europe – innovative and smart economic transformation (PO1); (ii) A greener, low-carbon 
Europe (PO2); (iii) A more connected Europe – mobility and regional ICT connectivity (PO3); (iv)A more social Europe – 
implementing the European Pillar of Social Rights (PO4) and (v) A Europe closer to citizens – sustainable and integrated 
development of urban, rural and coastal areas through local initiatives (PO5). 
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Source: authors’ own elaboration 

In conclusion, while the level of alignment with CP priorities varies across instruments and pro-
gramming periods, the overall picture reflects a growing coherence and strategic integration in 
Florence and the Tuscany Region. While in the first discussed programming period, 2014-2020, 
the focus was on research and innovation, environment and resource efficiency, and social inclu-
sion; in the second one, the primary focus included low carbon development and participatory gov-
ernment through local initiatives. Notably, even though there is no single document fully dedi-
cated to social inclusion, housing, or education, these themes are not absent, they are instead inte-
grated into broader strategic frameworks or supported indirectly through instruments like CLLD, 
SNAI, and Agenda 2030. As a result, Florence’s urban and regional development continues to 
evolve in a way that is increasingly shaped by both European strategic objectives and local territo-
rial needs. 

6.3 Key investment areas  
Florence and the broader Tuscany Region provide a compelling case of how local and regional de-
velopment strategies have been influenced and are actively contributing to the European CP. 
Throughout the 2014–2020 and 2021–2027 programming periods, a wide array of municipal, met-
ropolitan, regional, and national instruments have targeted investment in line with EU strategic 
goals, particularly those defined under the Thematic Objectives and later, Policy Objectives. These 
investments reflect a clear intention not only to access European Structural and Investment Funds 
(ESIF), but also to structurally align planning with principles of sustainability, inclusion, innova-
tion, and territorial cohesion. And the key investment areas that have been integrated into the 
frameworks can be listed as following: 

• Smart and Innovative Growth (TO1, PO1). Several instruments strongly support invest-
ments in research, innovation, and digital transformation. The Smart City Plan (2015) ini-
tiated Florence’s trajectory toward digital governance and open data, laying the ground-
work for the data-driven governance and integrated service platforms. This orientation 
continues through targeted funding for digital services, cybersecurity, and AI-enhanced 
public administration. The ROP and NOP Metro further reinforce these investments with 
dedicated axes for innovation ecosystems, smart mobility, and startup support. The PO in-
tegrates digital infrastructure into land-use planning, while the PSM promotes innovation 
in logistics, manufacturing, and tourism. These areas directly contribute to the “Smarter 
Europe” vision under PO1. 

• Green Transition and Climate Resilience (TO4–TO6, PO2). Environmental sustaina-
bility and climate action represent a core cross-cutting theme. The PAESC commits Flor-
ence to climate neutrality by 2030 and serves as the strategic basis for energy retrofitting 
and renewable energy community development, all funded in part through ERDF and na-
tional green transition funds. Similarly, the Green and Open Spaces Plan (PVSA) advances 
nature-based solutions, biodiversity corridors, and urban greening as investment priori-
ties, aligning strongly with TO6 and PO2. The CCP guides investments in smart waste 
management and circular economy infrastructure, including smart containers and reuse 
centres. At the regional scale, the ROP and PRT promote environmental resource effi-
ciency and landscape preservation, ensuring that funded interventions respect natural 
constraints and contribute to ecological balance. 

• Sustainable Mobility and Urban Accessibility (TO7, PO3). The PUMS and the PULS 
play a central role in connecting EU transport and decarbonisation goals with local 
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planning. These instruments guide investment towards improvements in public 
transport, cycling and pedestrian infrastructure, low-emission zones, and electrified 
freight corridors. Funded through a combination of ERDF, national mobility funds, and 
PN METRO Plus, these plans reflect TO7 (sustainable transport) and PO3 (connected Eu-
rope). Their successful implementation also relies on the Operative Plan’s zoning support 
for transport hubs and intermodal connections. 

• Social Inclusion, Services and Housing (TO8–TO9, PO4). Florence’s planning frame-
work places growing emphasis on inclusive and equitable urban development. The SNAI 
strategy and CLLD mechanisms have enabled targeted interventions in peripheral and ru-
ral municipalities, focusing on education, healthcare access, and local economic activa-
tion. The PAESC, Agenda 2030, and PSM each incorporate social cohesion, with a focus on 
reducing housing precarity, enhancing public service delivery, and improving the quality 
of life in underserved areas. The PS and PO incorporate social equity through planning in-
struments such as the “15-minute city” model, gender-inclusive public space design, and 
mandates for social housing quotas in new developments. These investment priorities 
align with TO9 and PO4, reinforcing the social dimension of the EU’s urban agenda. 

• Territorial Cohesion and Place-Based Development (TO10–TO11, PO5). A defining 
strength of Florence and Tuscany’s policy architecture is the strong coherence with TO11 
(sustainable urban development) and PO5 (Europe closer to citizens). Most programmes 
and plans are explicitly designed around place-based logic, prioritising integrated and 
participatory approaches. The PRT sets territorial rules that shape all downstream plan-
ning, including landscape compatibility and polycentric development strategies. The 
SNAI, RDP, ITP and CLLD support rural and marginal areas through context-specific in-
vestments in green infrastructure, tourism, and resilience. These instruments promote ur-
ban-rural linkages and cohesion, aligning with the spatial justice principles at the heart of 
EU policy. 

Moreover, coherence between the plans and localisation of the policies has been a cross-cutting 
mechanism for all instruments. What enables these targeted investments to align with CP priori-
ties is not only the thematic content of the plans but also their structural positioning. Instruments 
like the ROP and NOP METRO Plus require project alignment with strategic documents, thus driv-
ing policy localisation. Similarly, regional and metropolitan planning laws in Tuscany require con-
formity with higher-level objectives, including those embedded in EU strategies. Public consulta-
tion processes, especially for the PS and PO adopted in 2023–2025, further reinforce the legitimacy 
and localisation of these investment priorities. 

Across both programming periods, Florence and Tuscany have progressively expanded and diver-
sified their investment areas in a way that mirrors the evolution of EU CP from sectoral growth to 
cross-cutting sustainability and inclusion. Through a multi-level planning structure and coherent 
project pipelines, the region successfully localises CP objectives and delivers tangible outcomes in 
innovation, resilience, mobility, social cohesion, and territorial justice. 
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7 Funding schemes and synergies 

7.1 Funding schemes 
The objective of this section is to investigate the funding schemes that have been used by the city 
in order to achieve local goals. More specifically, this section focuses on the following funding 
schemes: EU shared management funds (7.1.1); EU direct management funds (7.1.2). In addition, it 
examines other key EU funding sources (7.1.3). 

Both the City of Florence and the Metropolitan City of Florence utilise a mix of EU funding streams, 
which can be broadly categorised into shared management funds, direct management funds, and 
other significant funding alternatives like the Next Generation EU initiative. 

7.1.1 Nationally or regionally distributed EU funds 

Nationally or regionally distributed EU funds, primarily the European Regional Development 
Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF), represent the most significant and consistently 
accessed sources of CP funding for the entire Florence territory. 

For the City of Florence alone, a total of 123 projects were activated using these funds in the 2014-
2020 period (70 via ESF and 53 via ERDF), with a total budget of €22.5 million. These projects pri-
marily targeted objectives related to social inclusion, employment, education, and strengthening 
the competitiveness of SMEs. When looking at the other municipalities within the metropolitan 
boundaries, their reliance on these funds is even more pronounced. They have activated 335 pro-
jects (221 via ESF and 114 via ERDF) with a combined eligible budget of over €47.6 million, focused 
on similar goals. This demonstrates that while the core city is a major beneficiary, these regional 
and national programmes are the primary lifeline for socio-economic development in the sur-
rounding towns. 

In contrast, the Metropolitan City of Florence as an administrative body has not been a direct ben-
eficiary of any shared management funds, reflecting its role as a strategic coordinator rather than 
a direct implementer of these specific programmes. 

Overall, shared management funds account for 84% of the total traditional cohesion funding 
across the entire territory (€71.3 million). This underscores the foundational role of the ERDF and 
ESF in supporting local and regional development. However, a significant challenge arises from 
the data for the 2021-2027 programming period, which is currently incomplete, making a direct 
comparison between the two periods difficult. 

Beyond ERDF and ESF, Florence has played a pivotal role in the National Operational Programme 
for Metropolitan Cities (NOP Metro). In the 2014–2020 period, the city was allocated an initial en-
dowment of €40.4 million, later supplemented by an additional €80 million from REACT-EU, for 
a total of more than €120 million. Within this framework, Florence implemented 55 projects, in-
cluding 26 financed through REACT-EU, mostly in areas such as digital transition, sustainable ur-
ban mobility, and social innovation. Most of these projects are now completed or close to comple-
tion. 

In the 2021–2027 period, Florence is again included in the successor programme, the National Pro-
gramme Metro+ and Medium-Sized Cities South. The city’s Operational Plan foresees a total allo-
cation of approximately €149.3 million, supporting 33 projects (although their implementation 
status remains difficult to assess at this early stage). These projects cover areas such as green tran-
sition, digitalisation, social inclusion, and resilience, consolidating Florence’s role as an Interme-
diate Body in the governance of EU funds and reinforcing its strategic position in Cohesion Policy. 
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Taken together, the reliance on ERDF, ESF, and NOP Metro demonstrates how shared manage-
ment funds remain central to Florence’s development trajectory. They not only finance targeted 
interventions but also strengthen the city’s administrative capacity and multilevel governance role 
within Cohesion Policy. 

7.1.2 Other relevant EU funds and programmes 

In addition to shared funds, the City of Florence strategically pursues direct management funds, 
which are awarded competitively and managed directly by the European Commission. These pro-
grammes – primarily Horizon, LIFE and Interreg – are not intended for broad territorial develop-
ment, but are crucial for fostering excellence in innovation, ambitious environmental action and 
complex transnational collaboration. Accessing these funds requires a high degree of specialised 
expertise, international networks and administrative capacity to navigate the demanding applica-
tion and management processes. 

The data for the 2014-2020 period reveals a stark territorial disparity in the ability to secure these 
funds. The City of Florence is the undisputed leader, having activated 17 projects with a total eligi-
ble budget of €12.9 million. The Horizon programme, focused on cutting-edge research and inno-
vation, is its most significant source, providing €6.7 million across 10 projects. This success is in-
dicative of the city’s robust administrative infrastructure and its strong ties with research institu-
tions like the University of Florence. In dramatic contrast, the other municipalities have attracted 
no direct funding whatsoever. This points to a profound capacity gap, suggesting that smaller ad-
ministrations lack the specialised resources, personnel and international partnerships necessary 
to compete for these funds. The Metropolitan City’s minimal engagement (two projects worth €0.3 
million) further reinforces the fact that this high-level capacity is concentrated almost exclusively 
within the core city. 

In total, direct management funds represent only 16% of the traditional cohesion funding for the 
territory. This highlights their strategic but niche role, leveraged almost exclusively by the region’s 
most capable actor to pursue highly specialised, EU-aligned goals that go beyond the scope of re-
gional operational programmes. 

Like for the shared management funds, a significant challenge arises from the data for the 2021-
2027 programming period, which is currently incomplete, making a direct comparison between 
the two periods difficult. 

7.1.3 Funding coordination mechanism  

To attempt to coordinate the various funding opportunities (EU, national, regional, etc.), the city of 
Florence has set up a “EU Project Joint Office” (active since 2012), with a transversal coordination 
function, and a "management and control system" (Si.Ge.Co) for the NOP Metro, with the function 
of a "shadow structure" of internal control. 

However, it persists a lack of a structured framework of multilevel governance between the State, 
the Region, the Metropolitan City and the Municipality, with, in some cases, an unclear division of 
roles and operational overlaps. 

No significant differences emerge between the 2014-2020 and the 2021-2027. 
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8 Recovery and Resilience Plan 

8.1 The Governance of Recovery and Resilience Plan 
The governance of Italy’s National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) represents a complex and 
multifaceted structure designed to ensure the successful completion of projects within the stipu-
lated timelines. Initially established under the Draghi government through Decree-Law 77/2021, 
the governance framework for the NRRP has undergone several modifications, most notably by 
the Meloni government, which introduced changes via Decree-Laws 13/2023 and 19/2024. These 
changes reflect the evolving needs and challenges faced by the plan’s implementation, aiming for 
greater efficiency and clarity in the roles of various actors involved. 

The development of the NRRP was shaped by a collaborative effort involving multiple actors, rang-
ing from national government bodies to local authorities, all of whom play crucial roles in the ef-
fective execution of the plan. The plan was first approved by the Council of the European Union on 
July 13, 2021, with Italy receiving a substantial allocation of €191.5 billion, the highest among all 
EU member states. The allocation consisted of €122.6 billion in loans and €68.9 billion in grants. 
The NRRP is structured around six key missions, addressing diverse areas from ecological transi-
tion to digital transformation, with at least 40% of resources allocated to the southern regions of 
Italy. 

At the national level, several governance bodies were established to oversee the implementation of 
the NRRP. These bodies are integral in ensuring that the plan’s objectives are met and that the 
timeline for their completion is adhered to. Among the most prominent governance bodies are: 

• Cabina di Regia (Steering Committee): This body is chaired by the Prime Minister and con-
sists of various ministers and undersecretaries. It plays a critical role in providing guid-
ance on NRRP implementation and monitoring project progress. It also resolves institu-
tional and political conflicts that may arise. 

• Autorità Politica Delegata (Delegated Political Authority): Introduced in 2022, this figure 
leads the coordination of the NRRP and is responsible for proposing solutions to critical 
issues and activating substitute powers when necessary. 

• Struttura di Missione (Mission Structure): This structure, established in 2023, supports the 
Delegated Political Authority and coordinates communication with the European Com-
mission. It also monitors NRRP implementation and proposes modifications when 
needed. 

In addition to these central bodies, other institutions such as the Ispettorato Generale per il NRRP 
(General Inspectorate for the NRRP) and the Ufficio di Audit (Audit Office) ensure the financial and 
regulatory compliance of the NRRP’s execution, focusing on transparency and the quality of mon-
itoring data. 

Cities play a crucial yet complex role in the planning and execution of the NRRP. As part of the 
governance framework, regional and local authorities, including municipalities, provinces, and re-
gions, are designated as implementers of many of the plan's interventions. They are responsible 
for the practical realisation of numerous projects, particularly those related to local infrastructure, 
digital innovation, and green transition. This decentralisation of responsibilities highlights the im-
portance of local actors in ensuring the NRRP's success at the grassroots level. 

To guarantee that these local actors meet the established deadlines, the Meloni government intro-
duced new measures such as the creation of coordination committees within prefectures. These 
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committees are tasked with defining “action plans” for the effective implementation of the NRRP 
at the provincial level, under the supervision of the local prefect. These action plans are then sub-
mitted to the Mission Structure and the General Inspectorate, which can recommend the activa-
tion of substitute powers if necessary. 

Additionally, the structure of the NRRP emphasises the importance of supporting and empower-
ing local administrations to implement the plan. In 2024, the government introduced new provi-
sions through Decree-Law 19/2024 to simplify administrative procedures and enhance the capac-
ity of local authorities to manage NRRP-related projects. The law also provided for the reinforce-
ment of administrative support for local authorities to ensure smooth implementation. 

The NRRP has evolved over time, with the Meloni government introducing significant changes in 
2023 and 2024. The revised plan includes the addition of Mission 7, dedicated to the REPowerEU 
initiative, which focuses on energy resilience, green transition, and digital competitiveness. With 
a stronger focus on climate goals, the reprogramming of the NRRP has increased the allocation for 
climate-related investments to 39% of the total resources. This reorganisation also increased the 
number of objectives and milestones to be reached, with more than 600 targets now integrated into 
the timeline for completion by 2026. 

In response to the financial complexities and challenges, the government has also sought to 
streamline the process by introducing further adjustments, such as the "Accordi per l'innovazione" 
(Agreements for Innovation) and corrections to various misstatements within the original plan. 

The governance structure of the NRRP reflects a strong commitment from the Italian government 
to ensure effective coordination between various levels of government, institutions, and other 
stakeholders. While the central government holds the primary responsibility for guiding and over-
seeing the plan’s execution, local governments and municipalities are key to the practical imple-
mentation of many projects, particularly in addressing local needs. The introduction of measures 
to strengthen local governance and simplify administrative processes is a crucial step in ensuring 
that the NRRP delivers its intended outcomes within the set timeframe. These measures, combined 
with the continued oversight of national bodies, aim to provide Italy with a robust framework for 
recovery and resilience, addressing both immediate challenges and long-term structural changes. 

 
Table 8.1  
The Governance of Recovery and Resilience Plan in Italy 

Name of the actor Level Responsibility 

Cabina di Regia National 
Oversee the implementation of the NRRP, 

provide policy guidelines, and monitor pro-
gress. 

Autorità Politica Delegata in materia di 
NRRP 

National 
Lead the coordination structure for the 

NRRP, propose solutions for critical issues, 
and potentially activate substitute powers. 

Struttura di Missione NRRP National 

Provide support to the delegated authority, 
maintain relations with the European Com-

mission, and monitor the execution of the 
plan. 

Unità per la razionalizzazione e il mi-
glioramento della regolazione 

National 
Coordinate the development of proposals to 

amend dysfunctional regulations and pro-
mote regulatory experimentation. 
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Name of the actor Level Responsibility 

Ispettorato Generale per il NRRP National 
Coordinate operational implementation, 

monitoring, management of the Next Gener-
ation EU fund, and financial flows. 

Ufficio di Audit del NRRP National 
Independently audits NRRP implementa-

tion, ensures data quality, and promotes 
transparency and participation. 

Ministries (various) National 

Each ministry responsible for specific inter-
ventions under the NRRP, managing, moni-

toring, reporting, and controlling relevant 
actions. 

Cabina di Regia National 
Oversee the implementation of the NRRP, 

provide policy guidelines, and monitor pro-
gress. 

Regional Authorities Regional 
Implement the NRRP interventions at the 
regional level, ensuring coordination with 

local and national actors. 

Prefectures (Cabina di coordina-
mento) 

Subregional (Provincial) 
Define and monitor action plans for NRRP 
implementation at the provincial level, re-

porting to the national mission structure. 

Municipalities Local 
Participate in the implementation of specific 

projects, with the possibility of receiving 
support or sanctions from higher levels. 

 

Source: author’s own elaboration 

8.2 Coherence with the Recovery and Resilience Plan 
The National Recovery and Resilience Plan represent a strategic and ambitious response to the eco-
nomic, social, and environmental challenges facing the country, aimed at modernisation and re-
silience. In Florence, as in other metropolitan cities in Italy, the plan is implemented through a 
series of development instruments that align perfectly with the NRRP missions, contributing to 
the achievement of sustainability, social inclusion, innovation, and ecological transition goals. The 
various instruments adopted by the city are integrated into a multilayered governance system in-
volving national, regional, and local authorities, and address various areas of intervention across 
the metropolitan territory. 

The National Operational Programme Metro Florence is one of the main instruments for promot-
ing digitalisation and innovation, directly responding to the NRRP's objectives of enhancing the 
country's competitiveness. This programme focuses on the sustainable development of metropol-
itan areas, with particular attention to digitalisation of urban infrastructure, mobility, and energy 
efficiency. These aspects align with the NRRP's objectives to modernise infrastructure and pro-
mote competitiveness through innovation. Additionally, the Strategic Metropolitan Plan "Metro-
politan Renaissance 2030" aims to improve accessibility and territorial cohesion, also supporting 
innovation in key sectors such as manufacturing, networking, and tourism, thus addressing the 
same mission of competitive and innovative development. 

Mission 2, which focuses on the ecological transition, finds strong alignment with the Regional 
Operational Programme (ROP), which promotes sustainability, climate adaptation, energy effi-
ciency, and the circular economy. The ROP integrates European priorities in the environmental 
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sector and promotes territorial development interventions that respond to the growing need for 
environmental protection and ecological resilience. In addition, Florence's Sustainable Energy and 
Climate Action Plan (PAESC) aligns perfectly with this mission, aiming for climate neutrality by 
2030 and contributing to the ecological transition objectives set by the national plan. Furthermore, 
the Tuscany Rural Development Plan (RDP), which includes sustainable agricultural practices and 
resource efficiency, directly supports the ecological transition, addressing the circular economy 
and resource efficiency. 

Planning instruments such as the Sustainable Mobility Plan (PUMS) and the Metropolitan Territo-
rial Plan (PTM) play a crucial role in promoting integrated, low-impact mobility. These plans not 
only respond to the need to reduce CO2 emissions and improve urban accessibility but also to re-
generate and optimise existing infrastructure. PUMS, in particular, promotes public transport and 
cycling in line with the sustainability objectives of the NRRP, while PTM integrates territorial 
planning to improve accessibility and optimise urban land use. These interventions are comple-
mented by Integrated Territorial Projects (ITP), which address local environmental challenges and 
promote sustainability at the peripheral and rural levels, also improving mobility and energy in-
frastructure resilience. ITP aligns with the priorities of the NRRP, contributing to the ecological 
transition and sustainable mobility. 

Education and research are also at the heart of the actions outlined in the NRRP, with objectives 
aimed at strengthening innovation capacity and educational quality. The Tuscany Rural Develop-
ment Plan (RDP), while primarily focused on agricultural and rural development, plays a crucial 
role in promoting innovation and knowledge transfer, objectives that align with Mission 4 of the 
NRRP. RDP indirectly contributes to education and training, particularly through initiatives that 
foster innovation in agricultural techniques and resource management. 

Mission 5, dedicated to cohesion and inclusion, finds its main instrument in the National Strategy 
for Inner Areas (SNAI), which addresses territorial disparities by improving services in rural and 
peripheral areas, including those in the Florence Metropolitan Area. SNAI focuses on improving 
urban services such as healthcare, education, and mobility in more isolated areas, thus aligning 
with the social cohesion objectives of the NRRP. The mission of inclusion and cohesion is also re-
flected in the actions of the Tuscany Rural Development Plan, which addresses poverty and pro-
motes economic development in rural areas. Furthermore, the ROP contributes to social and terri-
torial cohesion by improving access to economic and social opportunities in less developed areas 
of the region. 

Regarding Mission 6, focused on strengthening the healthcare system, the Tuscany Rural Devel-
opment Plan (RDP) plays a key role in improving healthcare services in rural areas, indirectly con-
tributing to the achievement of public health improvement goals. The integration of climate 
change adaptation strategies into local and metropolitan plans also supports the resilience of the 
healthcare system against climate-related emergencies. 

Finally, Mission 7, focused on energy security and the transition to a more sustainable energy sys-
tem, finds its main instrument in Integrated Territorial Projects (ITP). These projects, which ad-
dress local environmental challenges, promote energy efficiency and sustainable agriculture. In 
Tuscany, ITP are essential for adapting to climate change and promoting resilient local economies, 
thus contributing to the achievement of the objectives of Mission 7. 

The development instruments in Florence are closely aligned with the missions of the NRRP, sig-
nificantly contributing to the achievement of sustainability, innovation, social inclusion, and eco-
logical transition goals. The city's multilayered governance system, which integrates national, re-
gional, and local policies, provides a solid foundation for implementing the recovery and resilience 
plan, ensuring positive impacts across various fronts. However, to further enhance the visibility of 
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the connection between instruments and missions, it would be useful to add specific indicators for 
each instrument in the table to more accurately monitor progress toward achieving the NRRP's 
objectives. 

 
Table 8.2  
Coherence with the Recovery and Resilience Plan 

 Recovery and Resilience Plan Missions 

Tool Mission 1- 
Digitalisa-

tion, In-
novation, 
Competi-
tiveness, 
Culture, 

and Tour-
ism 

Mission 2 
- Green 
Revolu-
tion and 

Ecological 
Transition 

Mission 3 
- Infra-

structure 
for Sus-
tainable 
Mobility 

Mission 4 
- Educa-
tion and 
Research 

Mission 5 
- Cohe-

sion and 
Inclusion 

Mission 6 - 
Health 

Mission 7 - 
REPow-

erEU 

National 
Opera-

tional Pro-
gramme 

(NOP) 
Metro, 

Florence 

X X      

Regional 
Opera-

tional Pro-
gramme 

(ROP) 

 X X  X   

Sustaina-
ble Mobil-

ity Plan 
(PUMS) 

  X     

Tuscany 
Rural De-

velopment 
Plan (RDP) 

 X  X X X  

National 
Strategy 

for Inner 
Areas 

(SNAI) 

    X   

Integrated 
Territorial 

Projects 
(ITP) 

 X X    X 
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 Recovery and Resilience Plan Missions 

Tool Mission 1- 
Digitalisa-

tion, In-
novation, 
Competi-
tiveness, 
Culture, 

and Tour-
ism 

Mission 2 
- Green 
Revolu-
tion and 

Ecological 
Transition 

Mission 3 
- Infra-

structure 
for Sus-
tainable 
Mobility 

Mission 4 
- Educa-
tion and 
Research 

Mission 5 
- Cohe-

sion and 
Inclusion 

Mission 6 - 
Health 

Mission 7 - 
REPow-

erEU 

Strategic 
Metropoli-

tan Plan 
("Metropo-

litan Re-
naissance 

2030") 

X X X  X   

Metropoli-
tan Terri-

torial Plan 
(PTM) 

 X X     

Metropoli-
tan 

Agenda 
2030 for 

Sustaina-
ble Devel-

opment 

X X X X X X  

Action 
Plan for 

Sustaina-
ble Energy 

and Cli-
mate 

(PAESC) 

 X X   X  

Circular 
City Plan 

(CCP) 

X X X     

Green and 
Open 

Spaces 
Plan 

(PVSA) 

X X      

Smart City 
Plan (SCP) 

X   X    

 

Source: authors’ own elaboration 

8.3 Recovery and Resilience Fund 
The City of Florence and its wider metropolitan area have been among the primary beneficiaries of 
Italy’s National Recovery and Resilience Plan, implemented through the European Union’s 
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Recovery and Resilience Facility. The scale and territorial articulation of these investments are un-
precedented in the region’s recent history, profoundly transforming local public investment strat-
egies and enabling structural interventions that had long remained aspirational under traditional 
funding frameworks. 

A total of 286 projects has been selected and financed across the Metropolitan City of Florence, 
mobilising over €1.3 billion in public funding. These resources are distributed across multiple in-
stitutional levels and actors, reflecting a broad territorial and thematic reach. The City of Florence 
alone has secured 55 funded projects with a total of €770.7 million in direct financing from RRF 
and an overall €1.1 billion in activated resources when additional co-financing is included. These 
projects span across strategic areas such as urban regeneration, infrastructure development, edu-
cation, digital transformation, sustainable mobility, and social inclusion. 

 
Table 8.3  
Overview of the projects from RRF 

Authority 
Number of 
Projects24 

Public Funding 
Mobilised (€) 

Notes 

City of Florence 55 
€770.7 million 

(RRF) €1.1 billion 
(with co-financing) 

Includes major projects such as tramway ex-
pansion (€500.5M), Franchi stadium and 

Campo di Marte redevelopment (€140M), 
sustainable transport, education, digitalisa-

tion, and social inclusion. 

Metropolitan City of 
Florence (as coordi-

nator) 
10 €227.8 million 

Includes two Urban Integrated Plans 
(€71.6M and €95.88M), secondary schools 

(€21.2M), urban greenery (€2.1M), and cy-
cling corridors (€1.1M). 

Other municipalities 
and actors in the 

Metropolitan Area 
221 

€226.2 million 
(131.2M + 95M) 

Includes local projects in education, energy, 
green transition, and 7 projects by public 

utilities and cultural institutions (Publiac-
qua, Alia, Teatro del Maggio, etc.). 

TOTAL (Metropolitan 
Area of Florence) 

286 Over €1.3 billion 

The RRF investment volume is over 15 times 
greater than traditional EU funds received 

by the area in previous programming cycles 
(€84.6M). 

 

Source: authors’ own elaboration. 

Among the most significant interventions are the tramway system expansions, financed with 
€500.5 million for three new lines (3.2.1 Libertà–Bagno a Ripoli, 4.2 Piagge–Campi Bisenzio, and 
the Line 2 Variant Alternative to the Historic Centre – VACS). The redevelopment of the Artemio 
Franchi stadium and the Campo di Marte district is another flagship project, valued at approxi-
mately €85 million, combining cultural heritage preservation and urban regeneration. Invest-
ments in zero-emission public transport include the acquisition of 68 electric or hydrogen buses 
and the development of related charging infrastructure, for a total of €49.8 million. Cycling 

 
 
24 Some projects have been transferred to National funds - National Complementary Plan (PNC) 
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infrastructure has also been expanded, with over 9 km of new cycle lanes realised through €4.8 
million in NRRP funds. 

The city also directed significant resources to educational infrastructure, including the construc-
tion of the new Calvino school (€8.4 million), redevelopment of school canteens (€1.5 million), and 
creation of 377 new early childhood education places across 14 kindergartens and nurseries (€14.9 
million). Complementing these efforts are investments in digital public services through the PA 
Digitale 2026 programme (€7.2 million) and cybersecurity measures (€2 million). In the social do-
main, projects worth over €5.2 million target vulnerable groups, including children, non-self-suf-
ficient elderly people, the homeless, and individuals with disabilities, through interventions such 
as Housing First and the Villaggio Montedomini for independent living. 

The Metropolitan City of Florence, in its coordinating role, was entrusted with the implementation 
of 10 strategic projects, receiving approximately €227.8 million in total funding. Among these, the 
two Urban Integrated Plans (PUI) stand out: the first, focused on sports and wellbeing, involves 7 
municipalities and mobilises €71.6 million, while the second, targeting culture and social inclu-
sion, covers 11 municipalities with a budget of €95.88 million (including co-financing). Additional 
metropolitan projects include investments in secondary schools (€21.2 million), urban greenery 
enhancement (€2.1 million), and the Florence segments of the Verona–Florence “Ciclovia del Sole” 
cycling corridor (€1.1 million). The city has also contributed to the PINQuA programme (National 
Innovative Programme for Housing Quality), with €33 million invested across 33 actions coordi-
nated by 17 implementing bodies. 

The remaining 221 projects were carried out by other municipalities in the metropolitan area, ben-
efiting from €131.2 million to improve education infrastructure, green transition efforts, energy 
efficiency, and social services. In parallel, seven additional projects by public utilities and cultural 
organisations (e.g., Publiacqua, Alia, Teatro del Maggio Musicale Fiorentino) attracted €95 million 
in financing. Notable examples include €87.5 million for water infrastructure modernisation, in-
cluding smart metering, and circular economy projects such as textile recycling hubs and sludge 
drying facilities. Cultural institutions also received support for energy retrofitting and accessibility 
enhancements, including works at Teatro Puccini, Museo del Novecento, and Palazzo Vecchio. 

The impact of the RRF becomes particularly evident when contrasted with conventional European 
Union funding mechanisms. Over the past programming cycles, the combined value of EU funds 
such as ERDF, ESF, LIFE, Interreg, and Horizon Europe in the metropolitan area of Florence has 
amounted to approximately €84.6 million. In comparison, the RRF alone has injected over fifteen 
times that amount, testifying to its transformative role as a policy and investment catalyst. 
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9 Challenges and Policy Recommendations 

9.1 Local Level 

9.1.1 Challenges  

At the local level, the governance structure of Florence reveals a set of entrenched challenges that 
hinder the effective design and implementation of EU-funded interventions. One of the most evi-
dent issues concerns the fragmented and asymmetrical distribution of competences between the 
Municipality and the Metropolitan City. While the Municipality plays a strategic and integrated 
role in key policy areas such as social inclusion, housing, and ecological transition, the Metropoli-
tan City retains more limited and sectoral responsibilities, particularly in the domains of road in-
frastructure and school buildings. This imbalance makes it difficult to articulate coherent, cross-
sectoral urban strategies—an essential prerequisite for the success of CP. 

Another major barrier is the chronic shortage of skilled human resources. Like many Italian local 
authorities, the Municipality of Florence faces substantial difficulties in recruiting and retaining 
personnel with the expertise required to manage complex, multi-year EU-funded projects. This 
skills gap is exacerbated by rigid national constraints on public employment and competition from 
the private sector, where working conditions are often more attractive. The high turnover of ad-
ministrative staff also erodes institutional memory and undermines the continuity of project de-
sign and delivery, reducing the administration’s capacity to learn from past experiences and to im-
plement complex urban agendas. 

In addition, while the city’s strategic objectives often align thematically with EU policy priorities—
such as climate action, sustainable mobility, and cultural heritage—the practical integration of EU 
projects into long-term municipal strategies remains limited. This phenomenon, often described 
as “projectification,” results in innovative yet isolated interventions that are not sufficiently em-
bedded in overarching policy frameworks. As a result, many promising initiatives fail to scale or 
generate sustained systemic change. 

The local governance challenge is further compounded by unequal capacities across the wider met-
ropolitan area. While the city of Florence may have comparatively higher administrative capacity, 
smaller municipalities within the metropolitan zone often lack the technical means to access and 
manage EU funding. Although informal collaborations have occurred in the past—such as during 
the 2006–2013 programming period—these initiatives were not institutionalised or structurally 
supported. Furthermore, a significant disconnection remains between those who formally manage 
the funds (often municipal departments) and the ultimate beneficiaries—citizens and local com-
munities. This weakens the participatory and transformative potential of EU interventions. 

9.1.2 Policy recommendations 
 
PR1 - Establish an inter-institutional task force between the Municipality and the Metropolitan 
City of Florence to coordinate strategic planning and overcome the fragmentation of responsibili-
ties. This task force should act as a permanent coordination body with the aim of: 

• Facilitate integration across policy sectors (e.g., mobility, social inclusion, etc). 
• Address the functional imbalance between the two levels of government. 
• Ensure structural alignment between EU-funded projects and long-term urban strategies 

at both levels. 
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PR2 - Strengthen and scale up existing administrative units and practices that have demonstrated 
effectiveness in managing EU-funded projects, with a focus on human capital development and 
institutional continuity. In particular: 

• Invest in targeted recruitment and retention strategies to attract and keep skilled profes-
sionals. 

• Introduce mechanisms to preserve institutional memory and ensure knowledge transfer 
despite staff turnover. 

• Prioritise operational stability over constant reinvention, adapting successful models to 
current needs. 

PR3 - Institutionalise cooperative mechanisms within the metropolitan area and leverage trans-
national networks to boost capacity, visibility, and funding opportunities. This includes: 

• Creating formal, resourced frameworks for collaboration among municipalities, primarily 
to support those with lower administrative capacity. 

• Engaging consistently in European urban networks to share best practices and shape the 
policy agenda. 

• Promoting participatory governance models that link EU projects more directly to local 
communities and beneficiaries, thereby enhancing impact and ownership. 

9.2 Regional Level 

9.2.1 Challenges  

At the regional level, the implementation of CP is hampered by an ambiguous institutional archi-
tecture, particularly regarding the role and function of Metropolitan Cities. In the case of Florence, 
the Metropolitan City has not yet developed a clearly defined strategic or operational profile. This 
institutional uncertainty translates into difficulties in setting targets, defining indicators, and de-
lineating appropriate territorial scopes within cohesion programmes. Such ambiguity weakens 
policy coherence and limits the city-region’s ability to implement effective, multilevel strategies. 

Although Florence has engaged in inter-municipal cooperation with neighbouring municipalities 
such as Campi Bisenzio and Scandicci, these experiences have not matured into stable governance 
models. Instead, they remain isolated and contingent on specific programming cycles or political 
windows. There is a clear need to institutionalise these forms of collaboration, ensuring robust 
structures to back them for technical assistance, knowledge exchange, and capacity-building 
across the metropolitan territory. 

Asymmetries in administrative capacity between the city of Florence and the surrounding munic-
ipalities further complicate regional governance. Smaller towns often lack the resources or exper-
tise to navigate complex EU procedures, leading to a concentration of funding and strategic oppor-
tunities in the hands of the metropolitan core. Despite the potential of the Metropolitan City to act 
as a coordinating body, it has yet to assume a consistent role in providing strategic guidance or 
technical support across the metropolitan area. This uneven distribution of capacity threatens to 
deepen territorial inequalities, in stark contrast to the cohesion objectives promoted at both na-
tional and European levels. 
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9.2.2 Policy recommendations 

PR1 - Allocate CP resources based on functional urban dynamics and actual interdependencies 
within the metropolitan area, rather than on rigid administrative boundaries. Given the current 
institutional ambiguity surrounding the role of the Metropolitan City: 

• Funding decisions should reflect real patterns of mobility, service use, and economic ac-
tivity. 

• Functional criteria can help identify shared priorities across municipalities, even when 
formal governance frameworks are weak. 

• This approach would enhance the relevance and effectiveness of regional programming, 
especially in contexts where administrative borders do not align with urban realities. 

PR2 - Strengthen and formalise inter-municipal collaborations - particularly among smaller mu-
nicipalities - through incentives, technical support, and recognition within regional cohesion pro-
grammes. In practice: 

• Institutionalise existing cooperative arrangements to go beyond short-term political cy-
cles. 

• Support small municipalities to work collectively through consortia or associations, so 
they can jointly access funding and develop integrated strategies. 

• Provide dedicated resources for capacity building and technical assistance to address ad-
ministrative asymmetries. 

PR3 - Apply the subsidiarity principle in a structured and equitable way, empowering local actors, 
especially in smaller municipalities, while positioning the regional level as a facilitator rather than 
a central authority. This means: 

• Avoid concentrating decision-making and resource allocation solely within regional insti-
tutions or the metropolitan core. 

• Clarify and operationalise the coordinating role of the region, enabling it to support rather 
than dominate local entities. 

• Ensure that subsidiarity is matched with appropriate tools for coordination, monitoring, 
and capacity-sharing across the metropolitan area. 

9.3 National Level 

9.3.1 Challenges  

At the national level, one of the most pressing challenges lies in the persistent weakness of Italy’s 
multilevel governance architecture. Although the legal and policy frameworks may appear coher-
ent on paper, their implementation is often undermined by institutional inertia, overlapping man-
dates, and poorly defined responsibilities—especially in the aftermath of the constitutional re-
forms under Title V25. Rather than reinforcing strategic coordination, EU funding is frequently used 

 
 
25 The reform of Title V of the Italian Constitution, approved in 2001, redefined the distribution of legislative and adminis-
trative powers between the State, Regions, and local authorities. It expanded regional autonomy, introduced the principle 
of subsidiarity, and strengthened the role of local governments in policy areas such as health, education, and territorial 
development. 
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to compensate for systemic deficiencies in national governance. This leads to fragmented imple-
mentation, operational inefficiencies, and a lack of integrated planning across governmental tiers. 

Another recurring issue is the misalignment between national policy priorities and the actual 
needs of urban areas. In sectors such as public housing (ERP), seismic safety, and infrastructure, 
national frameworks tend to adopt top-down approaches that are insufficiently responsive to the 
differentiated challenges faced by cities. Regulatory inconsistencies—such as those between ERP 
and social housing (ERS) regulations—further constrain the ability of local governments to re-
spond flexibly and effectively. 

A further limitation lies in the national monitoring and reporting systems, which have proven in-
adequate in terms of transparency, interoperability, and strategic usability. Municipalities often 
struggle to use these platforms as tools for coordination, learning, or performance assessment. The 
failure to establish open and integrated monitoring systems undermines accountability and the 
potential for adaptive management. 

Finally, the fragmentation and complexity of the national funding landscape—encompassing the 
NRRP, React-EU, the National Complementary Fund (PNC), national budgetary lines, and EU in-
struments such as the European Urban Initiative (EUI)—place a heavy burden on local administra-
tions. The absence of harmonised guidance, combined with rigid co-financing requirements and 
shifting eligibility criteria, discourages innovation and responsiveness, especially for small-scale 
or experimental projects. In many cases, transformative ideas are abandoned not because of a lack 
of ambition, but due to procedural barriers that stifle local initiative. 

9.3.2 Policy recommendations 
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PR1 - Reaffirm and institutionalise the governance logic of NOP METRO+ as a structural model for 
effective multilevel coordination, not an exception. To address the persistent fragmentation and 
inertia in Italy’s multilevel system: 

• Embed the Intermediate Body model in national programming as a permanent feature, not 
a time-limited experiment. 

• Clearly define and legally secure the distribution of roles and responsibilities across gov-
ernment tiers, especially in areas where mandates currently overlap or are ambiguous. 

• Use CP not as a compensatory tool for weak governance, but as a lever to strengthen stra-
tegic coordination across levels. 

PR2 - Replicate and expand the NOP METRO model across national funding programmes to enable 
cities to act as coordinating actors and unlock synergies between funding streams. 
In light of the complexity and fragmentation of the current funding landscape: 

• Develop a unified, replicable governance methodology that enables cities to manage por-
tions of different programmes (e.g., RRF, NCP, EUI) as Intermediate Bodies. 

• Simplify access procedures, align eligibility criteria, and provide clear national guidance 
to reduce the administrative burden on local governments. 

• Create cross-fund synergies by enabling more flexible and bundled financing for inte-
grated urban strategies, particularly those involving housing, mobility, and resilience. 

PR3 - Establish permanent, institutionalised multi-level governance platforms that involve na-
tional, regional, and urban actors in the co-design of operational programmes and strategic fund-
ing priorities. This is essential to overcome misalignment and poor responsiveness: 

• Introduce structured “tripartite dialogue tables” to facilitate ongoing negotiation of policy 
goals, resource allocation, and implementation tools. 

• Ensure that urban needs - especially in complex sectors like ERP/social housing and infra-
structure - are reflected in national programmes from the outset. 

• Link participatory design with interoperable and transparent monitoring systems, ena-
bling shared accountability and adaptive management across levels. 

 

9.4 EU Level 

9.4.1 Challenges  

At the European level, the experience of Florence suggests both opportunities and critical short-
comings in the governance and design of CP. On the positive side, there is strong thematic align-
ment between EU priorities—such as the Green Deal, digital transition, and social cohesion—and 
the strategic goals of many cities. This alignment has enabled access to funding and has reinforced 
the legitimacy of local action within a broader European framework. 

However, thematic convergence alone is not enough to ensure structural transformation. The cur-
rent architecture of CP tends to promote isolated, project-based interventions rather than inte-
grated strategies embedded in long-term planning. The lack of mechanisms to institutionalise suc-
cessful project outcomes means that even innovative and well-designed initiatives often fail to de-
liver systemic change. The prevalence of short funding cycles further exacerbates this fragmenta-
tion, encouraging municipalities to pursue disconnected projects without a clear pathway for con-
solidation or scale-up. 
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Moreover, despite various instruments supporting urban development at the EU level, there is a 
persistent lack of synergy among programmes. The coexistence of diverse funding streams with 
different eligibility rules, reporting requirements, and strategic objectives creates an opaque and 
confusing environment for local actors. Rather than enabling coordinated development, this insti-
tutional complexity often overwhelms potential beneficiaries and limits the effectiveness of EU in-
vestments. 

Another critical issue is the limited engagement of citizens and local stakeholders in EU-funded 
processes. While cities are often the formal implementers of CP, the ultimate beneficiaries—resi-
dents and local communities—are not always meaningfully involved. This disconnect diminishes 
the participatory potential of EU interventions, weakens public trust, and reduces the visibility and 
ownership of project outcomes. 

These challenges suggest the need for deeper reflection on how EU policies and instruments are 
designed and implemented. Greater simplification, alignment, and localisation of funding frame-
works, combined with stronger mechanisms for participation and institutional learning, would 
significantly enhance the impact and legitimacy of CP across urban territories. 

9.4.2 Policy recommendations 

PR1 - Operationalise subsidiarity through EU rules and incentives that favour integrated, city-led 
strategies over isolated projects. More specifically: 

• Prioritise integrated territorial strategies (no single projects) in allocations and perfor-
mance frameworks, with multi-year portfolios that stretch beyond a single call and in-
clude scale-up/after-care budgets. 

• Introduce “portfolio” selection and reporting (one strategy = one portfolio with multiple 
actions) to curb projectivisation and reduce administrative load. 

• Ring-fence resources for institutionalisation and scaling of proven pilots (e.g., funding 
lines dedicated to replication, maintenance, and mainstreaming). 

PR2 - Elevate cities to co-design partners in CP priority-setting and programme governance. More 
specifically: 

• Require formal urban co-design mechanisms in programme preparation (e.g., structured 
urban consultations, co-drafted urban chapters, and seats for cities in monitoring com-
mittees). 

• Create Urban Compacts between the Commission, Member States, and city networks that 
translate EU priorities into place-based urban outcomes. 

• Incentivise evidence-based urban needs assessments to align national priorities with di-
verse city realities. 

PR3 - Make citizen and stakeholder participation a structural and measurable requirement across 
CP processes. More specifically: 

• Introduce mandatory participation standards for EU-funded strategies, ensuring struc-
tured consultations and co-design with residents and local stakeholders. 

• Require multi-level participation plans as part of strategy selection, with evidence of how 
community inputs shape priorities and actions. 

• Ring-fence resources to build local participation capacity, including facilitation, outreach, 
and inclusive digital tools. 
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• Embed participation quality indicators in monitoring frameworks (e.g., representative-
ness, traceability of inputs, demonstrated adaptation of actions). 

• Establish permanent feedback mechanisms through transparent reporting, independent 
reviews, and periodic citizen forums. 

PR4 - Build flexible “menus” and adaptive pathways inside Sustainable Urban Development instru-
ments. More specifically: 

• Modular objectives (core + optional city-specific modules) and adaptive milestones that 
can be revised mid-stream based on monitoring evidence. 

• Simplified options (standard unit costs/lump sums) and proportional controls for smaller 
municipalities and experimental actions. 

• Integrated, multi-fund calls with harmonised rules across funds to allow blending and se-
quencing (e.g., small pilots → scale-up → long-term). 

PR5 - Establish an EU-level pathway for qualified cities to act as (co-) Managing Authorities or del-
egated bodies across relevant programmes. More specifically: 

• Set EU criteria and a transparent accreditation process (capacity, governance, audit sys-
tems) enabling eligible cities to assume MA/IB roles beyond a single programme. 

• Pilot “City MA” schemes in selected Member States with technical assistance, then open to 
broader uptake next cycle. 

• The delegation of performance and cooperation duties, including support to smaller mu-
nicipalities within functional urban areas. 

PR6 - Make affordable, quality, and climate-ready housing a core EU Cohesion priority with inte-
grated, multi-fund support. 

• Dedicated priority with cross-fund eligibility for the whole housing pathway: planning, 
land policy, construction/renovation (including seismic upgrades), social services integra-
tion, and long-term maintenance. 

• Clarify and align regulatory definitions and eligibility to reduce contradictions that cur-
rently constrain local action. 

• Outcome-linked incentives (e.g., renovated units delivered, energy-poverty reduction, so-
cial mix) and community participation requirements in project design and monitoring. 
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10 Conclusion 

The Florence case study demonstrates how a medium-sized European city with strong cultural and adminis-
trative traditions can use EU Cohesion Policy not only as a source of funding but as a framework for institu-
tional learning and strategic governance. Florence’s experience exemplifies the opportunities and limitations 
of integrating European resources into local policymaking within Italy’s complex multilevel governance ar-
chitecture. 

EU Funds as Catalysts for Integrated Urban Strategies 

In Florence, EU Cohesion Policy has played a pivotal role in steering urban transformation, despite represent-
ing a relatively modest share of the city’s total investment capacity. Acting as an Intermediate Body in both 
the NOP METRO 2014–2020 and the current METRO+ and Medium-Sized Cities South 2021–2027 Pro-
gramme, the city has implemented projects advancing the digital transition, sustainable mobility, social in-
clusion, and urban regeneration. These programmes have helped align Florence’s development trajectory 
with the EU’s overarching objectives of green, digital, and just transitions. More than their financial value, EU 
resources have provided a strategic framework that strengthens cross-departmental cooperation and encour-
ages innovation in urban governance. The challenge ahead is to secure continuity beyond individual projects, 
ensuring that the impact of Cohesion Policy becomes structurally embedded in long-term municipal strate-
gies. 

Organisational Innovation and the Challenge of Administrative Continuity 

Florence’s experience highlights how governance innovation can mitigate limited administrative resources. 
The creation of the EU Project Joint Office (an interdepartmental office) in 2012 marked a turning point in 
improving coordination and overcoming bureaucratic compartmentalisation. By supporting all departments 
in the design, management, and reporting of EU and national projects, the office has enhanced coherence and 
visibility of European action within the city administration. Nonetheless, chronic shortages of qualified staff, 
recruitment constraints, and high turnover continue to undermine the municipality’s ability to sustain long-
term institutional capacity. These challenges risk eroding the institution’s accumulated knowledge, experi-
ence, and procedural expertise built up over time. Florence’s approach, based on interdepartmental working 
groups, targeted training, and internal networking, shows that sustained investment in human capital and 
knowledge transfer is fundamental to the effective delivery of complex European programmes. 

Balancing Local Autonomy and Multilevel Coordination 

The governance of Cohesion Policy in Florence reflects both the strengths and fragilities of Italy’s decentral-
ised system. Responsibilities are distributed among national ministries, the Region of Tuscany, the Metropol-
itan City, and the Municipality. While this structure embodies the principle of subsidiarity established with 
the 2001 reform of Title V of the Italian Constitution, in practice it often results in overlapping competences, 
procedural delays, and uneven administrative capacity. The Region of Tuscany plays a central role as Manag-
ing Authority for regional ERDF and ESF+ programmes, but coordination between regional and local levels 
remains largely formal rather than strategic. Meanwhile, the Metropolitan City of Florence, though endowed 
with planning responsibilities, has yet to establish itself as a fully operational governance layer. Strengthen-
ing cooperation between the municipality, the region, and metropolitan authorities through stable joint plan-
ning mechanisms would improve coherence, reduce redundancy, and enhance the effectiveness of EU-funded 
interventions. 

European Engagement and Transnational Influence 

Florence has positioned itself as an active European actor, using transnational networking to amplify its voice 
and strengthen its policy influence. Its leadership within Eurocities (holding the Presidency from 2021 to 
2023), as well as participation in initiatives such as the Covenant of Mayors, the Green City Accord, and the 
100 Climate-Neutral Cities Mission, demonstrate the city’s commitment to European integration and climate 
leadership. These networks have allowed Florence to shape European debates on urban governance, sustain-
ability, and inclusion, while also enhancing its capacity to attract funding and exchange knowledge. However, 
the benefits of such engagement are constrained by limited staff and resources dedicated to international af-
fairs. Institutionalising European relations within the city’s administrative framework, possibly at the 
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metropolitan scale, would consolidate these achievements and ensure that networking translates into endur-
ing policy innovation. 

Key Insights for Future Policy and Governance Design 

The Florence case yields lessons for the future of Cohesion Policy and multilevel governance. First, it under-
scores that cities of medium size can be pivotal laboratories for governance reform, using EU instruments to 
foster coordination, experimentation, and administrative upgrading. Second, sustained institutional capac-
ity, not just funding, is indispensable. Human resources, training, and mechanisms for preserving institu-
tional knowledge must be treated as strategic investments. Third, effective urban governance requires robust 
metropolitan coordination, ensuring that the benefits of Cohesion Policy extend beyond city boundaries and 
strengthen territorial equity. Finally, Florence’s experience confirms the importance of embedding cities as 
full partners in the design, management, and monitoring of EU programmes. Empowering local governments 
within multilevel structures would enhance policy coherence and responsiveness, bringing European objec-
tives closer to citizens. 

In conclusion, Florence exemplifies how EU Cohesion Policy can function as an engine of administrative mod-
ernisation and cross-sectoral governance innovation. When adequately supported by institutional stability, 
skilled personnel, and cooperative governance, such policies can move beyond project implementation to de-
liver durable transformation, reinforcing both local capacity and Europe’s visibility at the urban scale. 
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Interviews & interactive sessions 

Interview 1 – Director General, Municipality of Florence & Metropolitan City of Florence, 22 May 2025 

Interview 2 – Head of International Activities and Investment Attraction Sector – Tuscany Region, 23 May 
2025 

Interview 3 - Municipality of Florence – Special Office for Housing and Housing, Research Funding and PON 
Metro Service, 29 May 2025 

Interview 4 – Municipality of Florence, Urban Planning Department, Municipality of Florence, 06 June 2025 

Interview 5 – Municipality of Florence, Urban Planning Department, Municipality of Florence, 06 June 2025 

Interactive Session 1 - Hearing Florence, 3 February 2025 

Interactive Session 2 – Policy lab Florence (9 participants), 5 June 2025 

Interactive Session 3 - Hearing Florence, 27 August 2025
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