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Executive Summary 

In this report AIReF analyses the proposal made by the Ministry of 

Finance and Public Administrations (MINHAP) on the horizontal 

allocation to the different Autonomous Regions (ARs) of individual 

budget stability targets. MINHAP is of the view that the 2016-2018 

adjustment path established for the whole subsector (a regional 

government deficit/GDP ratio of 0.3% in 2016, 0.1% in 2017 and 0% in 

2018) is feasible for all the ARs and so is proposing homogeneous 

targets for them all.  

The argument underpinning MINHAP’s assessment of the feasibility of 

the regions achieving the targets is that the difference of two percentage 

points of GDP between the autonomous regions posting the largest 

deficit in 2014 and the regions recording the smallest deficit is not a big 

gap. The Ministry believes the cyclical economic upswing will make it 

possible for all the ARs to meet their stability targets.  

MINHAP’s proposal does not contain any estimate of the 2015 year-end 

government deficit forecast for the different autonomous regions. 2015 

is a year in which the primary revenue sources for the different ARs will 

not yet feel the positive effects of the cyclical upswing in the Spanish 

economy. Nor is there any estimate of what impact this economic 

recovery will have on revenue over the following years. MINHAP’s 

proposal has not taken into account either the leeway each autonomous 

region has to take actions affecting expenditure and revenue, bearing in 

mind the financing model for the regions and the kind of services they 

provide, as well as the fiscal consolidation process undertaken over 

recent years. 

AIReF has produced estimates for all these factors and used them to 

calculate a number of indicators for the fiscal adjustment each one of 

the ARs would have to make, with a special focus on 2016. After 

analysing all of these indicators together as a set, AIReF has concluded 

that there are five autonomous regions (Balearic Isles, Extremadura, 

Catalonia, Murcia and Valencia) for which the required adjustment would 

not be feasible. AIReF has explained already on a number of occasions 

that the recurrent setting of targets for which compliance is judged “ex-

ante” to be unfeasible has a negative effect on the credibility of the rules 

of fiscal discipline. For the five autonomous regions listed above, AIReF 

therefore suggests a more gradual deficit adjustment path should be 

established than the targets set for the subsector as a whole in 2016 and 

2017 until budget stability is reached in 2018. 
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Moreover, the MINHAP proposal makes reference to the consistency of 

the stability targets set with the expenditure rule for the autonomous 

regions as a subsector but it does not take into account the different 

circumstances of each region. The Organic Law on Budget Stability and 

Financial Sustainability (LOEPSF, as it is known in Spain) lays down 

three fiscal rules that have to be met: budget stability, financial 

sustainability and the expenditure rule. What it does not do, however, is 

establish any hierarchy for their application. That means that although 

all three rules have to be complied with, the expenditure rule can actually 

turn into a constraint on the ARs that are closest to hitting the targets. 

This is not the case for the ARs that are further away from compliance 

where meeting the stability target requires a more restrictive spending 

path than would stem from complying with the expenditure rule.  

That is why AIReF believes the initial circumstances of each region have 

to be taken into account to see which of the two rules could turn out to 

be more restrictive if consistency between the two fiscal rules is to be 

guaranteed. That would be the way to ensure compliance with all the 

rules and AIReF has made some estimates for 2016 in order to do that. 

On the basis of those estimates it seems that by keeping to the 

expenditure rule, nine ARs will achieve at least a balanced budget in the 

full 2016-2018 period. Those autonomous regions are Andalusia, 

Asturias, Basque Country, Canary Isles, Castilla y León, Galicia, La 

Rioja, Madrid and Navarra.  

Taking into account the two principles feasibility of the stability targets 

and consistency with the application of the expenditure rule AIReF’s 

recommendation is for differentiated deficit targets to be set for 2016 and 

2017. The convergence path towards the balanced budget the ARs are 

expected to achieve by 2018 would then be possible. The analysis made 

by AIReF using the available information and the detailed estimates 

included as annexes to this report allow the autonomous regions to be 

divided into three different groups depending on how quickly their fiscal 

adjustment can take them to meeting the stability target set for 2018: 

 ARs with a budget balance target in the full period 2016-2018 

through the application of the expenditure rule: Andalusia, 

Asturias, Basque Country, Canary Islands, Castilla y León, 

Galicia, La Rioja, Madrid and Navarra. 

 ARs with a budget balance target in 2018 and an adjustment path 

envisaged for the subsector in 2016 and 2017: Aragón, Cantabria 

and Castilla-La Mancha. 
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 ARs with a budget balance target in 2018 and a more gradual 

adjustment path than forecast for the subsector in 2016 and 2017: 

Balearic Isles, Extremadura, Catalonia, Murcia and Valencia. 

AIReF makes a number of other recommendations in the report including 

in particular the suggestion that in the future the fiscal stability targets 

set for the whole General Government sector and for each one of its 

subsectors should be based on a prior analysis of the feasibility of 

compliance with individual targets. 
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Introduction 

The Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility (AIReF) has a statutory 

duty to issue a report on the setting of the budget stability and government debt 

targets for each one of the Autonomous Regions (ARs) in Spain. The Organic 

Law on Budget Stability and Financial Sustainability (LOEPSF, as it is known 

according to the Spanish acronym) states that once the budget stability and 

government debt targets have been set for the whole General Government sector and 

each one of its subsectors, the Ministry of Finance and Public Administrations 

(MINHAP, as it is known according to the Spanish acronym) must draw up a proposal 

of individual budget stability and government debt targets for each one of the 

Autonomous Regions. The Government then uses that proposal as a basis to set the 

budget stability and government debt targets for each one of the Autonomous Regions 

following reports from the Fiscal and Financial Policy Council (CPFF) and AIReF.  

This particular report has to be issued within 10 days of the approval by the 

Government of the targets for the General Government sector and once AIReF 

has received the information stipulated in its Statute. As this report cannot be 

prepared until the required documentation is sent to AIReF, the 10-day deadline 

mentioned above started to run from 15th July, the date on which the MINHAP 

Information Centre sent AIReF the Ministry’s proposal on setting the individual budget 

stability and government debt targets for the ARs for the period 2016-20181  

Object of the report and limitations on its 

scope 

The object of this report is the study by AIReF of the initial analysis made by 

MINHAP and sent to the Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility  that 

was prepared as a basis for the Ministry’s proposal on the setting of the budget 

stability and government debt targets for each one of the ARs in the period from 

2016-2018, given the target set for the subsector as a whole. As stated in article 

16 of the AIReF statute, the procedure is as follows. Once the targets for whole 

General Government sector in Spain have been approved, MINHAP has to send 

AIReF an initial analysis with the possible proposal on the setting of individual targets 

for each one of the ARs (horizontal allocation of targets), together with the information 

                                                           
1 Article 18 of Organic Law 6/2013 on the establishment of an Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility 

(AIReF) and articles 9 and 16 of Royal Decree 215/2014, of 28th March, approving AIReF’s Organic Statute  
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and background documentation it has used as a basis for the analysis. The  report 

from AIReF has to take as given the overall target set for the subsector as a whole.  

The scope of this report has been restricted by lack of information regarding:  

1. MINHAP’s forecast for a 2015 year-end figure as the initial basis of its 

proposal on targets. The proposal put forward by MINHAP makes reference 

to the circumstances of the autonomous regions in 2014 but does not take into 

account the 2015 forecast. 2015 is actually the year that will primarily 

determine the individual adjustment effort each region will be required to make 

in the years 2016-2018, and therefore the feasibility of compliance with the 

proposal put forward. That is the reason why AIReF has based its own analysis 

on the 2015 year-end forecast given in its recent report of 15th July on 

expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and 

expenditure rule targets by the public administrations in Spain2 which, taking 

into account the limitations and uncertainties mentioned in this report and in 

view of the general circumstances expected for the ARs in 2015, it regards as 

a tight forecast.  

2. Information on the forecast for resources from the financing system for 

the autonomous regions under the common regime for 2016 and 

estimates for those resources for 2017 and 2018. MINHAP has not made 

available to AIReF any information on the forecast for resources from the 

financing system distributed as interim payments with a subsequent final 

settlement for 2016. Just like the information described in the paragraph 

above, this information on the regional financing system funds is vital for 

AIReF to be able to evaluate the adjustment each region will be required to 

make in the following year and the feasibility of compliance by each region 

with the proposal made by MINHAP in that year. Given the importance of these 

resources they can sometimes represent between 60% and 70% of the total 

non-financial resources of each region AIReF has estimated a figure for 

them using its own forecasts on State collection of the ceded taxes as a basis 

for the estimate. 

3. Individualised structural balances for each region. Article 15 of the 

LOEPSF states that when setting the budget stability targets the structural 

balance reached in the year immediately prior to the year in question has to 

be taken into account. However, MINHAP, has not sent AIReF in its proposal 

any individualised information on the structural balances of each region. Nor 

does the Ministerial Order establishing their calculation methodology make 

public one of the fundamental variables needed to estimate the structural 

                                                           
2 Report on expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and expenditure rule targets by 

the public administrations in Spain available on the AIReF website.  

 

http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
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balance: the semi-elasticity to the national output gap for each region. 

Consequently, AIReF has had to work out its own estimates that may be 

different from the calculations on which the proposal from MINHAP is based. 

4. The elements taken into consideration by MINHAP for the calculation of 

the adjustments determining the expenditure eligible for the expenditure 

rule calculation on the basis of non-financial uses in previous years. This 

information would allow an adjusted estimate for the following years to 

be made for the expenditure eligible for inclusion in the rule and the non-

financial uses. The reports on the degree of compliance with the stability, 

debt and expenditure rule targets in 2013 and 2014 published by MINHAP3 do 

not contain any information on the elements it has taken into consideration for 

the calculation of the adjustments that have been applied to the non-financial 

uses to determine the expenditure eligible for the purposes of compliance with 

the expenditure rule. Consequently, for its estimate of the non-financial uses 

compatible with the expenditure rule in the years 2015 and 2016, AIReF has 

used a similar weight of eligible expenditure compared to non-financial uses 

as recorded in 2014. 

5. Economic impact of the normative powers or competences over taxation 

broken down by individual taxes as well as the existing margin for each 

region. To be able to determine how much leeway the regions have to bring 

in greater tax revenue information is required on the normative capacity not 

yet exercised by the ARs as estimated by MINHAP. AIReF has had to estimate 

that capacity on the basis of the proportion of GDP represented by tax revenue 

over which the regions have normative capacity. 

Assessment of MINHAP’S proposal 

MINHAP has presented a proposal for homogenous 2016-2018 budget stability 

targets for all the Autonomous Regions which are the same targets as the ones 

set for the subsector for each one of the three years in the time period covered 

as a percentage of GDP (-0.3% in 2016, -0.1% in 2017 and 0% in 2018). MINHAP 

bases this homogenous proposal on the following:  

 Arguments relating to the whole AR subsector 

 The proposal enables compliance with the aggregate path  

established for the whole AR subsector in the Council of Ministers 

agreement of 10 July, as well as with the expenditure rule. MINHAP 

indicates in its proposal that the restriction of the application of the 

                                                           
3 Informe sobre el grado de cumplimiento del objetivo de estabilidad presupuestaria, y de deuda pública y de la 

regla de gasto del ejercicio 2014  (available in Spanish on the MINHAP website).  

http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/CDI/Estabilidad%20Presupuestaria/Informe%20Completo%20EP%202014%20(1).pdf
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/CDI/Estabilidad%20Presupuestaria/Informe%20Completo%20EP%202014%20(1).pdf
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expenditure rule to the pace of reduction in the deficit will entail a further 

constraint on spending in the medium term. 

 On a subsector aggregate level no major structural fiscal 

retrenchment will be required during the period because all of the deficit 

reduction might be possible thanks to the effect of the economic cycle. 

AIReF’s view is that these arguments might be relevant for the setting of 

stability targets for the different subsectors in the General Government sector 

(vertical targets) but not when it comes to setting individual targets within each 

subsector (horizontal targets). MINHAP’s proposal makes reference to the 

structural adjustment effort to be made by the whole AR subsector compared to the 

Central Government and to the additional limitation the expenditure rule will entail in 

the medium term in deficit terms insofar as it will avoid any greater expenditure. These 

two considerations do not take into account the different relative circumstances of the 

autonomous regions, neither as regards the structural adjustment effort required from 

each one of them by the adjustment path set for the subsector, nor the effective 

limitation on expenditure already produced by the expenditure rule in the autonomous 

regions that are closest to reaching the target of a balanced budget.  

 Arguments relating to the individual situation of each AR 

 At an individual level for the ARs the adjustment will be greater for 

the regions that are furthest from the targets even though the targets 

are feasible. This is because, unlike the situation in 2011 when there was 

a gap of 6 percentage points of GDP between the ARs posting the largest 

deficit and the ones recording the smallest deficit (which led to the setting 

of differentiated targets in 2013), in 2014 the gap is only two percentage 

points and so there is no justification for setting different targets for the 

ARs in 2016. 

AIReF is of the view that the baseline situation today is not so different from the 

situation in 2013 used to justify a differentiated regional target allocation. Back 

then, in 2012, the gap between the ARs with the largest and the smallest deficits 

was 2.7 percentage points of GDP whereas in 2014 (the last full year for which 

year-end figures are available) the difference was 2.1 points. That gap will 

narrow slightly in 2015 according to AIReF’s forecast. In addition, when making 

the comparison between the two baseline years, the fiscal consolidation 

measures adopted by the autonomous regions in 2013 and 2014 need to be 

taken into account. Those measures amounted to 1.3% of GDP and so there is 

less margin available today for further measures to be introduced to close the 

gap. The MINHAP proposal uses the gap between the largest deficit posted by an 

autonomous region and the smallest deficit recorded by a region in 2011 and 

considers the 0.3% GDP deficit target to be a feasible target for all of the ARs because 
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between 2011 and 2014 the difference between the autonomous regions with the 

highest deficit and the ones with the lowest deficit  was narrowed by 4 percentage 

points of GDP (6 percentage points in 2011 and 2 in 2014). In this regard another 

factor to be taken into account is that in 2013 the path agreed by ECOFIN for Spain 

was amended allowing the collective target for the ARs to be raised from the initial -

0.7% of GDP to -1.3% of GDP. As a result of that change, the individual targets set 

for 2013 were revised and differentiated targets were set. That revision was justified, 

as stated in the press release published by MINHAP on 31st July, by “the 

heterogeneous reality of the baseline situation of each autonomous region to set 

targets that are realistic and achievable as well as being demanding targets”. The 

baseline situation for that heterogeneous reality were the 2012 deficit figures that had 

just been released and that at the time reflected a gap of 2.8 percentage points 

between the largest and the smallest deficit. Today, according to the initial deficit 

figures for 2014, the range is 2.1 percentage points of GDP. From that standpoint, 

therefore, the circumstances that justified the setting of differentiated targets back 

then are not very different from the circumstances today. Indeed, there is a factor 

today that would justify an even greater differentiation of targets than in 2013 which 

is that, according to the Stability Programme Update (SPU), in 2013 and 2014 the 

ARs adopted measures to cut expenditure amounting to 0.9% of GDP and to bring in 

additional revenue equivalent to 0.4% of GDP.  

The basis underlying MINHAP’s proposal is that it is feasible for all the ARs to 

reach the target. However, no calculations have been included in the proposal 

to back up that feasibility. The assessment of any allocation of targets, be it vertical 

or horizontal, entails a complex discussion in which the indicators to be taken into 

account have to be defined, the methodology to evaluate them determined and 

weightings for their impact on the outcome established. Of all the factors to be taken 

into account, the most important one is probably feasibility, since the setting of non-

realistic targets has a negative effect on the credibility of the rules of fiscal discipline.  

Nor does MINHAP’s proposal include other aspects that have to be taken into 

account under current legislation both when it comes to setting  targets and to 

AIReF’s assessment of them.  

 Setting targets: The LOEPSF lays down three fiscal rules that must be 

complied with. It also establishes mechanisms to guarantee the 

consistency of the rules through the way they are set. Article 15 of the 

LOEPSF states that when setting stability targets for the General 

Government sector overall, the expenditure rule and the structural 

balance reached in the fiscal year immediately before that year have to 

be taken into account. It goes on to state that the government debt targets 

shall be set in a manner consistent with the budget stability targets. 

 Assessment of the targets by AIReF: Under the independent fiscal 

institution’s Statute, when AIReF draws up its statutory report one of the 
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elements it has to take into account are the particular circumstances of 

each Administration with regard to the implementation of the LOEPSF and 

especially the existence of a plan to balance the budget or an economic-

financial plan, as well as that administration’s initial level of debt.  

AIReF believes it is necessary to incorporate an analysis of the feasibility of the 

budget stability targets and their consistency with the expenditure rule into the 

Government’s Agreement on the setting of individual targets. With that goal in 

mind and with the information constraints highlighted in the section under the heading 

“Object of the report and limitations on its scope”, AIReF suggests the following 

approaches to each one of these questions. 

Suggested approach for the evaluation of 

the feasibility of the adjustment path 

proposed by MINHAP 

Under the current legislation in force in Spain, AIReF’s evaluation is limited to 

an analysis of the relative situation of each region as regards the adjustment 

path envisaged by MINHAP. It is not asked to evaluate the global target set for 

all of the ARs taken together. In accordance with article 18 of the Organic Law 

6/2013 on the establishment of AIReF and article 16 of its Organic Statute, AIReF is 

only required to prepare a report on the horizontal allocation of targets. That means 

the vertical allocation previously made for each one of the subsectors making up the 

General Government sector in Spain (Central Government, Social Security Funds, 

Autonomous Regions and Local Corporations) has to be regarded as a given. AIReF’s 

analysis, therefore, focuses on the appraisal of the adjustment path envisaged by 

MINHAP for the period 2016-2018 with two constraints: adherence to the budget 

stability target set for the Autonomous Regions subsector and achievement of a 

balanced budget in 2018 by all the regions.  

Bearing in mind the limitation highlighted in the paragraph above, AIReF 

suggests a feasibility analysis be made using a 2015 year-end estimate as a 

basis to assess the possibility of compliance with the target in 2016. 2016 is the 

year in which the deficit reduction required as a target by the path set by 

MINHAP would be more demanding. As stated in its Report on expected 

compliance with the 2015 budget stability, public debt and expenditure rule targets by 

the public administrations in Spain, published on 15th July this year, AIReF is 

forecasting a deviation of half a  percentage point of GDP from the deficit target set 

for the ARs subsector in this year. AIReF expects that deviation will be unevenly 

distributed among the ARs, leaving a gap of almost 2 percentage points of GDP 

between the regions recording the highest deficit and the regions posting the lowest 
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deficit. As AIReF explained in the July report, this year-end estimate took into account 

both budget implementation information for the month of April published by MINHAP 

as well as updated detailed information provided by the Autonomous regions at 

AIReF’s request. AIReF therefore believes that the estimate is a good basis to use 

when making a feasibility analysis based on the relative fiscal adjustment effort that 

the 0.3% of GDP deficit proposed by MINHAP means for each autonomous region. 

Graph 1. AIReF 2015 year-end estimate for the Autonomous Regions and the 
reduction required in net borrowing 2015/2016 with a -0.3% target (as a % of GDP) 

 

Reduction in borrowing 

 
  

 

MINHAP believes that at an aggregate subsector level no major structural 

adjustment effort will be required from the autonomous regions during the 

reference period, as all the reduction in the deficit might be possible thanks to 

the effect of the economic cycle. However, it does not take into account that: 

 a significant part of regional spending barely responds to any 

cyclical developments in the economy (it is not elastic), because 

between 60-70% of the expenditure in the regions is on health, education 

and social services; 

 between 60-70% of the revenue of the autonomous regions under the 

common regime are funds received through the regional financing 

system. The ARs have hardly any capacity to influence this funding 

source which has a very different impact in 2016 among the different ARs 

(Graph 2); 

 additionally, the leeway for action has been reduced as a result of 

the fiscal consolidation process of recent years in which measures 

have been introduced by the ARs to reduce expenditure and increase 
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revenue, amounting to 1.8% and 0.7% of GDP respectively. 70% of the 

measures adopted are linked to the autonomous regions’ normative 

powers on taxation by creating their own regional taxes, changing tax 

rates, and granting exemptions and deductions in the case of the taxes 

ceded by the State to the regions. 

 

Graph 2. Reduction in net borrowing 2016/2015 compatible with the target of -0.3% set 
for the subsector and estimated variation in the resources from the financing system 
(% regional GDP) 

 

Source: AIReF estimates. 

N.B: The gap between the top of each bar and the dot reflects what part of the adjustment (to reach the -0.3% target) 
is not covered by the maximum possible increase envisaged in the resources from the regional funding system. The 
figure for net borrowing in 2015 corresponds to AIReF’s central estimate. 
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the 0.3% of GDP deficit target the primary fiscal adjustment that the regions of 

Asturias, Basque Country, Canary Isles, Castilla y León, Galicia, Madrid, Navarra, 

and La Rioja would have to make would be lower than the average adjustment made 

by all the ARs taken together in the years 2011-2015. Balearic Isles, Extremadura, 

Catalonia, Valencia, and Murcia, on the other hand, would have to make a much 

greater fiscal adjustment not only than the average made by all the ARs taken 

together but also much greater than the adjustment made by Castilla-La Mancha, 

which was the region that made the greatest fiscal adjustment effort during that time.  

 

Graph 3. Adjustment effort in terms of primary structural balance in 2016 to guarantee 
a uniform stability target (-0.3% GDP) (% regional GDP) 

 

Sources: IGAE, INE, MINECO and AIReF estimates.  

N.B.: Adjustment effort defined as the variation in the structural balance (cyclically-adjusted balance minus one-off 
and exceptional measures), after excluding interest expenses. The 2015 figure corresponds to AIReF’s central 
estimate. 
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Graph 4. Effort required/margin in terms of non-financial primary government 
expenditure in 2016 to guarantee a uniform stability target (-0.3% GDP) (annual 
variation) 

 

Sources: AIReF estimates. 

N.B.: Effort required/margin defined in terms of the variation in non-financial uses minus interest expenses (primary 
government expenditure). The 2015 figure corresponds to AIReF’s central estimate. 

 

The synthetic key indicators used to assess the feasibility of the adjustment 

that would be required by the Ministry’s proposal of targets clearly identify five 

autonomous regions for which the 0.3% of GDP deficit set for 2016 would 

require an adjustment effort to be made that does not seem feasible. In line with 

the primary structural adjustment and effort required/margin measured in terms of 

non-financial primary government spending, Balearic Isles, Catalonia, Extremadura, 

Murcia and Valencia would all have to make an above-average adjustment in 2016 to 

comply with the target set. 

Supplementary indicators 

The synthetic key indicators could be supplemented with other indicators that 

would also measure feasibility and so allow a more gradual adjustment path to 

be devised for the five ARs listed above, taking into account also the 

sustainability analysis made below: 

3. Regional fiscal pressure index.  

Although more than 60% of the revenue of the ARs under the common regime are 

resources from the regional financing system, the autonomous regions still have a fair 

amount of leeway to raise revenue through taxation (both in their own taxes and in 

some of the taxes ceded to them by the State). The available information does not 

allow any assessment to be made of how each region exercises its normative capacity 

over taxation, nor the leeway still remaining to them until that capacity is fully used 

up. As a result, it is difficult to analyse the margin for the regions to take steps to 
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increase revenue. Nonetheless, as an approach to the question, AIReF has 

calculated a “regional fiscal pressure” index with a breakdown by autonomous region 

as shown in graph 5 below. The index takes into account their own regional taxes and 

those that have been totally ceded, as well as tax rates and the normative capacity 

they have over personal income tax collection.  

 

Graph 5. Regional fiscal pressure (2014, % tax revenue with regional normative capacity as 
a ratio of regional GDP) 

 

Sources: IGAE, INE and AIReF estimates. 

N.B.: The index is an approximate indicator of the normative capacity over taxation exercised by the ARs. It is 
measured as a ratio of GDP and calculated as the sum total of the budget items for non-financial resources in 2014 
for market production, taxes and duties on imports and on products, excluding VAT, other taxes on production, other 
current taxes and capital taxes, and the evaluation of the powers exercised by the AR over personal income tax 
collection in line with the latest data known (2013 annual data). The calculation has only been made for the ARs under 
the common regime because their powers over taxation are the same. For the Canary Isles, the Canary Isles General 
Indirect Tax has not been taken into account in order to maintain homogeneity. 

 

4. Indicators of revenue sufficiency and expenditure developments  

The revenue sufficiency indicator evaluates whether the non-financial total revenues 

of each region (not only the resources from the regional financing system) are 

sufficient to finance an average expenditure level as shown in graph 6 below. 

  

0,0%

0,5%

1,0%

1,5%

2,0%

2,5%

3,0%

A
N

D

A
R

A

A
ST

B
A

L

C
A

N

C
N

T

C
Y

L

C
L
M

C
A

T

E
X

T

G
A

L

M
A

D

M
U

R

R
IO

C
V

A

C
C

A
A

ARs simple average



  

 
    27th July 2015       Report on the setting of the stability and government debt targets for the ARs              Page 16 

Report 
Report 

 

Graph 6. Sufficiency of non-financial revenue given an average expenditure 2012-2014 
(% regional GDP)  

 

Sources: IGAE, INE and AIReF estimates.  

N.B.: The indicator of non-financial revenue sufficiency, given an average expenditure level, measures the net lending 
or borrowing the ARs would have had on average in the years 2012-2014 on the assumption that their primary (like-
for-like) expenditure had been the adjusted per-inhabitant average. Therefore, it is an indicator of the sufficiency of 
resources of each region for the average of the period. 

 

Graph 7. Like-for-like primary expenditure (euros per capita; average 2012-2014)  

 

Sources: IGAE and AIReF estimates. 

N.B.: Like-for-like primary expenditure measures the adjusted per-inhabitant non-financial primary expenditure in 

each region during the period 2012-2014, in terms of homogeneous expenditure competences. 
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The average expenditure indicated above is calculated beforehand in terms of per 

capita spending with a weighting in line with the age structure of the population4 since 

this is an indicator of the trend in expenditure by the region (graph 7 shows that trend 

as an average for the years 2012-2014). This method requires a previous 

standardisation exercise to align the competences for expenditure items of the 

different ARs in order to guarantee the consistency of the comparison.  

Debt sustainability analysis 

The feasibility indicators above can be supplemented by a more long-term outlook on 

the possibility of convergence by each region with the 13% regional debt target.  

A sustainability indicator is used to do that. This indicator quantifies the size of the 

additional fiscal adjustment effort to be made, measured in terms of a primary balance 

to GDP ratio, in order to achieve the level of government debt for each region 

established as a target in the LOEPSF (13% of regional GDP) in 2030. 2030 is the 

year when the General Government sector might achieve the aggregate government 

debt target (60% of GDP) according to estimates made by AIReF.  

 

Graph 8. Additional fiscal adjustment effort to guarantee sustainability in 2030 (annual, 
% GDP) 

 

Sources: IGAE, INE and AIReF estimates. 

N.B.: The indicator is defined as the average additional primary fiscal balance necessary to reach the regional debt 
target (13% of GDP) in 2030. The fiscal adjustment effort included for 2016-2018 is consistent with the figure 
presented in the Stability Programme Update and implies reaching budget stability in the long term.  

  

                                                           
4 Law 22/2009, of 18th December, regulating the financing system of the Autonomous Regions under the common 

regime and Cities granted autonomous status includes the concept of age-adjusted population which is a 
population variable corrected mainly by the age structure of the population with the goal of incorporating the 
higher social expenditure (health, education and social services) associated with under 16-year olds and over 
65-year olds. See Methodology Annex. 
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The positive values of this indicator shown in graph 8 reflect, therefore, the additional 

fiscal consolidation adjustments in terms of primary balance with a view to a long-term 

scenario that maintains budget stability. Given that the LOEPSF stipulates that the 

government debt target for each AR is 13% of the regional GDP of each region, 

sustainability has been analysed by quantifying the additional adjustment effort 

necessary in terms of primary balance in order to reach that target in 2030. Therefore 

the baseline scenario assumes that the fiscal adjustment implicit in the path proposed 

by MINHAP in 2016-2018 is made with convergence towards the budget stability 

target from then onwards. A positive indicator signals that, given the expected 

developments of the interest burden, budgetary equilibrium would not be sufficient to 

converge to the 13% target in 2030 and additional adjustments in the primary balance 

would be needed. 

The results of the supplementary feasibility and sustainability indicators are not 

conclusive when it comes to defining a more gradual adjustment path to the 

targets for the Balearic Isles, Catalonia, Murcia and Valencia as they do not 

identify unequivocally the same regions as regards how gradual to make that 

path. It seems here that Balearic Isles, Extremadura and Catalonia would have less 

leeway on the revenue, side given that they have higher regional fiscal pressure, 

whereas Valencia and Murcia have a lower coverage ratio of their revenues to finance 

an average level of expenditure. Furthermore, the expenditure of those particular 

regions is lower than that average expenditure figure. From the standpoint of 

sustainability, a greater adjustment effort would have to be demanded of Catalonia, 

Murcia and Valencia than in the case of Balearic Isles and Extremadura. 

An approach to making an assessment of 

the consistency of the stability and 

expenditure rule targets 

The LOEPSF lays down three fiscal rules that have to be complied with: budget 

stability, financial sustainability and the expenditure rule. What it does not do, 

however, is indicate any hierarchy for them as regards their implementation so 

that compliance with the most restrictive of the three rules at any given time 

guarantees compliance with the other two. The feasibility indicators analysed 

earlier in this report indicate that the five autonomous regions identified in the section 

above should be treated differently. For all the other ARs, an assessment has to be 

made of the consistency between the stability target and the expenditure rule. The 

expenditure rule limits the growth in spending to the medium-term GDP growth in the 

economy. The expenditure development path stemming from the application of this 

rule is less restrictive than the rule linked to compliance with the budget stability target 

while the ARs are still in the middle of a process of fiscal consolidation requiring the 
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adoption of expenditure constraint measures. On the contrary, the closer the ARs are 

to complying with the stability target, the more relevant the expenditure rule becomes 

because it determines what the cap on any increase in expenditure would be and the 

deficit compatible with compliance with that rule for a given level of revenue.  

Article 15 of the LOEPSF says that compliance with the spending rule is to be 

taken into account when setting the stability target. The intention in doing so is to 

try to guarantee consistency between the two fiscal rules so that each one helps 

towards compliance with the other. 

 

Graph 9. Net lending/borrowing compatible with application of the expenditure rule in 
2016 excluding the ARs with feasibility problems  

(% GDP) 

 

Sources: IGAE, INE and AIReF estimates. 

N.B.:. The indicator is defined as the difference in %GDP between the estimated non-financial resources and the non-
financial uses resulting from the application of the expenditure rule in 2016. It shows the maximum level of net 
lending/borrowing that could be reached by the ARs in that year while still keeping to the maximum level of spending 
eligible under the expenditure rule. 
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allowed under the rule in 2016. At the same time, using the assumption of a similar 

weight of eligible spending to non-financial uses as recorded in 2014, AIReF has 

obtained the figure for non-financial uses in 2016. By deducting that figure from the 

forecast resources for 2016 AIReF has calculated the balance that would stem from 

compliance with the expenditure rule. Taking into account the margins of error 

associated with those calculations (the assumptions explained above and no 

knowledge of any normative revenue measures), the result obtained indicates that 

the budget balance in Asturias and Madrid would be close to equilibrium but 

Andalusia, Basque Country, Canary Isles, Castilla y León, Galicia, Navarra, and La 

Rioja would not achieve a balanced budget in 2016 and that would continue to be the 

case every year until 2018.  

Concerning the proposal on government 

debt targets for 2016-2018 

Government debt targets in Spain have to be set in a manner consistent with 

the stability targets (article 15 of the LOEPSF). That is the reason why any different 

allocation in deficit targets would necessarily mean adapting the debt targets to the 

new stability targets set.  

Moreover, in the MINHAP proposal the leeway for discretionary action in the 

system used to set the debt targets is narrowed down to only two exceptions 

that would allow for correction of the individual targets proposed for 2016-2018. 

The basis for MINHAP’s proposal on debt targets for each one of the ARs is the 

collective target for the subsector in the years 2016-2018 approved by Agreement of 

the Council of Ministers (ACM) on 10th July this year. In previous years, the ACM 

always had a general clause saying that circumstances could be taken into account, 

providing they did not affect compliance with the deficit target or the expenditure rule, 

that might affect the debt limits and not arising from any discretionary decisions taken 

by the ARs, if approved by MINHAP. Unlike previous years, this year the ACM in 

2015, limits any possibility of rectification of the target to additional financing 

mechanisms that do not finance debt maturities or deficit in the year and to accounting 

classifications of units. By reducing the number of exceptions that would allow for 

rectification to be made of the debt target set even the autonomous regions 

themselves can now know in advance which transactions could be considered 

exceptions. This is another positive step towards a more transparent and verifiable 

system of setting debt targets, limiting as much as possible any leeway for 

discretionary action or decisions just as AIReF has recommended in previous reports.  
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Nevertheless, the debt targets proposed are still not transparent and nor are 

they verifiable ex ante. The system proposed for 2016-2018 would mean debt 

targets would be set in two phases. In the first phase there would be initial targets set 

that MINHAP describes as “minimum” targets in its proposal. In the second phase 

there would be corrected targets as and when the exceptions occur that require 

rectification of the targets. The corrected or rectified targets are the targets against 

which compliance would be verified. If the same system were still used as in previous 

years whereby funds are allocated at the end of the year this information on 

funding allocation would not be available until that time.  Therefore, the system 

proposed by MINHAP still does not establish any targets that would serve to measure 

compliance for the ARs that would have access to additional financing mechanisms. 

Another reason for them not being transparent would be that the decisions taken by 

the Government’s Delegated Committee on Economic Affairs (CDGAE, in the 

Spanish acronym) on the allocation of funding to the autonomous regions are not 

made public. 

Thus, the targets proposed do not allow the ARs to draw up their budgets in 

line with the debt targets nor do they allow AIReF to make any ex ante 

evaluation of compliance with those targets as they are required to do so by the 

LOEPSF respectively in articles 6 and 17. The ARs must ensure when drawing up 

their draft budgets and initial budgets that they contain adequate and sufficient 

information allowing for verification of compliance with the debt target (article 6 of the 

LOEPSF). AIReF, for its part, has to assess ex ante compliance with the debt targets 

(article 17 of the LOEPSF).  

Recommendations and guidelines on good 

practices 

 As a result of its evaluation of the proposal made by MINHAP on the setting of 

individual budget stability and government debt targets for the ARs in the timeframe 

2016-2018, AIReF has a number of recommendations to make in this report regarding 

each one of those fiscal discipline targets. It also reiterates below some of the 

recommendations already made on transparency in other reports published 

previously. 

 Recommendations with regard to the budget stability targets 

AIReF agrees with MINHAP that when setting targets it is essential to take into 

account their feasibility. However, MINHAP does not include in its proposal any 

analysis to endorse the feasibility of the targets put forward. AIReF therefore suggests 

a series of indicators that would allow an assessment to be made both of the feasibility 

of the budget stability targets and their consistency with the expenditure rule in the 
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terms set out by the LOEPSF. In line with these criteria, AIReF has defined a series 

of indicators that, according to the information available and AIReF’s estimates, would 

lead to the following differentiated proposal for the autonomous regions split into three 

groups:  

 Autonomous regions with a target of 0 in the whole 2016-2018 timeframe 

through the application of the expenditure rule: Andalusia, Asturias, 

Basque Country, Canary Isles, Castilla y León, Galicia, Madrid, Navarra 

and La Rioja. 

 Autonomous regions with a target of 0 in 2018 and the same adjustment 

path as forecast for the subsector in 2016 and 2017: Aragón, Cantabria, 

Castilla-La Mancha. 

 Autonomous regions with a target of 0 in 2018 and a more gradual 

adjustment path than the path forecast for the subsector in 2016 and 

2017: Balearic Isles, Extremadura, Catalonia, Murcia and Valencia. 

AIReF makes the following recommendation: 

1. Differentiated deficit targets should be set in 2016 and 2017 so that the 

convergence path to a balanced budget as envisaged for 2018 is 

possible. The following elements could be taken into account to do this: 

 

 The relative position of the autonomous region as regards the 

feasibility of its compliance with the target measured in terms of the 

relative adjustment required. 

 The consistency of the budget stability target with compliance with 

the expenditure rule  

In accordance with the statutory powers assigned to it by the law setting up the 

Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility in Spain, AIReF has restricted its 

analysis in this report to the MINHAP proposal on the individual targets for the ARs 

and has taken the target set for the subsector as a whole as the constraint. However, 

with a view to guaranteeing the feasibility of individual targets and consistency 

between the individual targets and the subsector target, AIReF makes the following 

recommendation: 

2. For future years, the budget targets set for the General Government 

sector overall and for each one of its subsectors should be based on an 

initial analysis of the feasibility of compliance with the individual targets.  

 Recommendations with regard to the debt targets 

In the MINHAP proposal the margin for discretionary action in the system to set the 

debt targets has been limited by reducing the number of exceptions allowing for 
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rectification of the individual debt targets proposed for 2016-2018 to only two. 

Nevertheless, the debt targets proposed are still not transparent or verifiable ex ante 

and so AIReF makes the following recommendation: 

3. Debt targets should be set that allow the ARs to draw up budgets in 

conformity with the targets that will eventually be used to verify their 

compliance and AIReF to make an ex ante evaluation of the debt targets. 

With that aim in mind AIReF believes it would be appropriate to make 

public the agreements reached by the Government’s Delegated 

Committee on Economic Affairs (CDGAE) with the financial amounts 

distributed to each one of the autonomous regions as well as the 

accounts classification of units 

 Other recommendations on the subject of transparency 

 Concerning the expenditure rule:  

4. MINHAP should include in its report on the degree of compliance with the 

budget stability, government debt and expenditure rule targets for each year a 

more detailed explanation of the adjustments to be made for the calculation of 

the expenditure eligible for inclusion according to the rule.  

5. The IGAE should publish a Guide to calculating the expenditure rule for the 

regions. This recommendation was already made by AIReF in an earlier report 

on expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and 

expenditure rules by the public administrations in Spain. MINHAP has since 

informed AIReF that it is working on a manual primarily focusing on the 

calculation of non-financial uses. 

6.  MINHAP should publish a ministerial order with an approved calculation 

methodology for the expenditure rule and develop its contents and the 

procedure for sending the necessary information so that each administration 

can make an a priori estimate (when drafting its budget) and monitor its budget 

spending against the expenditure rule. This recommendation was already put 

forward by AIReF in its report published on 15th July on expected compliance 

with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and expenditure rules by the 

public administrations in Spain. 

 Concerning revenue: 

7. The information on the resources of the financing system that will be paid out 

to the regions as interim payments should be released earlier. This 

recommendation was included in the EFP reports published in July 2014. 
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8. MINHAP should publish the economic impact of the normative powers exercised by 

the autonomous regions on taxation broken down by individual tax as well as the 

existing margin for action by each region. This recommendation was included as a 

good practice guideline in the EFP reports published by AIReF in July 2014.  
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DESCRIPTION OF THE CALCULATIONS MADE AND 

THE INDICATORS USED IN THE REPORT 

Relationship between the estimated maximum increase for 2016 of the 

resources from the financing system subject to distribution as interim 

payments and the necessary reduction in net lending/borrowing if the stability 

target were set at -0.3% of GDP in 2016 for all the regions. 

The reduction required in 2016 in the net lending or borrowing that would lead to 

compliance with the stability target proposed by the Government is first calculated 

and then compared with the estimated increase in the resources from the financing 

system subject to settlement in 2016. The forecasts in the upper part of the interval 

have been used from the forecasts made about financing in 2016. 

Therefore, if the difference between the two figures is negative it shows the margin 

the ARs would have if their target were set as being -0.3%. If the difference is positive 

it reflects the additional adjustment that they would have to make. 

For this calculation AIReF makes an estimate of the resources from the financing 

system subject to interim payments that the ARs under the common regime will 

receive in 2016 and that correspond to the interim payments for that year and the final 

settlement for 2014 (see the annex on methodology) as well as the 2015 net 

lending/borrowing amounts for each autonomous region.  

SEE GRAPH 2 IN THIS REPORT AND TABLE 1. 

Adjustment effort in terms of primary structural balance (excluding interest 

payments) that the ARs would have to make if the stability target were set at -

0.3% of GDP in 2016 for all of them. 

This indicator represents the variation between 2015 and 2016 of the structural fiscal 

balance of each region excluding the interest burden, on the assumption that the 

target for each AR is -0.3% of GDP. 

The structural fiscal balance represents what government revenues and expenditure 

would be if the economy were using all its productive resources with no friction (i.e. 

output were at its potential level) and if there had been no temporary or one-off 

measures. In other words, it is the fiscal balance that would be recorded after 

discounting the effect of the economic cycle and of those exceptional measures.  

The primary structural balance excludes the interest burden of the structural balance. 

Given the changes in the financing mechanisms the ARs have applied to have access 

to and the understanding that the interest burden is largely outside the control of 

regional policies, it is deemed to be a better measure of the discretionary capacity 
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they have. Therefore, the change in the primary structural balance is an indicator of 

discretionary action on taxation taken in 2016. 

See the methodology for the calculation of the cyclical sensitivities of each AR and of 

the output gap. 

SEE GRAPH 3 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 2 

Adjustment effort or margin in terms of primary non-financial uses (excluding 

interest payments) the ARs would have if the stability target were set at -0.3% 

of GDP for all of them. 

It represents the higher or lower capacity each region would have to increase primary 

non-financial uses in the period 2016-2018 if their own stability targets were the 

targets set for the subsector. 

That would mean it would be representative of the difference in adjustments that the 

ARs would make in the event that the criterion presented in the Government’s 

proposal to set the same target for all the ARs were followed. 

This indicator would reflect the adjustment that would have to be made by each AR 

in the period if the individual targets were established without any asymmetrical 

allocation. That makes it the basis to determine the feasibility of them complying with 

those targets in line with the financing envisaged for the region in question  and the 

level of primary expenditure in 2015. 

As interest payments for servicing their debt differ very much among the ARs and 

they have very little possibility of taking action to change them, the index for primary 

uses is calculated. 

Given that the results of the first year will determine the results of the following years 

and the degree of uncertainty of the estimates made becomes greater throughout the 

period, AIReF has focused its analysis on the first year, 2016.  

The basis for AIReF’s analysis is the estimate of primary non-financial uses in 2015 

AIReF made for the Report on expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, 

government debt expenditure rule target by all the public administrations in Spain 

published on 17th July this year5. 

First an estimate of total non-financial resources for 2016 is made (see methodology 

annex). Then by deducting from that figure the interest expenses estimated by AIReF 

for 2016 (see methodology annex) and the deficit figure that each AR would have in 

                                                           
5 Report on expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and expenditure rule targets 

by the public administrations in Spain available on the AIReF website.. 
 

http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
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the event the target were set at -0.3%, the maximum figure for primary uses that could 

be reached by each autonomous region in 2016 would be obtained.  

The annual variation is obtained by comparing those uses in 2016 against the forecast 

uses figure for 2015.  

This variation in primary uses in each AR can be compared against the expected 

average growth in nominal GDP. 

SEE GRAPH 4 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 3 

Regional fiscal pressure 

AIReF’s intention has been to devise an index to evaluate how much taxation 

normative capacity can be exercised by the ARs as well as the upside it might have 

in the future to contribute to the retrenchment they will have to make in the fiscal 

consolidation process. 

Given the complexity of its construction and the lack of information on it6, AIReF is of 

the view that regional fiscal pressure could be used as a possible measure of that 

normative taxation capacity.  

The indicator has only been calculated for the ARs under the common regime 

because their powers over taxation are the most similar. In the case of the Canary 

Isles autonomous region, the Canary Isle General Indirect Tax has not bee taken into 

account in the interests of establishing homogeneity with the other ARS under the 

common regime. 

The regional fiscal pressure index has been calculated by dividing the non-financial 

resources in 2014 under the headings of market production, taxes and duties on 

imports and products, excluding VAT, other taxes on production, other current taxes 

and taxes on capital by the regional GDP in 2014 and the assessment of the 

normative powers exercised by the ARs over personal income tax (IRPF) in line with 

the latest data known contained in a publication by MINHAP detailing the settlement 

of payment of the resources of the financing system for autonomous regions under 

the common regime and cities with the status of autonomous cities and of 

participations in the regional convergence funds, as regulated in Law 22/2009 of 18th 

December, corresponding to 20137.  

                                                           
6 In its Report on the Economic and Financial Plans of the Autonomous Communities published in July 2014 

AIReF stated the needed for MINHAP to provide a comparative study of the normative capacity exercised by 
each Autonomous Region on taxation and the leeway still remaining to them. 

7 Liquidación de los recursos del sistema de financiación de las comunidades autónomas de régimen común y 
ciudades con estatuto de autonomía y de las participaciones en los fondos de convergencia autonómica, 
regulados en la ley 22/2009, de 18 de diciembre, correspondientes al ejercicio  2013 available in Spanish on 
the MINHAP website 

http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/000/789/original/1-_Report_on_the_Economic_and_Financial_Plans_of_the_Autonomous_Communities.pdf?1436972833%20
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/PortalVarios/FinanciacionTerritorial/Autonomica/Publicaciones%20Financiacion/Texto%20Liquidación%202013.pdf
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/PortalVarios/FinanciacionTerritorial/Autonomica/Publicaciones%20Financiacion/Texto%20Liquidación%202013.pdf
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/PortalVarios/FinanciacionTerritorial/Autonomica/Publicaciones%20Financiacion/Texto%20Liquidación%202013.pdf


  

 
  27th July 2015     Annex Report on the setting of the stability and government debt targets for the ARs       Page 29 

Report 
Report 

 

SEE GRAPH 5 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 4 

Sufficiency of non-financial revenues given an average expenditure 2012-2014 

This indicator measures, as a percentage of the regional GDP, the net lending or 

borrowing that the autonomous regions might have had as an average figure in the 

years 2012-2014, on the assumption that their like-for-like primary expenditure had 

been the adjusted average per-inhabitant. It is, therefore, an indicator of the 

sufficiency of resources that each AR might have had as an average of the years 

2012 to 2014.  

The basis for the calculation of the indicator is the estimate of primary like-for-like 

expenditure of each AR (see methodology annex).  

By dividing the primary like-for-like expenditure of each AR by its adjusted population 

(see methodology annex) a primary like-for-like spending figure in euros per adjusted 

inhabitant and the average for all the ARs would be obtained. By multiplying the 

average by the adjusted population and adding to it the expenditure on the non like-

for-like competences of each AR and the interest expenses the total expenditure of 

each AR ensured through an average expenditure figure would be obtained. 

By comparing that total expenditure with the non-financial resources of each AR, and 

dividing it by the regional GDP, the net lending or borrowing figure in regional GDP 

percentage terms that would have been recorded if its expenditure had been in line 

with the average expenditure figure would be obtained. 

SEE GRAPH 6 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 5 

Trend in primary expenditure in like-for-like terms.  

This indicator measures in euros the average per capita primary non-financial use in 

each region during the years 2012-2014 on the basis of homogenous expenditure 

competences. 

The indicator is constructed by dividing the like-for-like primary non-financial uses of 

each AR (total non-financial uses minus the estimated expenditure on non like-for-like 

competences and interest expenses) in the average of the years 2012-2014 by the 

adjusted population of each AR and working out in this way primary like-for-like uses 

in euros per adjusted population in each AR and an average of all the ARs taken 

together. 

SEE GRAPH 7 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 6 
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Sustainability of government debt in the medium-long term. 

The medium-long term sustainability indicator quantifies the additional structural 

adjustment on top of a baseline simulation, on top of the primary balance, which an 

AR has to make to reach the debt target in 2030 (13% of regional GDP)8. 

In the baseline simulation the debt has been projected over the existing stock of debt 

at the end of 2014 as a baseline. The calculation of the 2015 debt figure has been 

made on the basis of AIReF estimates for ARs as a ratio of the GDP, primary balance 

and interest burden. For the years 2016-2018, the assumption used is of a change in 

the primary balance in line with the Stability Programme Update 2015-2018. Lastly, 

standard hypotheses are used about the trend in GDP (it converges to its potential in 

2018 and then the nominal growth stabilises around 3.3%, with long-term inflation of 

1.8%); the fiscal balance (the primary balance develops in line with the requirements 

to meet the debt target) and interest rates (the real interest rate is equal to the rate of 

variation in the potential output in the long term). 

SEE GRAPH 8 IN THE REPORT 

Expenditure rule 

For the calculation of the expenditure rule, article 12 of the LOEPYSF defines eligible 

expenditure as non-financial uses as defined in ESA terms, not including debt 

servicing, discretionary expenditure on unemployment benefits, the part of the 

expenditure financed with assigned funds from the EU or from other public 

administrations and transfers to the ARs and to the LCs tied to financing systems. 

It also indicates that when normative changes are approved that mean permanent 

increases in revenue collection the resulting level of eligible expenditure from 

implementation of the rule in the years when there is greater revenue collected may 

rise by the equivalent amount. When normative changes are approved that lead to 

any decrease in revenue collection, on the other hand, the resulting level of eligible 

expenditure will have to be reduced by the envisaged amount. 

The basis used for the calculation of compliance with the expenditure rule in 2016 is 

the figure for eligible expenditure in 2014 published by MINHAP in its report released 

on 24th April this year9, capped by the maximum level of expenditure allowed in the 

case of the ARs that failed to comply with the expenditure rule that year. That 

expenditure figure has been increased in line with the reference growth rate for 2015 

(1.3%) and 2016 (1.8%) in order to calculate the maximum eligible expenditure in 

                                                           
8  Report on expected compliance with the 2015 budget stability, government debt and expenditure rule targets by 

the public administrations in Spain (page 34). In the long-term baseline scenario simulated by AIReF, the 
General Government sector complies with the 60% debt target in 2030. 

9  Informe sobre el grado de cumplimiento del objetivo de estabilidad presupuestaria, y de deuda pública y de la 
regla de gasto del ejercicio 2014 (available in Spanish on the MINHAP website). 

 

http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
http://www.airef.es/system/assets/archives/000/001/006/original/1_-_Informe_cumplimiento_INGLES_FINAL.pdf?1441291728
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/CDI/Estabilidad%20Presupuestaria/Informe%20Completo%20EP%202014%20(1).pdf
http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/CDI/Estabilidad%20Presupuestaria/Informe%20Completo%20EP%202014%20(1).pdf
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2016. Then, assuming a similar weight of eligible expenditure compared to non-

financial uses as recorded in 2014 in 2016 the non-financial uses for 2016 have been 

obtained. By subtracting them from the resources forecast for that year the balance 

that  would stem from compliance with the expenditure rule has been obtained. 

SEE GRAPH 9 IN THE REPORT AND TABLE 7 
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METHODOLGY  

Estimates of the output gap taken from the 2015-2018 Stability Programme 
Update. 

The output gap the relative difference between the observed GDP and the potential 

GDP has been estimated using the GDP forecasts made by AIReF for 2016-2018 

(consistent with the regional GDP forecasts) and the potential output estimate 

provided by the Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness in Spain, MINECO, in the 

2015-2018 Stability Programme Update that follows the EU methodology. 

Estimates of cyclical sensitivities of regional revenues and expenditure made 

by AIReF. 

The overall approach taken to estimating the structural balance follows the EU 

methodology as stipulated by the LOEPSF. In fact AIReF has applied the 

methodology described in the Ministerial Order ECC/2741/2012 to allocate the 

structural balance of the whole General Government sector between the subsectors 

as well as to calculate the balance of each autonomous region. 

The structural budget balance is a key indicator in the framework of fiscal supervision 

in the EU allowing the budget balance to be attributed to two types of factors: 

automatic factors stemming from changes in economic activity and discretionary 

factors stemming from fiscal policy.  

The structural budget balance is calculated as the cyclically-adjusted balance (CAB) 

minus one-offs and temporary measures. 

The cyclically-adjusted budget balance (CAB) as a ratio of potential GDP is calculated 

by subtracting from the actual balance to GDP ratio, 
𝐵

𝑌
, its cyclical component, 𝜀 ∗ 𝑂𝐺. 

The cyclical component is the product of the cyclical sensitivity 𝜀 (or semi-elasticity10) 

and the output gap (OG), which measures the cyclical position through the relative 

difference between the actual budget balance observed and the potential GDP.  

𝐶𝐴𝐵 =
𝐵

𝑌
− 𝜀 ∗ 𝑂𝐺 

The EU approach identifies the components of revenue and expenditure that react 

automatically to the economic cycle as a whole and they are used to obtain the cyclical 

sensitivity of the budget balance. On the tax revenue side the taxes deemed to have 

a cyclical component are personal income tax, corporate taxes, indirect taxes and 

                                                           
10 Budgetary semi-elasticity indicates the change in the budget balance as a percentage of GDP when the output 

gap increases by 1 percentage point (i.e. when actual GDP goes up by 1% for a given potential GDP). 
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social security contributions. On the expenditure side, only unemployment-related 

expenditure reacts automatically to the cycle.  

The estimate of semi-elasticity (𝜀) requires an estimation of (i) the elasticity to the 

output gap of each of the revenue and expenditure categories considered (𝜂𝑅,𝑖, 𝜂𝐺𝑢) 

and (ii) the weightings of each tax and the social security contributions in the total tax 

revenue (
𝑅𝑖

𝑅
) and the weightings of unemployment benefit spending in the total fiscal 

expenditure (
𝐺𝑈

𝐺
) and (iii) the ratios of revenue and expenditure in the GDP (

𝑅

𝑌
, 

𝐺

𝑌
).  

𝜀 = (∑ 𝜂𝑅,𝑖

𝑅𝑖

𝑅

4

𝑖=1

− 1)
𝑅

𝑌
− (𝜂𝐺𝑢

𝐺𝑈

𝐺
− 1)

𝐺 

𝑌
 

The approach used by AIReF to calculate the cyclical balance of each region (annex 

II of Ministerial Order ECC/2741/2012) implicitly assumes that  

(i) The aggregate elasticities at a national level adequately reflect the 

behaviour of the economic agents at the regional level.  

(ii) A common cyclical position or output gap for Spain.  

(iii) The differences in the budget structures are the explanation of the 

different cyclical sensitivities. The structure of revenue and expenditure in 

each region, 
𝑅𝑖

𝑅
,

𝐺𝑈

𝐺
, and the ratios of revenue and expenditure in the GDP 

(
𝑅

𝑌
, 

𝐺

𝑌
), linked to the unique features of the regional financing system are 

the determining factors of the cyclical sensitivity. Those adminsitrations 

where the revenue and expenditure items that are most sensitive to the 

cycle have a greater weighting will have a cyclical balance with greater 

fluctuations. 

Although Order ECC/2741/2012 states that the cyclical elasticities of the revenue and 

expenditure of each one of the Autonomous Regions are to be calculated using 

budget implementation data from 2002 to 2011 in National Accounting terms, in some 

cases AIReF has used budgetary accounting data. 

Financing estimated by AIReF for each Autonomous Region  

AIReF has estimated each autonomous region’s total financing for 2016 in the current 

legislative framework in accordance with the following criteria: 

ARs under the common regime: 

 Resources from the financing system subject to final settlement (personal 

income tax, VAT, IIEE, Guarantee Fund transfers, Global Sufficiency 
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Fund and Convergence Funds): AIReF has made a projection of the 

resources from the financing system to be paid out by Central 

Government to the ARs under the common regime in 2016 corresponding 

to the interim payments during that year and the 2014 final settlement 

payment. These estimates have been made taking the macroeconomic 

assumptions contained in the Stability Programme Update as a basis and 

applying them to AIReF’s forecasting models for revenues from personal 

income tax, VAT and IIEE. 

 Tax on Asset Transactions and Documented Legal Acts: Revenues 

derived from this tax have been estimated using a one-equation model 

based on housing transactions and prices by autonomous region. 

 All other resources (regional taxes, ceded taxes not subject to subsequent 

settlement of amounts owing, subsidies and other transfers received from 

the State, EU funds, etc.). They have been quantified by using the 

estimates for 2015, keeping the figures for taxes and transfers between 

subsectors constant for 2016 and applying to the others growth rates 

consistent with the macroeconomic forecasts. 

ARs under the “chartered” regime (“comunidades forales”): 

 For Navarra, one of the two so-called chartered regions,  an estimate has 

been made for revenue to be collected from personal income tax, 

corporate tax, VAT and IIEE in 2016 by applying to the estimate for 2015 

the same rate of change as expected for the State. All the other taxes 

have been estimated in the same terms as expressed for the ARs under 

the common regime. 

 For the Basque Country Autonomous Region, given that most of its 

financing comes from the contributions of the Diputaciones Forales, and 

their amounts depends on the collection of the agreed taxes, an estimate 

has been made for the growth in those contributions considering the 

growth in the collection of the agreed taxes in the State. All the other 

revenues for the region have been estimated in the same terms as for the 

ARs under the common regime. 

Interest payments in 2015 and 2016 according to AIReF’s estimate for each 

region. 

The calculation of the interest payments made corresponding to 2015 has been 

estimated on the basis of National Accounting data published by IGAE, with the 

information referring to the month of April.  
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For 2016, AIReF has made its calculation from an estimate of the volume of debt and 

its funding cost as a basis, using the individual information available in May 2015 on 

the composition of debt, structure of maturities and the cost of the debt. 
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Like-for-like primary expenditure estimated by AIReF for each region in the 

years from 2012-2014. 

AIReF has used as a basis for the calculation of the estimate the non-financial uses 

figures published by MINHAP in its  series of annual national accounting breakdowns 

for non-financial transactions in the regional government sector Contabilidad 

nacional. Operaciones no financieras del subsector Administración Regional (S.1312) 

y detalle por comunidades. Información anual corresponding to the years 2012 to 

201411.  

The interest expense figures published in the same publication series have then been 

deducted from the non-financial uses to obtain the primary non-financial uses totals. 

As the ARs in Spain have different competences for provision of services and so 

different statutory expenditure obligations the figures have to be homogenised first to 

make a comparison between the uses of the ARs possible. 

That homogenisation would need to be made by stripping out from the total figure for 

non-financial uses for each AR any that stem from competences that are not 

homogeneous (shared by all of the ARs) in order to determine the figure for financial 

uses linked to competences on service provision that are the same for all ARs. The 

information that gets closest to quantifying on a like-for-like basis the purpose of the 

expenditure is the classification of the functions of government 

(COFOG) in conformity with the ESA 2010 criteria. However, aggregation of all the 

functions into only 10 categories does not allow expenditure on homogenous 

competences to be worked out. 

To overcome the lack of information and to try to work out the like-for-like expenditure 

figures in the case of the ARs under the common regime AIReF has decided to 

quantify the non like-for-like expenditure using the funding associated with it in 

accordance with the rules set in Law 22/2009, of 21st December. 

Article 23 of that law says that the non like-for-like competences are those significant 

competences transferred to an AR and integrated into the financing system that have 

not been devolved to all of the ARs that are evaluated in each year as the result of 

applying to their value in the baseline year of the system, the quotient between the 

ITE (State revenues in taxes partially ceded over to the ARs) of the corresponding 

year and the baseline year. 

                                                           
11 Contabilidad nacional. Operaciones no financieras del subsector Administración Regional (S.1312) y 

detalle por comunidades. Información anual available in Spanish on the MINHAP website.  
 

http://www.igae.pap.minhap.gob.es/sitios/igae/es-ES/ContabilidadNacional/infadmPublicas/infadmcomunidadesautonomas/Paginas/ianofinancierasCA.aspx
http://www.igae.pap.minhap.gob.es/sitios/igae/es-ES/ContabilidadNacional/infadmPublicas/infadmcomunidadesautonomas/Paginas/ianofinancierasCA.aspx
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Furthermore, in the case of the single province ARs under the common regime whose 

financing as a provincial “diputación” is received through the Fondo Complementario 

de Financiación (financing system for Local Corporations) AIReF has taken the figure 

for the financing they receive through the Fund as the value taken as corresponding 

to those non like-for-like competences. 

In the particular case of Navarra and the Basque Country the non like-for-like 

competences have been deemed to be the same ones as in the case of the ARs 

under the common regime (the competences for policing and means for the 

administration of justice can be highlighted here). The value used for the policing 

competences in each case is the amount by which the contribution or quota they pay 

to the State to finance the State Competences that these ARs have not taken on is 

reduced. All the other not like-for-like competences have been valued by updating 

using the increase in the Consumer Price Index the valuation made in MINHAP’s 

report on the territorialised public accounts system, Informe sobre el Sistema de 

Cuentas Públicas Territorializadas12.. Additionally, in the case of Navarra, AIReF has 

also taken into account as non like-for-like competences the transfers made by the 

region to the local governments in Navarra as a participation in the agreement on 

transferred taxes as well as the Contribution paid by the Region to the State. 

These are the steps followed by AIReF as a method to obtain a like-for-like primary 

uses figure for each autonomous region. 

Projections of the adjusted population in line with the weights and weightings 

contained in Law 22/2009, of 18th December, on the financing system of the 

ARs under the common regime. 

Law 22/2009, of 18th December, contains the adjusted population criterion for the 

annual allocation between the ARs under the common regime of the Fundamental 

Public Services Guarantee Fund. In its article 9 the law sets out the composition of 

the adjusted population with the weights and weightings of each criterion. 

The latest information published on the adjusted population in the common regime 

ARs at the time of preparation of this report is the information corresponding to 2013i.  

The indicator for 2014 has been constructed on the basis of the population data 

published by the National Statistics Institute and in the case of non available data 

(dispersion and area) the latest known data have been used. 

                                                           
12 Informe sobre la dimensión territorial de la actuación de las Administraciones Públicas, ejercicio 2011 

Available in Spanish on the MINHAP website 
 

http://www.minhap.gob.es/Documentacion/Publico/CDI/Cuentas%20Territorializadas/SCPT%202011%20Informe.pdf
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The adjusted population in the Basque Country and Navarra regions has been taken 

in the same terms stipulated in Law 22/2009 including all of the ARs with the aim of 

having a like-for-like measurement of expenditure needs of all the ARs.  
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INDICATOR DATA TABLES  

 

  

Lower 

limit

Upper 

limit Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum

ANDALUSIA -1,1 -0,9 1,5 -0,6 -0,8 0,7 0,9

ARAGON -1,5 -1,2 1,0 -0,9 -1,2 -0,2 0,1

ASTURIAS -0,9 -0,6 1,0 -0,3 -0,6 0,4 0,7

BALEARIC ISLES -1,7 -1,3 0,9 -1,0 -1,4 -0,5 -0,1

CANARY ISLES -0,8 -0,6 1,0 -0,3 -0,5 0,5 0,7

CANTABRIA -1,3 -1,0 0,9 -0,7 -1,0 -0,1 0,2

CASTILLA Y LEÓN -0,8 -0,6 1,0 -0,3 -0,5 0,5 0,7

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA -1,4 -0,9 1,2 -0,6 -1,1 0,1 0,6

CATALONIA -2,3 -1,8 1,0 -1,5 -2,0 -1,0 -0,5

EXTREMADURA -2,2 -1,8 1,5 -1,5 -1,9 -0,4 0,0

GALICIA -0,7 -0,6 1,1 -0,3 -0,4 0,7 0,8

MADRID -1,0 -0,8 0,8 -0,5 -0,7 0,1 0,3

MURCIA -2,7 -2,2 1,3 -1,9 -2,4 -1,1 -0,6

LA RIOJA -0,8 -0,7 1,0 -0,4 -0,5 0,5 0,6

VALENCIA -2,3 -1,9 1,2 -1,6 -2,0 -0,8 -0,4

TOTAL ARs -1,4 -1,1 1,1 -0,8 -1,1 0,0 0,3

Net borrowing (-) 

AIReF 2015 year-

end
Maximum 

estimated 

varation system 

resources 

2016/2015

Adjustment effort 2015/2016

Margin (+) / adjustment 

effort not covered (-)

Table 1. Maximum variation in the resources from the financing system 2015-2016 and the reduction in 

borrowing required to guarantee a uniform stability target    (-0.3%) (%regional GDP)

ARs
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ANDALUSiA 0,1 1,3 1,3 0,3 -0,7 0,6

ARAGON 0,6 1,1 0,2 0,2 -0,1 0,7

ASTURIAS -0,6 2,7 0,9 -0,8 -0,2 0,2

BALEARIC ISLES 0,3 2,6 1,4 -0,8 -0,6 1,1

CANARY ISLES 1,2 0,4 1,0 -0,4 -0,5 0,2

CANTABRIA 0,7 2,0 1,7 -1,0 -0,3 0,6

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 0,2 1,5 1,1 -0,4 -0,1 0,1

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA -0,8 6,5 0,4 -0,3 -0,6 1,0

CATALONIA 0,9 1,7 1,0 -0,9 -0,5 1,7

EXTREMADURA -1,6 3,6 1,4 -2,3 -0,2 1,3

GALICIA 0,4 0,9 1,2 -0,4 -0,2 0,5

MADRID -0,6 0,8 0,6 -0,7 0,1 0,5

MURCIA 0,6 1,6 0,9 0,1 -0,6 2,0

NAVARRA 1,1 1,6 1,2 0,2 -0,9 0,3

BASQUE COUNTRY 0,0 1,5 0,4 0,1 0,1 0,1

LA RIOJA 2,8 0,3 1,0 -0,7 0,0 0,2

VALENCIA 0,0 1,4 2,2 -0,6 -0,9 1,7

TOTAL ARs 0,2 1,6 1,0 -0,5 -0,4 0,9

2016

Table 2. Adjustment effort measured in terms of primary fiscal balance in 2016 to guarantee a 

uniform stability target (-0.3%) (% regional GDP)

ARs 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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ANDALUSIA 16,9 18,0 -0,3 17,8 5,5

ARAGON 13,3 13,6 -0,3 13,5 1,3

ASTURIAS 17,3 17,9 -0,3 17,9 3,5

BALEARIC ISLES 15,9 16,0 -0,3 15,9 -0,3

CANARY ISLES 15,8 16,4 -0,3 16,6 4,8

CANTABRIA 18,4 18,6 -0,3 18,5 0,7

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 14,9 15,8 -0,3 15,7 5,2

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA 16,2 16,7 -0,3 16,6 2,4

CATALONIA 13,8 13,2 -0,3 13,0 -5,3

EXTREMADURA 24,5 24,6 -0,3 24,4 -0,5

GALICIA 16,5 17,5 -0,3 17,4 5,5

MADRID 10,6 11,0 -0,3 11,0 4,2

MURCIA 17,2 16,6 -0,3 16,5 -4,4

NAVARRA 20,0 20,5 -0,3 20,3 1,8

BASQUE COUNTRY 14,8 15,3 -0,3 15,3 3,1

LA RIOJA 14,8 15,4 -0,3 15,5 4,5

VALENCIA 15,8 15,3 -0,3 15,3 -2,7

TOTAL ARs 14,7 15,0 -0,3 14,9 1,3

Table 3. Adjustment effort or margin measured in terms of primary non-financial uses in 2016 to guarantee a 

uniform stability target (-0.3% GDP) (% annual variation)

Central 

estimate 

primary uses 

2015

Estimate of 

resources 

2016

2016 deficit 

target 

-0.3%

2016/2015 

variation rate 

primary non-

financial uses 

for -0.3% target

Max. primary 

uses to hit 

target 

-0.3%

ARs

% GDP
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euros (millions) % GDP

ANDALUSIA 2.640     1,9

ARAGÓN 406     1,2

 ASTURIAS 459     2,1

BALEARIC ISLES 738     2,7

CANARY ISLES 907     2,2

CANTABRIA 244     2,0

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 705     1,3

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA 532     1,4

CATALONIA 3.919     2,0

EXTREMADURA 383     2,2

GALICIA 881     1,6

MADRID 1.789     0,9

MURCIA 475     1,8

LA RIOJA 108     1,4

VALENCIA 1.832     1,8

TOTAL ARs 16.018     1,8

Table 4. Regional fiscal pressure

(2014, % tax revenues to regional GDP)

Tax revenue collection over which the 

ARs exercise normative powers (*)

(*) Includes resources for taxes on imports, taxes on products excluding VAT, other 

taxes on production, other current taxes, taxes on capital, market production and 

revenue obtained by exercising normative competences over personal income tax  

ARs
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AVERAGE 2012-

2014
2012 2013 2014

AVERAGE

2012-2014

AVERAGE 2012-

2014

ANDALUSIA 24.944     31.249     25.729     25.892     27.623     -3,0

ARAGÓN 4.428     5.363     4.532     4.511     4.802     -1,9

ASTURIAS 3.847     4.232     3.563     3.563     3.786     -1,1

BALEARIC ISLES 4.100     4.240     3.488     3.514     3.748     0,1

CANARY ISLES 6.523     8.356     6.818     6.841     7.338     -3,0

CANTABRIA 2.271     2.242     1.881     1.885     2.003     0,6

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 8.518     10.319     8.631     8.605     9.185     -1,8

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA 6.334     8.391     6.986     6.946     7.441     -3,9

CATALONIA 25.985     28.367     23.396     23.631     25.131     -1,7

EXTREMADURA 4.179     4.389     3.714     3.698     3.934     0,9

GALICIA 9.377     11.181     9.378     9.375     9.978     -2,2

MADRID 21.269     23.267     19.621     19.780     20.890     -0,7

MURCIA 4.349     5.450     4.539     4.560     4.850     -3,3

NAVARRA 3.423     2.504     2.023     2.075     2.200     1,0

BASQUE COUNTRY 8.978     8.335     7.021     7.071     7.476     1,1

LA RIOJA 1.133     1.244     1.045     1.045     1.111     -0,9

VALENCIA 14.830     19.052     15.429     15.390     16.624     -3,1

Resources 

(€ millions)

Total expenditure on the assumption that its per capital 

primary like-for-like expenditure were the average  (€ 

millions)

Sufficiency of 

revenue to  

theoretical 

average 

expenditure 

2012-2014

(% GDP)

Table 5. Sufficiency of non-financial revenues given an average expenditure 2012-2014 (% regional GDP)

ARs
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ANDALUSIA 29.711   23.912   23.295   8.262.473   8.177.366   8.133.740   3.596   2.924   2.864   3.128   

ARAGÓN 5.340   4.555   4.392   1.418.014   1.440.514   1.417.206   3.766   3.162   3.099   3.342   

ASTURIAS 4.253   3.535   3.566   1.119.031   1.132.566   1.119.266   3.801   3.122   3.186   3.369   

BALEARIC ISLES 4.687   3.913   3.987   1.121.172   1.108.737   1.103.878   4.180   3.529   3.612   3.774   

CANARY ISLES 6.949   6.307   6.298   2.209.358   2.166.857   2.149.023   3.145   2.911   2.931   2.996   

CANTABRIA 2.490   2.160   2.122   592.867   597.854   592.287   4.200   3.613   3.583   3.799   

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 10.253   8.277   8.132   2.728.517   2.743.276   2.703.246   3.758   3.017   3.008   3.261   

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA 7.404   6.227   6.142   2.218.707   2.220.530   2.181.900   3.337   2.804   2.815   2.985   

CATALONIA 29.402   24.323   25.078   7.500.451   7.435.965   7.423.643   3.920   3.271   3.378   3.523   

EXTREMADURA 4.711   4.096   4.184   1.160.535   1.180.355   1.161.836   4.060   3.470   3.601   3.710   

GALICIA 10.637   8.898   8.766   2.956.397   2.980.573   2.945.079   3.598   2.985   2.976   3.187   

MADRID 25.066   19.782   20.239   6.152.064   6.236.263   6.213.862   4.074   3.172   3.257   3.501   

MURCIA 5.299   4.605   4.457   1.441.136   1.442.684   1.432.620   3.677   3.192   3.111   3.327   

NAVARRA 2.707   2.548   2.585   662.059   642.956   651.702   4.089   3.963   3.966   4.006   

BASQUE COUNTRY 9.284   8.659   8.910   2.203.945   2.231.542   2.221.212   4.212   3.880   4.012   4.035   

LA RIOJA 1.244   1.077   1.060   328.869   332.007   328.236   3.783   3.244   3.228   3.418   

VALENCIA 18.744   14.919   15.170   5.037.644   4.903.741   4.834.733   3.721   3.042   3.138   3.300   

TOTAL ARs 178.181   147.794   148.383   47.113.239   46.973.786   46.613.469   3.782   3.146   3.183   3.371   

Table 6. Like-for-like primary expenditure (euros per capita; average 2012-2014) 

2013

Adjusted population

2012 2013 2014

Per capital like-for-like primary 

expenditure (euros)

Average

2012-

2014

2014

ARs

Like-for-like primary non-

financial uses

 (euros millions)

2012 2014 2012 2013
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ANDALUSIA 21.012     21.285     21.668     84,0

ARAGÓN 4.111     4.164     4.239     87,5

ASTURIAS 3.514     3.560     3.624     90,4

CANARY ISLES 5.769     5.844     5.949     85,3

CANTABRIA 2.092     2.119     2.157     89,9

CASTILLA Y LEÓN 7.511     7.609     7.746     88,6

CASTILLA - LA MANCHA 5.407     5.477     5.576     82,5

GALICIA 8.131     8.237     8.385     86,4

MADRID 20.101     20.362     20.729     90,6

NAVARRA 3.143     3.184     3.241     87,0

BASQUE COUNTRY (*) 9.114     9.232     9.398     93,7

LA RIOJA 1.067     1.081     1.100     91,9

Weight of 

eligible 

expenditure / 

Non-financial 

uses 2014

%

Table 7. Maximum eligible expenditure 2016 derived from application of the 

expenditure rule

(*) In the Basque Country the reference eligible expenditure is the maximum amount that could have

been reached in 2014 (2013 eligible expenditure multiplied by the 2014 reference growth rate) as the

region failed to comply with the expenditure rule in 2014.

ARs

Maximum eligible expenditure (euros 

millions)

2014 2015 2016


