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2013 is a crucial year for the future of the European 

Union (EU) and its Regions. As our societies live in a time 

of interconnected economic, social, environmental, and 

cultural challenges, the EU is heavily suffering from one 

of the worst global economic and financial crises ever. 

The European Project is also facing an overall political 

crisis with European citizens having an increased feeling 

of distrust of the current state of the Project. 

For the EU’s Strategic priorities, 2013 marks the 

beginning of a new multi-annual political, financial 

and budgetary framework. So far, discussions on this 

new global framework have been dominated mainly 

by financial considerations, with the global economic 

downturn and its impact on the EU at its centre. The 

European Union and its leaders reacted to the crisis 

by introducing a new wave of measures1 to reinforce 

European economic governance, governed by an annual 

process of surveillance of economic and fiscal policies 

for all EU Member States called the ‘European Semester’. 

This process is at odds with the long term and strategic 

nature of the EU flagship policies – particularly Cohesion 

policy – and more worryingly, ignores the perspective 

from the regions. Little consideration has been given 

to a serious reflection on the model that has led us 

to the current interconnected crisis; nor to defining a 

consensual post-crisis transformational agenda capable 

of providing credible long-term exit strategies.

Despite the devolution process of the past decades 

and its successes in terms of economic efficiency and 

democratisation; since the economic and financial 

downturn started to hit the EU there has been a 

significant drop in budget transfers from national 

governments to subnational authorities2. We have also 

witnessed, to some respect, an attempt to minimise the 

added value of decentralisation and the role of regions 

in sustainable economic development delivery. Member 

states are in the spotlight for poor management of 

their public deficits and pass on the responsibility to 

regions. Decentralisation has its flaws but denying its 

very essence and value is simplistic and unacceptable.

To respond to the current multifaceted crisis, the EU 

launched EU 20203. The EU’s Strategy for Growth for 

the coming decade sets a vision for a more sustainable, 

inclusive, knowledge-based Europe able to ensure social, 

economic and territorial cohesion. The Conference of 

Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR) and its 

Regions have thoroughly supported this vision since 

its early phases – the so-called 2000-2010 Lisbon 

Strategy4 and Gothenburg Agenda5. Nonetheless, we 

acknowledge the limited impact of these agendas, due 

to a large extent to flawed governance models and, more 

specifically, to the lack of fully integrated policy planning 

and territorial appropriation. To avoid past mistakes and 

for EU 2020 to be successful, it needs to acknowledge – 

and apply – vertical coordination between different tiers 
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1. http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/articles/governance/2012-03-14_six_pack_en.htm

2.  Budget transfers to the subnational public sector dropped substantially (-4,9%) in 2011.  

Source: http://www.cor.europa.eu/en/news/events/Documents/brochure_regional_finances.pdf

3. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:2020:FIN:EN:PDF

4. http://cordis.europa.eu/search/index.cfm?fuseaction=prog.document&PG_RCN=8271048

5. http://www.interact-eu.net/advanced_search/a_breif_introduction_to_the_gothenburg_agenda/120/868

of government, as well as horizontal integration between 

thematic policies in the formulation, implementation 

and review of post-2014 policies. Europe should avoid 

misconceptions. A credible long-term strategy for 

economic recovery, able to encapsulate the renewed 

ambitions that the European Project needs so urgently, 

must actively engage local and regional governments, 

socio-economic partners and citizens. 

2013 is also an important year for the CPMR as it 

coincides with the 40th anniversary of its creation. On 

this occasion, we wish to launch an internal reflection 

process with our member Regions in order to identify 

key success factors for the EU project. Initial results 

of our internal process show that these are namely: (i) 

the application of the multi-level governance framework 

and the combination of top-down and bottom-up 

approaches in all EU policy areas; (ii) the alignment of 

EU 2020 investment priorities with regional and local 

needs, including via stronger macro-regional strategies 

and transnational programmes, and (iv) last but not least, 

a strong political will shared by local, regional, national 

and European leaders to move forward towards a true 

social, environmental, fiscal and political Union.     

On the eve of the next European Parliament elections 

and the appointment of a new European Commission 

in 2014, this paper takes stock of the state of play in 

certain areas of particular relevance to CPMR members. 

It also outlines key interrogations, as well as future 

work proposals for the CPMR on the issues at stake. 

Hopefully it will also inspire policy-makers to develop 

future frameworks responding to people’s needs and 

aspirations in order to bring Europe to the heart of the 

solution to the current crises with sound economic 

governance and prosperity and jobs for all.
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Figure 1. Change in national GDP per capita (PPS). 2007-2011. 

The figure shows the effect of the crisis on the EU member states in the timeframe 2007-2011. The 

data indicate that Greece and the UK have been hit equally hard by the crisis in terms of Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) per capita reduction. The highest negative change concerns Ireland, 

whereas Spain, Italy, Finland, Slovenia, Croatia and the Netherlands have lost between 0% and 

5%. France, Germany and the Scandinavian and central-eastern countries are better off.

Data from ESPON Atlas June 2013. Territorial Dimensions of EU 2020 
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Figure 2. Youth Unemployment Rate. 

The data show the worrying situation of youth unemployment among countries, regions and cities 

across Europe. In particular, many CPMR regions display youth unemployment rates of more than 

30%, they will therefore qualify for the Youth Unemployment Initiative.

Data from ESPON Atlas June 2013. Territorial Dimensions of EU 2020 
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2.1. Democracies and institutions at risk 
in a globalised world of interconnected 
challenges: Facing the recurrent question on 
the EU’s legitimacy and democratic deficit 
re-emerging strongly 

The current interconnected economic, social, 

environmental, cultural and governance challenges of 

this century are threatening the roots of democracies 

and of institutions globally. The growing discontent of 

citizens with current social and political models speaks 

volumes of a need for transformational agendas. The 

EU is also witnessing these increased socio-political 

tensions within its territory. Concerns around its 

legitimacy and the democratic deficit of its governance 

have re-emerged strongly at a time when Brussels is more 

than ever dealing with complex economic and political 

conundrums. Populist, extremist, xenophobic ideas are 

gaining ground across the EU via new political parties 

which take advantage of the growing distance between 

political systems and citizens to claim more proximity 

to people’s needs There are numerous examples of 

the rising discontent of European citizens with current 

political models and the difficulty that the EU project 

has to be seen as the common supranational space in 

which to overcome the distance between citizens and 

politicians.
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2.  Challenges lying ahead: Some fundamental  
overarching issues

•  How can the EU reclaim the legitimacy and the 
space for a supranational authority in a moment 
of increased risk of fragmentation and general 
disbelief in its institutions? 

•  How will the new European Parliament and 
European Commission scheduled to take office 
in 2014 bring about the ‘institutional changes’ 
required in the EU’s governance? How can CPMR 
contribute to the debate on necessary Institutional 
changes? 

•  What is the model of ‘Union’ that will bring the 
citizens back to the centre of the socio-political 
project?

•  How can the EU optimise the assets represented 
by its traditionally strong decentralisation and 
subnational government to boost the message of 
integration in diversity?

•  How can CPMR Commissions (Islands, Balkan 
and Black Sea, Inter Mediterranean, Baltic, North 
Sea, Atlantic) better work on reinforcing local  
democracy, boosting integration through solidarity 
and bridging the distance between the EU and its 
territories?



6. I n nearly three-quarters of the EU27 regions, youth unemployment was at least twice the total unemployment 

rate. One out of six young people is unemployed in the periphery of Europe. Source: Regional Statistics – 

Eurostat. http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/region_cities/regional_statistics  

Also see Figure 2

7.  The Report on Global Human Development 2013 provides evidence of the increased role of emerging and 

middle-income countries in the word economy. Its highlights are as follows: (i) Today, the South as a whole 

produces about half of world economic output, up from about a third in 1990; (ii) Latin America, in contrast 

to overall global trends, has seen income inequality fall since 2000; (iii) There is a clear positive correlation 

between past public investment in social and physical infrastructure and progress on the Human Development 

Index, and (iv) Developing countries trade more among themselves than with the North, and this trend can 

go much further. The full report is available on http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/hdr/

human-development-report-2013/

2.2. As we witness a general  loss of values 
in dehumanised societies worldwide, the 
EU models for territorial cohesion and for 
sustainable economic development can be 
part of the solution and not the problem

The 21st Century is confronting humankind with the 

need to strengthen respect for human rights, the rule 

of law, equity, inclusivity, solidarity and sustainability in 

our societies. Accelerated and unsustainable growth 

at all costs has been presented over the past 20 years 

as part of the solution, neglecting its responsibility in 

the problem. Prompted by the alarming effects of the 

global economic and financial crisis, world leaders have 

generally acted from one end of the solutions spectrum 

applying austerity as the cure to all ills. During the 

past couple of years, we have witnessed social revolts 

across the Globe – and also within EU borders. Several 

countries are facing unacceptable unemployment 

rates6. Their significant impact on youth raises the ghost 

of a lost generation. If we are serious about putting the 

interests of people, communities and the planet at the 

centre of our shared vision as humankind, then public 

expenditure, private investment and International trade 

models cannot follow ‘business as usual’ patterns. The 

diversity of the EU’s territories and peoples – which is 

so intrinsic to Europe’s identity – and their richness of 

regional and local government systems has a lot to offer to 

guarantee that we can remain united in diversity in these 

turbulent times. Our ability to guarantee prosperity for all 

under the overarching principles of territorial cohesion 

and sustainable economic development will be crucial 

to safeguard the EU’s identity as a supranational entity; 

as well as its role of global player capable of engaging 

at the highest strategic level with the emerging and 

middle-income areas of the globe – which we know will 

be leading the economic arena in a 20-year horizon7. 
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2.3. The need for a shared multi-level vision 
for concrete solutions to the common policy 
challenges is as urgent as ever and the 
effective engagement of local and regional 
authorities become a mere prerequisite for 
success 

The panorama described above is certainly a challenging 

one. Ultimately, the main threat does not reside in the 

challenges themselves. It resides in the extent to which 

we Europeans will allow these challenges to shake the 

pillars of the EU project without asking ourselves the 

right questions, in the interest of a consensual post-

crisis transformational agenda for credible long-term 

solutions to the needs of our communities. Countries 

traditionally reluctant towards supranational bodies 

may revisit arguments related to the respect of their 

sovereignty to nourish their reluctance and keep up a 

policy of ‘one foot in and one foot out’ of the European 

project. Member States which are traditionally reluctant 

towards supranational organisations usually, claim that 

the protection of the living conditions and welfare of 

their nationals supersede the notion of EU solidarity to 

justify inward looking policies. 

But what remains true is that regional and local 

communities across the EU face, now more than ever, 

common challenges that require concrete and adapted 

solutions on the ground. In times of complex political 

decision-making and resource scarcity, applying a 

combination of top-down and bottom-up policy-making 

can guarantee increased synergy and complementarity 

between policy and investment options; as well as boost 

the economies of scale, replicability and scalability 

of the solutions found. A multi-level governance 

framework allows for capitalising on the experience 

that regional and local authorities have on drawing up 

specific solutions for concrete needs, in consultation 

with their communities and in partnership with the 

private sector and academia. In a nutshell, multi-level 

governance strengthens democratic representativeness 

by reconnecting decision-making with people’s needs; 

and helps increase the value for money of public 

policies and investment by ensuring the territorial 

appropriation of final decisions. It is for all these reasons 

that decentralisation – if managed soundly and coupled 

with the appropriate devolution of decision-making 

and financial competences – remains essential to 

democratisation, effective governance and provision of 

public and social services.

•  Are current EU economic policies fit to catalyse 
new partnerships for a ‘New Deal’ towards long-
term sustainable prosperity for all? Who will be 
the key actors of these new partnerships?

•  Are the current structure, elements, and volume 
of the EU budget in line with the long-term 
aspirations of the EU for territorial cohesion and 
sustainable development?

•  Are the current budgetary sources appropriate for 
a self-standing EU budget capable of dealing with 
supranational challenges and priorities?

•  How can the CPMR be a broker for the review 
of the EU budget structure, the EU Cohesion and 
Neighbourhood Policies and any future Growth 
and Jobs Strategy beyond 2020?
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•  How can the EU enhance the multi-level 
governance approach and territorial dimension of 
all its policies and funds?

•  Which of the EU policies should better support 
multi-stakeholder partnerships at regional and  
local levels?

•  How can CPMR’s distinctiveness best contribute 
to placing regions from the conception through 
the effective implementation of EU policies on the 
ground? 

•  What have been the key strengths of the CPMR as 
an organisation over the past 40 years? To what 
extent are these still applicable today?

•  Think-tank and action-tank; political advocate 
and shaper; matchmaker of interregional needs, 
knowledge and solutions within and beyond EU 
borders; whistle-blower on the EU’s territoriality 
gaps; facilitator of EU inter-institutional dialogue. 
What among these or any others are at the core of 
the CPMR’s mission and services to members?
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3.1. The Territorial Cohesion agenda 

Balanced territorial cohesion at the core of the 

European Project – The very essence of territorial 

cohesion is to ensure that all territories of the EU and 

their inhabitants benefit in an even-handed manner from 

the fundamental freedoms that are at the root of the 

EU – freedom of circulation of people, capitals, goods 

and services. Geographic, economic and demographic 

factors obviously have a major impact on the effective 

implementation of these freedoms. The development 

and maintenance of widespread and dispersed socio-

economic activity centres across the EU, in order to offer 

all EU citizens equitable opportunities, cannot take place 

if we take for granted that free market and competition 

apply equally across all of the EU territories.

One could question why the EU should intervene to 

ensure a balanced development of its territories when 

freedom of circulation of EU citizens provides the 

inhabitants of less favoured territories with the possibility 

of establishing themselves elsewhere? The development 

of empowered individuals who are committed to the 

flourishing of inclusive, smart and green communities 

demands much more than the right to emigrate – and 

is certainly not linked to the obligation to emigrate. 

This could be a simple answer to the question above. 

However, the answer is actually as complex as the variety 

one can find within EU borders and as the reality of 

each territory. Territorial characteristics and constraints 

have an impact on development potential, which is not 

directly reflected by solely using indicators such as 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or unemployment rates. 

The intricate social, economic, environmental, cultural 

and governance elements that constitute a territory lead 

to complex scenarios where the depopulation of certain 

territories at the expense of the overpopulation of others 

does not come free of strong socio-cultural, economic 

and environmental consequences.

In this context, it is regrettable that the criteria for 

allocating Common Strategic Framework Funds to 

member states do not include (or if so, very marginally) 

references to their geographic or demographic 

characteristics. Member states with territories extending 

to islands, mountains, sparsely populated areas, let 

alone Outermost Regions, will face much higher costs 

to meet the same Community objectives.

REGIONS AT THE CORE OF A NEW DEAL FOR EUROPE
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•  Should the European Spatial Development 
Perspective (ESDP)8 be revised? Or rather 
replaced by another EU instrument? If so, how 
could the CPMR become a main contributor to 
this process of review or elaboration?

Figure 3. Evolution of regional GDP compared to the EU average.  

The above table compares the evolution of regional GDP between the ten regions with the highest 

GDP compared to the EU average (green dotted line) and the ten regions with the lowest GDP 

average (red dotted line). It provides evidence that poor performing and well performing regions 

have not converged over the last decade. Furthermore, it shows that in 2003, right in the middle 

of the 2000-2006 Programming period, regions started diverging (although there is a dip in 2004 

which could be explained by the enlargement). Therefore, a mid-term review clause to revise 

objectives and priorities could be a very useful instrument to avoid this in the future 2014-2020 

Programming Period.

CPMR own calculation based on EUROSTAT data

•  Could the CPMR instigate the drafting of a 
Regions 20209 study of opportunities rather than 
just challenges?

8.  European Spatial Development Perspective:  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/reports/som_en.htm

9.  http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/working/regions2020/pdf/regions2020_climat.pdf



EU Cohesion Policy reclaiming its original goals –  

Taking up over a third of the EU budget, the EU Cohesion 

Policy was born with the ambitious goals of both reducing 

disparities and supporting job creation, competitiveness 

and sustainable development across all EU regions. 

Its unique partnership and multi-level arrangements 

for shared management have been essential to 

connecting citizens and local & regional authorities 

with supranational European objectives. However, in 

recent years, Cohesion Policy has been suffering from 

a poor reputation. It is seen as overly bureaucratic 

and its complex auditing processes contribute to this. 

The difficulty in demonstrating concrete results from 

Structural Funds investments is coupled with criticism 

to the European ‘added value’ of Regional Policy and 

Structural Funds for all of Europe’s regions outside 

those with very low GDP statistical indicators. 

It has always been CPMR’s clear goal to see Cohesion 

Policy apply across all EU regions irrespective of their 

GDP figures. This ambition is guided by the conviction 

that Cohesion Policy should, over the years, be 

transformed from a mere redistribution policy that loses 

its place-based approach to an investment policy for 

the EU as a whole. 

The methods currently used in the allocation of EU 

Structural Funds, which by and large rely on national 

data (growth of national income and national economic 

growth forecasts) and regional growth data (regional 

Growth Domestic Product) do not demonstrate this shift 

argued by CPMR. Furthermore, as figure 4 suggests, 

the impact of the crisis is far from being reflected in the 

Structural Funds allocations. The allocation methods 

for Structural Funds should incorporate wider and 

more comprehensive sets of criteria and indicators in 

order to focus the Funds where they are most needed, 

particularly to address territorial challenges in areas 

where the market fails.

•  Building on the experience of the ESPON  
ESaTDOR Project10, how can the CPMR further 
collaborate with ESPON to coordinate applied 
research and reality on the ground as experienced 
by CPMR regions?

•  Could the CPMR help identify case studies 
demonstrating that due to increased transport 
and connectivity costs, companies investing 
in peripheral regions can only aspire to limited  
returns on investments, which implies that the 
market cannot guarantee territorial cohesion on 
its own?  

REGIONS AT THE CORE OF A NEW DEAL FOR EUROPE



10.  ESaTDOR – European Seas and Territorial Development, Opportunities and Risks. More information on http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/Menu_AppliedResearch/ESaTDOR.html 
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Annual 
average 
change in %, 
2007-2011

Impact of the 
recession

Structural 
funds  

allocation 
2007 -2013  
(in million 

euros)

Structural 
funds  

allocation 
2014 - 2020 
(in million 

euros)

Comparison 
between  

2007 - 2013 
and  

2014 - 2020 
(in %)GDP Employment Combined*

EU-27 -0,1 -0,2 -0,2 Moderate

EU-15 -0,2 -0,3 -0,3 Moderate

EU-12 1,6 -0,1 0,7 Low

Latvia -4,5 -6,4 -5,5 Very high 4 600 4 246 -7,7%

Greece -3,9 -1,9 -2,9 Very high 20 420 14 501 -29,0%

Ireland -1,8 -3,9 -2,8 Very high 930 1 057 +13,7%

Lithuania -1,5 -2,7 -2,1 Very high 6 700 6 449 -3,7%

Estonia -2 -2,1 -2,1 Very high 3 400 3 363 -1,1%

Spain -0,7 -2,7 -1,7 Very high 35 220 25 946 -26,3%

Portugal -0,6 -1,3 -1 High 21 500 19 573 -9,0%

Denmark -1 -0,8 -0,9 High 610 486 -20,3%

Bulgaria 0,6 -2,3 -0,8 High 6 850 7 168 +4,6%

Hungary -0,8 -0,8 -0,8 High 25 300 20 470 -19,1%

Italy -1,1 -0,4 -0,8 High 28 800 29 547 +2,6%

Slovenia -0,7 -0,8 -0,8 High 4 100 2 865 -30,1%

Romania 0,3 -1 -0,3 Moderate 19 650 21 865 +11,3%

UK -0,6 -0,1 -0,3 Moderate 10 600 10 593 -0,1%

Finland -0,7 0,2 -0,2 Moderate 1 600 1 394 -12,9%

France 0 -0,1 0 Moderate 14 300 14 407 +0,7%

Netherlands 0,2 0,3 0,2 Moderate 1 900 1 248 -34,3%

Czech Rep. 0,7 -0,1 0,3 Moderate 26 700 20 514 -23,2%

Cyprus 0,9 0,5 0,7 Low 640 517 -19,2%

Belgium 0,6 0,9 0,7 Low 2 250 2 058 -8,5%

Austria 0,6 0,9 0,8 Low 1 460 1 097 -24,9%

Sweden 1,1 0,5 0,8 Low 1 900 1 845 -2,9%

Germany 0,7 0,8 0,8 Low 26 300 17 143 -34,8%

Slovakia 2 0,4 1,2 Low 11 600 13 105 +13,0%

Luxembourg -0,1 2,7 1,3 Low 65 56 -13,8%

Malta 1,4 1,6 1,5 Low 855 718 -16,0%

Poland 3,7 1,4 2,6 Low 67 300 72 805 +8,2%

CPMR own calculations on the basis of European Commission (DG Regio) and Eurostat data

Figure 4. Comparison between impact of the crisis on EU member states and 
2014-2020 Structural Funds allocations. 



Recently, Cohesion Policy has been legitimised in the eyes 

of Member States by increasing conditionalities. CPMR 

had agreed to ex-ante conditionalities relevant to Cohesion 

Policy in support of efficiency and added value for the 

territories. However, macro-economic conditionalities 

that are beyond the control of regions will put at risk the 

foundations of Cohesion Policy and would create even 

more uncertainty and scepticism about this Policy.

As the new generation of operational programmes are 

being prepared for the 2014-2020 period, Cohesion 

Policy is being challenged on different grounds: 

•  The future EU economic governance model which 

proposes to establish a tighter rein on Structural Funds 

investments in line with broad macroeconomic – and 

country specific – objectives. 

•  The national austerity measures across Europe, 

which are increasing pressure on national budgets 

and not always triggering growth, which somehow 

clashes with the overall goal of Cohesion Policy to be 

the investment arm of the EU 2020 strategy. This is 

particularly problematic as investments from Cohesion 

Policy rely on co-financing from national and regional 

public budgets.

•  The lack of a comprehensive methodology to measure 

the effective impacts of Structural Funds. So far, 

‘success’ has been measured by how well Structural 

Funds have been spent (e.g. good absorption rate), and 

less by their impact on the economy of territories.

•  The current poor reputation of Cohesion Policy; 

particularly with regard to the considerable underspend, 

high error rates and low absorption rates in several 

member states.

•  As figure 5 and 5b suggest, the absorption rate and the 

level of payments from the Commission of Structural 

Funds across the EU are less than satisfactory with 

particularly low scores in Southern and Central Europe.

•  The increased intergovernmental approach to EU decision-

making coupled with weakened European Commission 

leadership in promoting the interests of the EU.

Cohesion Policy will be linked closely to the annual 

process of Country Specific Recommendations. This 

approach ignores that over-stretching the combination 

of EU economic governance and its annual review 

process with the multi-annual framework of Cohesion 

Policy comes at the detriment of the long-term objective 

of territorial cohesion.  This is a concern for CPMR, who 

will be closely monitoring developments in this regard. 

Linked to the above, the recent push to encourage loan-

based, revolving-funds and other new types of financial 

instruments is adding complexity to Cohesion Policy. 

This is potentially a good opportunity to capitalise on 

the combination of grants and loans but should certainly 

be implemented with a large degree of flexibility.

•  Is the current EU Cohesion Policy given sufficient 
resources to fulfil the objective of being a 
development and investment policy across the 
EU? Is the current Cohesion Policy fulfilling its 
mission of becoming the operational pillar of the 
EU2020 Strategy?

•  How can the CPMR help reclaim and legitimise 
Cohesion Policy by refocusing its budgetary 
‘arm’ – Structural and Investment Funds – on 
strengthening territorial cohesion?

•  How could the CPMR help develop a 
methodology to study and measure the impact of 
Structural Funds in the economy of regions using 
comprehensive statistical criteria ‘beyond GDP’? 

•  Could the CPMR initiate a study to help identify 
projects funded by the Structural Funds that 
would not have been financed otherwise?

REGIONS AT THE CORE OF A NEW DEAL FOR EUROPE



A polycentric development policy based on macro-

regional frameworks, including sea basin strategies – In 

the EU, some territories located alongside the sea share 

geographic, historic and cultural features that go beyond 

national borders. In these territories, a macro-regional 

structured framework can allow the different levels of 

local, regional, national and supranational government 

to jointly strategise in order to pool knowledge and 

resources together in priority areas related to economic 

development, accessibility and the environment. We can 

think of ad hoc cooperation initiatives for the de-pollution 

of a maritime basin, for instance. We can also think of 

long-term smart developments in specific industrial 

sectors. As recurrently stated by the CPMR, macro-

regions – when based on a real demand and shared 

vision from the territories involved – can be a pertinent 

framework for taking cooperation one step beyond and 

developing structuring investment projects for economic 

development and jobs. This paves the way for better and 

quicker results on the ground and constitutes a smart 

response to the effects of the economic crisis that are 

so severely impacting on peripheral territories.

The Baltic Sea Strategy11 and the Danube Strategy12 – 

which were initiated at European level by the European 

Commissioners for Regional Policy and promoted as 

macro-regional strategies by the Council – are examples  

of this approach. 

Figure 5. Absorption rates in the EU member states.  
 

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) Representation in Brussels; European Commission data (extracted on 13 June 2013)

•  Could the CPMR contribute to actively monitoring 
how the new partnership and multi-level governance 
elements of Cohesion Policy (Article 5 of Common 
Provisions Regulation) are being implemented in 
EU regions and to what extent they are reinforcing 
the governance of Cohesion Policy? 

•  How can the CPMR build upon the work of recent 
years around Structural Funds allocation forecasts 
and the impact of changes on the allocation 
methods to start influencing a post-2020 period 
targeting territorial challenges?

11.  http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperate/baltic/index_en.cfm

12.  http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperate/danube/index_en.cfm
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Since then, the elaboration of an Adriatic-Ionian Strategy 

has been given the green light by the Council, and the 

CPMR is helping the European Commission prepare 

it. These strategies have been emulated and risen 

expectations in certain territories sharing the same 

features. This is the case of the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, 

the North Sea and the Alps. Since they are already united 

in the form of enhanced cooperation zones, based 

mainly on existing maritime strategies and transnational 

cooperation areas (2007-2013 Interreg IV B) their evolution 

into macro-regions would be a natural evolution. 

However, a certain number of questions remain open and 

the development of functional macro-regional frameworks 

as envisioned by the CPMR will require:

•  That any macro-regional strategy be based on a real 

demand coming from the territories and adapted to the 

specific shared realities and challenges of a given area.

Figure 5b. Percentage of funds allocated per Member State paid by the 
Commission.

European Commission. DG REGIO website. Extracted on 13th June 2013: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/funding/index_en.cfm
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•  New innovative instruments allowing all levels of 

government to pool funds from different origins (EU, 

national, regional, private) without creating additional 

bureaucracy, including new specific financial 

instruments for long-term macro-regional projects.

•  A review of EU State Aids rules for enhanced 

flexibility around strategic long-term macro-regional 

investment projects. This should be coupled with 

better acceptance that territories beset by specific 

constraints (islands, mountains, etc.), and therefore 

with a lower competitiveness index, can receive 

necessary aid without endangering the EU internal 

market.

•  New flexible and informal structures to guarantee the 

sound governance of these macro-regions and ensure 

a good follow-up of the implementation process. 

A comprehensive and integrated transport policy 

for proper accessibility for all territories – The very 

disparate level of infrastructure and services presented 

by the territories when they enter the EU is one of the 

major obstacles to implementing the four freedoms of 

movement established by the Treaty, and consequently 

to achieving real territorial cohesion within the Union. 

However, European Commission thinking on transport 

has been dominated by two recurrent ideas: first, it is 

advocated that, to ensure healthy competition, European 

(and by extension public) funding should not co-finance 

transport services, except in ‘extreme conditions’ as 

part of a ‘public service’. Second, the accessibility of 

regions is measured from centres (e.g. in the work led 

by ESPON13). 

As the CPMR pointed out on several occasions since 

it began campaigning on this issue in the mid-1990s, 

the European Commission’s conception of the Trans-

European Transport Network TEN-T14 is marked by a 

failure to give priority to accessibility. The Commission 

wishes to focus on linking-up big economic and 

demographic centres through major multimodal corridors 

forming a ‘core network’, and considers that the regions 

located outside this network will naturally link themselves 

up to this core. This is the ‘hubs and spokes’ approach, 

which is known to penalise peripheral areas. This kind 

of approach assumes that member states and regions 

concerned are financing the facilities designed to access 

the ‘core network’ (though these territories are often 

lagging behind the EU average in terms of development 

and are fiscally weak), and are using Cohesion Policy 

as appropriate. In this respect and following intense 

advocacy, the CPMR has succeeded in winning support, 

within the Council and the European Parliament, to the 

possibility for regions to use the European Regional 

Development Fund (ERDF) for infrastructure projects, 

included in those regions classified in the so-called 

‘more developed regions’ category. 

In 2009, within the framework of the TEN-T review, 

the CPMR championed the case for giving priority to 

accessibility. Another notable advocacy success was 

the special attention given to outermost regions, as per 

the European Parliament amendments to the European 

Commission’s proposal.
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•  How can CPMR Commissions work with the 
relevant EU institutions to define macro-regional 
frameworks as ‘test zones’ preparing for potential 
synergies in current and future EU funds and 
programmes?

13.  http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Publications/Menu_TerritorialObservations/trendsinaccessibility.html

14.  http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/transport/intermodality_transeuropean_networks/tr0043_en.htm



As regards maritime transport, the European Commission 

again addresses the issue from a ‘massification’ point 

of view, giving priority to Motorways of the Sea15 in 

order to decongest the roads and provide an effective 

alternative with high-speed, high-frequency maritime 

connections. The CPMR supports the Motorways of the 

Sea, especially because they can reduce the carbon 

footprint of intra-European transport. However, this 

approach should not be detrimental to the development 

of all forms of short sea and medium distance shipping, 

which all contribute towards territorial cohesion (e.g. 

ferry and coastal shipping links). The time is right for a 

strong EU initiative in this area. The deadlines of 2015 

(for the Baltic, the North Sea and the English Channel) 

and 2020 (for other sea basins) are approaching. After 

these dates, the sulphur content of marine fuels will be 

drastically limited, representing a major challenge for 

those involved in the shipping industry. 

Concerted advocacy efforts in these areas must 

continue since the development of a comprehensive and 

integrated EU transport policy capable of increasing the 

accessibility of all EU territories will require:

•  Introducing a concept that is totally absent from current 

debates: periphery-to-periphery connections. It would 

be simplistic to limit accessibility to merely improving 

travel time from peripheral to central areas.

•  Reversing perspectives and graphic presentations to 

highlight the fact that maritime regions and their ports 

are the real hubs of the TEN-T to attract international 

investors.

•  Elaborating a new initiative further promoting the 

switch to greener transport modes for European freight 

traffic to replace and go beyond the current ‘Marco 

Polo Programme’. 

•  Enhancing mechanisms for promoting sustainable 

transport, such as the Eurovignette Directive, to 

supplement the Connecting Europe Facility. This would 

mean less pressure on the EU budget and bottlenecks 

in transit regions would be eased.

•  Using the new Connecting Europe Facility16 to promote 

the development of all forms of short and medium 

distance maritime transport, particularly in areas 

affected by peripherality and remoteness.

An enhanced territorial dimension to Research & 

Development policy – The added value of EU policy 

for research and development is largely based on the 

idea that it ultimately integrates research organisations 

(universities, research centres) as well as policies 

by creating a mutual fund or at least by launching 

intergovernmental initiatives.
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•  How could the CPMR stimulate the use of 
less centre-based data parameters and visual 
representation tools to raise the profile of the 
economic and commercial assets offered by the 
proximity of peripheral areas to the sea? 

•  Building on the Dunkirk Declaration of March 
2013 for the Channel and the North Sea, how 
can CPMR Commissions implement follow-
up actions regarding support for ship-owners 
and equipping ports with Liquefied Natural Gas 
refuelling stations?

•  What role could the CPMR play in the new European 
Sustainable Shipping Forum, in particular with 
regards to monitoring the governance of the 
Connecting Europe Facility?
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15.  A map is available on http://ec.europa.eu/ten/transport/priority_projects_minisite/PP21EN.pdf 

16.  https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/connecting-europe-facility

Figure 6. Overall R&D expenditure as percentage of GDP. 

The map shows how far regions are from reaching the EU2020 target of 3% share of GDP spending 

in R&D. It is clearly visible that very few regions met the target and therefore the territorial dimension 

of the EU2020 strategy should not be overlooked.

Data from ESPON Atlas June 2013. Territorial Dimensions of EU 2020 
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However this vision meets two main difficulties: firstly, 

theory and practice remain distant and initiatives 

usually remain at the level of ad hoc cooperation – 

with the European Commission focusing mainly on the 

coordination of member states programmes – while the 

creation of a common fund has achieved only limited 

success. Secondly, this notion of European added value 

misses out the enlargement of the EU. As a matter of 

fact, the bulk of the EU Framework Programme for 

Research and Development is largely benefitting the 

former 15 EU member states. 

With a view to ensuring the consideration of this reality, 

Member States from Central and Eastern Europe have 

significantly engaged in the negotiations regarding 

Horizon 202017 – the financial instrument implementing the 

Innovation Union18 and a Europe 2020 flagship initiative 

aimed at securing Europe’s global competitiveness. This 

represents a potentially substantive turning point in the 

evaluation parameters used for allocation of EU funds to 

project proposals. Further in-depth analysis is required 

on whether the Framework Programme will follow this 

evolution or not.

The integrated design and holistic implementation of 

EU research & development, innovation, technology 

and competitiveness policies and funds entails direct 

consequences for the territorial cohesion of the EU. 

Particularly important for regions are the implications on 

areas such as:

•  Innovative green technologies for renewable energies, 

transport inter-modality or waste management and 

treatment, fisheries and aquaculture.

•  New jobs and skills for blue growth (marine and 

maritime sectors) and the low carbon economy.

•  E-social and e-care services for disadvantaged and 

elderly populations living in the periphery. 

Territorial Cohesion at the heart of Europe’s agriculture 

and rural development policies – The CPMR wants to 

see the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) play its full 

part in delivering territorial cohesion; addressing specific 

territorial challenges, and helping avert future crises in 

the food sector. The CAP cannot be about ‘one size fits 

all’ and therefore requires enough flexibility to respond 

to the needs of territories.

 

The CAP is set to represent about a third of the whole 

EU budget in the 2014 – 2020 Programming Period. It 

is therefore a significant policy to deliver the EU Treaty 

objective of reinforcing territorial cohesion – as much 

as economic and social cohesion.  The key challenge 

to achieve this is to find a way to reconcile its ‘sector-

based’ approach with a ‘place-based approach’, which 

would take into account the spatial impact of CAP First 

Pillar payments on EU territories. 

•  Could the CPMR initiate a study on the level of 
use of EU R&D&I funds by peripheral maritime 
regions for initiatives on the specific priorities of 
those territories? 



Rural development policy and the European Agricultural 

Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) must continue 

to deliver territorial added value through appropriate 

financing, particularly with regard to the LEADER 

approach, which has proved to be a model for 

strengthening the integration of local development 

actions at regional level.

In conclusion, in a renewed Territorial Cohesion agenda 

for the EU: 

1.  The empowerment of individuals committed to the 

flourishing of inclusive, smart and green communities 

requires guaranteeing balanced access to markets, 

socio-cultural and environmental services and 

accessibility – including e-connectivity – to all EU 

territories irrespective of their geographical, economic 

and demographic realities.

2.  Improving the assessment of the impact of population 

dynamics on territorial cohesion will be critical to the 

formulation of EU policies and the targeting of EU 

funds.

3.  Cohesion Policy should be reoriented to its original 

goals and be taken beyond a mere re-distribution 

policy towards a territorial cohesion policy; by using 

more indicators than GDP and unemployment rates 

and by articulating macro-regions for enhanced 

economic and land planning.

4.  Since the territory is a critical level for knowledge, 

partnerships, investment and partnerships for action, 

all EU policies, legislation and funding should better 

assess and address their territorial impact in the 

interest of European territorial cohesion.

3.2. The Sustainable Economic Development 
agenda 

A change in our paradigm of growth: Making Sustainable 

Economic Development happen on the ground – 

Today, we know that the ticking bomb of interconnected 

challenges we currently sit on is largely caused by the 

negative aspects of our models of growth and that 

it has exponential impact on the poorest and most 

disadvantaged. In this context, the ultimate goal of any 

definition19 of Sustainable Economic Development –  

be it more or less academic – is the achievement of more 

equitable, more inclusive, greener and smarter communities 

where all individuals can flourish while respecting the 

carrying capacity of the planet we inhabit. The situation 

calls for a global, concerted and trans-boundary vision 

to maximise the collective opportunities behind these 

common challenges; as much as it cries out for synergetic 

multi-level governance capable of empowering action on 

the ground. It is not about questioning the utter need for 

global overarching solidarity and action frameworks of a 

legally binding nature to achieve sustainable economic 

development globally. It is about recognising that the 

leadership for achieving new models of prosperity does 

not – and should not – gravitate any more solely around 

national governments and their political leaders. If we are 

to move towards a sustainable world for all, it is about 

catalysing sustainable economic development action and 

opportunity there where it is needed. 

Today more than ever, a new economic, social and 

environmental paradigm of development represents 

extraordinary prospects of community prosperity and 

resilience. 

17.  http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/index_en.cfm?pg=h2020-documents

18.  http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm 

19.  It is worth recalling the milestone definition of ‘Sustainable Development’ set by the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development – the so-called Brundtland Commission – in its Report of 1987 as ‘a pattern of 

resource use that aims to meet human needs while preserving the environment, so that these needs can be met not only in the present but also for generations to come’. 
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On the economic front in particular, the fair transition 

of a given territory to new models of low carbon and 

blue economies adapted to its respective needs and 

assets has an unprecedented potential of employment 

creation. Because of all these reasons, it is essential 

to fully ensure that any growth & jobs, social and 

environmental policies of the EU are oriented towards 

the sustainable economic development of territories.

Blue Growth: Unleashing the sea’s and ocean’s 

potential for sustainable economic development – The 

economic and job creation potential represented by the 

different resources and uses of the oceans, seas and 

rivers in the EU remains greatly untapped. At the same 

time, the heavy pressures applied by the exploitation 

of mineral resources from the sea bed and by nuclear 

projects represent in quite a graphic manner the much 

needed discussions on what type of balance between 

growth, social aspects and environmental protection 

there should be at EU level with the full participation of 

its territories. 

In this context, the CPMR has been reiterating over 

the years that maximising the potential for balanced 

Blue Growth within the EU will demand finding a 

sensible approach to each of the three following 

overarching questions: firstly, Blue Growth will require 

a clear balance between the economic, social and 

environmental dimensions: Blue Growth has the 

vocation of creating prosperity and jobs and being 

based on innovation (See figures 7 and 8). For this 

purpose, it will need to involve existing skills as much 

as new sectors. It should integrate the whole of the 

value chain, from the research phase to release onto 

the market. It should also have industrial employment 

at the core of its priorities. From the social point view, 

it should not be overlooked that Maritime Europe does 

not and will not exist without workers of the maritime 

economy properly skilled and working in fair and good 

conditions. From the environmental point of view, Blue 

Growth can only afford to be sustainable and should 

effectively protect its natural resources. 

A balance between the different uses of the sea will also 

be essential to the effectiveness of Blue Growth. Such a 

balance should be assessed on the basis of an objective 

analysis of several complementary and interrelated 

factors, including the economic potential; the socio-

economic impact of the evolution of the concerned 

professional sectors, and the environmental impact of 

each use.

Last but not least, a Blue Growth capable of delivering 

results on the ground requires balance between a 

common EU vision and the territorial and regional 

dimensions of this growth strategy. The EU maritime 

policy should be used to serve the overriding objective 

of territorial cohesion. This is why an exhaustive analysis 

of the territorial impact of EU maritime policies should 

be carried out from the first stages of their formulation.

 

In this context, the CPMR identifies the following areas 

for critical reflection on the future of Blue Growth and 

development: 

•  The level of supranational management needed: 

Should we envisage a substantial transfer of maritime-

related competencies to the EU, particularly in relation 

to economic development issues? If so, then how to 

relate with the regions and the sea basins? And to the 

International Conventions of the International Maritime 

Organisation?

REGIONS AT THE CORE OF A NEW DEAL FOR EUROPE
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Figure 7. EU Member States innovation performance since the launch of the 
EU2020 strategy. 

The above graph compares the overall level of innovation with the performance since the 

launch of the EU2020 strategy that aims to achieve smart growth through innovation. Although 

the strategy was launched in 2010, preliminary results are worrying, as only 5 countries have 

improved their innovation performance whereas all the others are worse off. It also shows that 

innovation has a geographical dimension. In particular, innovation leaders are concentrated in the 

north of Europe, whereas central-western European countries are innovation-followers and most 

of the Mediterranean countries are moderate-innovators. Finally, modest innovators seem to be 

concentrated in central-eastern Europe.

European Commission Innovation Union Scoreboard 2013

The grey coloured columns show performance in 2010 as measured using the IUS 2013 set of indicators.
The change in innovation performance between 2010 and 2012 is equal to the percentage change between the innovation indexes for 2010 and 2012
as shown on the vertical axis.

•  The type of governance and institutional changes 

needed to address outstanding issues:  Which would 

be the most efficient way to guarantee integrated 

governance for the EU Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP)?  

Should a dedicated directorate general be established 

within the European Commission? Or would it be more 

efficient for the integrated approach to assign a Task 

Force to the President of the European Commission? 



CPMR own calculations based on EUROSTAT data
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The 10 regions 
with the lowest unemployment rate of the EU:

The 10 regions 
with the highest unemployment rate of the EU:

Prov. West-Vlaanderen (BE) 2001, 2004, 2007 and 2011, 
Praha (CZ) 2005 to 2010 and 2012, 
Strední Cechy (CZ) 2008, 
Freiburg and Tübingen (DE) 2011and 2012, Oberbayern (DE) 
2010 to 2012, Niederbayern (2011), 
Ciudad Autónoma de Melilla (ES) 2002, 
Valle d’Aosta/Vallée d’Aoste (IT) 2004 to 2006, Provincia Auto-
noma di Bolzano/Bozen (IT) 2009 and 2010, Provincia Autonoma 
di Trento (IT) 2009, 
Luxembourg (LU) 2000 and 2001, 
Friesland (NL) 2002 and 2009, Drenthe (NL) 2003, Overijssel (NL) 
2000, 2003 and 2008, Gelderland (NL) 2000 to 2003 and 2006 to 
2009, Flevoland (NL) 2001, Utrecht (NL) 2000 to 2002 and 2006 
to 2010, Noord-Holland (NL) 2000 to 2002 and 2007 to 2009, 
Zuid-Holland (NL) 2000 and 2001, Zeeland 2002, 2003, 2005 
to 2007 and 2009 to 2012, Noord-Brabant (NL) 2000, 2001 and 
2007 to 2009, Limburg (NL) 2000 and 2002, 
Niederösterreich (AT) 2010, Oberösterreich (AT) 2006, 2008, and 
2010 to 2012, Salzburg (AT) 2001, 2003 and 2005 to 2012, Tirol 
(AT) 2003 to 2012, 
Centro (PT) 2000, Região Autónoma dos Açores (PT) 2001 to 
2004, Região Autónoma da Madeira (PT) 2000, 2002 and 2004, 
Åland (FI) 2000, 2003, 2004, 2007, 2008, 2010 to 2012, 
North Yorkshire (UK) 2003 to 2005, Herefordshire, Worcestershi-
re and Warwickshire (UK) 2005 and 2006, Dorset and Somerset 
(UK) 2004, Cornwall and Isles of Scilly (UK) 2005, East Wales 
(UK) 2004, North Eastern Scotland (UK) 2006, 2010 to 2012.

Région de Bruxelles-Capitale (BE) 2006 to 2008, 
Berlin (DE) 2007 and 2008, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (DE) 
2001 to 2007, Sachsen-Anhalt (DE) 2000 to 2007, 
Dytiki Makedonia (EL) 2011 and 2012, Sterea Ellada (EL) 2012, 
Sterea Ellada (EL) 2010 to 2012, 
Extremadura (ES) 2000 and 2008 to 2012, Comunidad 
Valenciana (ES) 2009 to 2011, Andalucía (ES) 2000, 2002, 2003 
and 2008 to 2012, Región de Murcia (ES) 2009 to 2012, Ciudad 
Autónoma de Ceuta (ES) 2000 and 2007 to 2012, Ciudad 
Autónoma de Melilla (ES) 2000 and 2008 to 2012, Canarias (ES) 
2008 to 2012, 
Corse (FR) 2000, Guadeloupe (FR) and Guyane (FR) 2001 to 
2010, Martinique (FR) 2001 to 2004 and 2006 to 2010, Réunion 
(FR) 2001 to 2012, 
Campania (IT), Calabria (IT) and Sicilia (IT) 2000 to 2003, 
Sardegna (IT) 2000 to 2002, 
Zachodniopomorskie (PL), Warminsko-Mazurskie (PL) and 
Kujawsko-Pomorskie (PL) 2004 and 2005, Lubuskie and 
Stredné Slovensko (PL) 2004, Kujawsko-Pomorskie (PL) 2005, 
Východné Slovensko (PL) 2004 to 2006,



Could a special committee within the European Parliament 

be envisaged in order to address maritime interrelated 

issues? If so, what would be its precise role? 

•  The territorial dimension: Beyond Maritime Spatial Planning 

(MSP) and Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM), 

how to ensure a territorial dimension in the economic, 

social and environmental aspects of all EU maritime 

policies? Will these policies take into consideration the 

European cultural and economic identities, particularly 

the fisheries and aquaculture chains and the other 

emerging maritime activities? 

•  The tools for a solid Integrated Maritime Policy: 

Should an independent and specialised fund to 

finance activities under the Integrated Maritime Policy 

be considered? If so, should such a fund operate 

distinctively from the European Fisheries Fund (EFF) 

and use shared-management tools between member 

states and maritime regions (like Cohesion Policy)? 

Should legislative tools to address an IMP, such as the 

MSP and the ICZM Directives, be pursued? Or on the 

contrary, should any separate mechanisms for the IMP 

be avoided in favour of integration into existing policy 

frames and programmes? 

•  Jobs, knowledge and skills: How to strongly develop 

Research & Development & Innovation (R&D&I), as well 

as professional knowledge & skills, for underpinning 

maritime & marine research and jobs in order to achieve 

greener uses of the seas, create new jobs, and position the 

EU at the international forefront of maritime and marine 

R&D&I? Would interregional mobility programmes for 

young people in the maritime sector such as the Vasco 

da Gama Programme20 still be useful to this objective?

•  Economic aspects: How to accentuate targeted EU 

support towards marketing maritime products rather 

than merely supporting research and innovation policies 

that do not lead to the market immediately? 

Figure 8. Highest and lowest unemployment rates at national level 
and average of the 10 best and worst-performing regions in terms of 
unemployment. 

The graph displays the unemployment rate pattern over the last 12 months for the EU member 

states with the highest (Greece) and lowest (Luxembourg) against the EU average. Furthermore, 

the green and red dotted lines show respectively the average of the 10 regions with the highest 

and lowest unemployment rate during the reference period. It is interesting to notice that the 

divergence between the worst performing country and the average of the 10 regions with high 

unemployment rates is far larger than for the best performing country and regions. Therefore, a 

country average always hides sub-national poor indicators.

20.  The Vasco da Gama programme aims to endorse exchanges among young people in the maritime economic 

sector, in order to reduce the perceived low attractiveness of maritime professions in Europe. More info on: 

http://www.crpm.org/en/index.php?act=13,33 
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Fisheries policy reform: Preserving a traditional livelihood 

within environmental limits – The European fisheries 

sector remains trapped in a series of unsustainable 

economic, social and environmental pressures, and within 

the next ten years it will need to be able to restructure 

itself in order to cope with:

•  Conditions related to overfishing in a number of stocks.

•  The pressures of a market that is increasingly saturated 

with products caught (farmed) and/or processed outside 

Europe.

•  The high level of interest shown by big international 

groups regarding the non-food use of the sea and 

its resources (marine energy; wind turbines; oil, rare 

minerals, etc.).

•  Pressure from different economic sectors on coastal 

zone development, which generates strong competition 

around the ‘living’ space of fisheries-dependent 

communities (tourism, water sports, etc.).

The EU, which through the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 

has exclusive power in the management of European 

fish stocks, will have to play a strategic role in assisting 

the sector throughout this restructuring process. In this 

context, it will be required to intervene in different areas, 

all of them requiring, in the view of the CPMR, a true multi-

level dialogue:

•  With regard to a new legislative framework for the post 

2020 CFP capable of ensuring a sustainable balance 

between the economic, social and environmental 

components of the fishing industry.

•  With regard to multi-level and multi-stakeholder 

governance capable of truly ‘regionalising’ the CFP, 

including a strategic role for regions in formulating and 

implementing the CFP.

•  With regard to increased budgetary resources for 

a European Fisheries Fund to be focused mainly 

on improving the competitiveness of fisheries and 

aquaculture. In this context, a major innovation could 

be to introduce a transnational component and a 

cross-border component to help implement the post-

2020 Fund (facilitating the exchange of data and 

expertise, as well as the design and development of 

pilot projects for the joint management of stocks). 

This will require two actions: firstly, stepping up the 

administrative capacities of the European Commission 

(DG MARE), in order to cope with the new new 

strategic and operational demands. Secondly, it will 

imply changes in the status of the Regional Advisory 

Councils (RACs) so they can combine their technical 

task (expertise on stock management) with the role of 

managing authority, at the level of each sea basin, for 

the new transnational and cross-border components 

of the future Fund.

•  With regard to simplified administrative rules, so as to 

support synergies underpinning a multi-fund financial 

engineering system.

•  With regard to the links between CFP and territorial 

cohesion, by making the CFP one of the pillars of any 

future macro-regional sea bassins strategies. 

Enhancing maritime safety and environmental 

protection – Over the past decades, the EU adopted 

substantial packages of legislation relating to maritime 

safety in the wake of major shipping disasters in European 

waters, such as those involving the ferry Estonia and the 

oil tankers Erika and Prestige. 

Still today, the questions below remain open and strongly 

necessitate a multi-level dialogue, particularly involving 

peripheral maritime regions:
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•  On the nature of compensation funds, since during 

the negotiation of the so-called Erika Package the 

European Commission had put forward the creation of 

a European fund, complementary to and different from 

the International Oil Pollution Compensation Funds 

(IOPC)21.

•  On financial responsibility for the ecological and social 

damage of maritime disasters, since on occasions it is 

left to regional administrations from peripheral areas 

with already deprived budgets.

•  On the work of EU institutions, in order to enhance 

the territorial dimension of European Commission 

proposals and to achieve a better focus in the work 

of the European Parliament’s Intergroup on Sea and 

Coastal areas.

•  On the territorial dimension of Directive 1999/32/EC22 

relating to a reduction in the sulphur content of certain 

liquid fuels, since its deadlines of 2015 (for the Baltic, 

the North Sea and the English Channel) and 2020 (for 

all other maritime basins) are looming and constitute 

a major challenge for those involved in the maritime 

transport sector. Further action is needed to address 

the infrastructure challenges faced at regional level 

notably the one of Structural Funds, national and other 

international funds.

Energy efficiency and climate change challenges 

turned into opportunities for green jobs and enhanced 

community resilience – Climate change and energy 

efficiency are challenges that stretch out across the EU 

territory. However, the solutions highly depend on the 

environmental conditions and natural assets of a given 

territory. 

Because no one size policy approach could fit all the 

environmental and natural realities, it is essential that 

EU climate and energy policies enhance their territorial 

dimension and cater for a flexible mix of options. A 

strong territorial dimension and a flexible policy mix will 

accelerate the transition to a Low Carbon Economy on 

the ground, while maximising the opportunities behind 

these challenges both in terms of green jobs and 

enhanced resilience. These are three goals central to a 

new paradigm of Sustainable Economic Development. 

On a different but complementary note, the high-impact 

of energy poverty and the EU’s energy dependency – 

which relates among others to geopolitical developments 

affecting gas flows, as well as to the controversial issue 

of shale gas – on EU peripheral maritime regions should 

not be overlooked. 

In this context, some areas for reflection on energy and 

climate change for peripheral maritime regions are:

•  The limitations of the market to achieve these goals: 

over recent years, the EU seems to have regarded 

the EU Single Market and the EU Trade Policy as the 

panacea to achieve green jobs or enhance energy 

efficiency. Is this really the case? Is the sky-high 

profit of some energy companies speaking about the 

inefficiencies of the market? Is it realistic to still expect 

the market to finance alone certain policy objectives 

within the needed timeframe? Can we afford to wait 

for the energy market to self-regulate and ensure 

security of supply while opening to competition from 

third countries? 

21.  The International Oil Pollution Compensation Funds (IOPC) are three intergovernmental organisations (the 

1971 Fund, the 1992 Fund and the Supplementary Fund) which provide compensation for oil pollution 

damage resulting from spills of persistent oil from tankers. More info on http://www.iopcfunds.org

22.  More info on http://ec.europa.eu/environment/air/transport/directive.htm
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Do the plummeting carbon prices of the European 

Emissions Trade System (ETS)23 imply a failure to 

provide expected resources and sufficient incentives? 

Do we need different solutions?

•  The links between energy infrastructure and the 

overarching objective of territorial cohesion: How 

could the Trans-European Energy Networks (TEN-E)24 

place a higher emphasis on the overriding objective 

of territorial cohesion? How could the Connecting 

Europe Facility deliver all the results initially expected 

in the energy field?

•  Territorial aspects of climate change impacts: Is it 

necessary to prompt international and European 

initiatives imposing on the insurance sector the 

obligation to assist responsible yet specially vulnerable 

territories in the advent of natural disasters, especially 

climate change-related ones? Are EU climate 

adaptation and mitigation policies offering sufficient 

security and information to regional leaders to act on 

coastal erosion?

In conclusion, a refreshed Sustainable Economic 

Development agenda for the EU:

1.  Constitutes a much-needed new paradigm of 

economic, social and sustainable development in 

order to achieve present and future prosperity for all.

2.  Should respond to the real needs and challenges of 

EU territories in order to enhance and preserve the 

resilience of communities.

3.  Has the ability to catalyse unprecedented job 

opportunities within different sectors of the so-called 

Blue Growth and the Low Carbon Economy, which 

naturally build upon the EU’s economic, social and 

environmental fabric and, if managed smartly, will 

boost the Union’s competitiveness at the global level.

4.  Should be underpinned by strong long-term public 

policies and investment on professional skills and 

knowledge, as well as Research & Development & 

Innovation.

3.3. The Democracy and Solidarity agenda 

Repositioning democracy and solidarity at the centre 

of the social pact – One could argue that for the younger 

generations of Europeans who have – fortunately – lost 

touch with the ghosts of wars and dictatorships, it is 

becoming increasingly difficult to continue legitimising 
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•  How can the CPMR contribute to enhancing the 
role of the European Investment Bank (EIB) in job 
creation (beyond the EU R&D Strategy Horizon 
2020) in the interest of the Blue and Low Carbon 
Economies? Could the CPMR have a role in 
helping to identify common employment gaps in 
EU peripheral maritime regions?

•  How can the CPMR facilitate the debate regarding 
the inclusion of a renewed EU Common Fisheries 
Policy as one of the pillars of macro-regional sea 
bassins strategies?

•  Could the CPMR initiate work to map out 
appropriate peripheral maritime areas for applied 
research in the fields of renewable energies and 
climate adaptation? And to map out the availability 
of green energy infrastructure across the EU?

•  What next steps should the CPMR foresee 
regarding the Vasco de Gama Programme, the 
interregional mobility programme for young 
people in the maritime sector?



a supranational authority such as the EU on the sole 

basis of a shared dream of democracy and solidarity 

that ‘once upon a time’ helped a wounded continent 

regenerate from its ashes. This becomes particularly 

true if we bear in mind that the European Project 

materialised at the beginning in the shape of the 

three ‘Economic Communities’25 and if we accept the 

criticisms regarding its difficulties to strengthen a ‘Union 

beyond economic aspects’. To a certain extent, it seems 

that the EU currently legitimises its existence in the eyes 

of the citizens mainly on the basis of its outcomes in 

terms of welfare. 

But is this narrow optic the exclusive responsibility of 

the European Project? Or one more consequence of the 

overarching risk at which democracies and institutions 

globally are finding themselves nowadays? Are we 

not, contemporary Europeans, deforming the notion 

of ‘welfare’ to see it as a purely economic one and 

neglecting its overlapping social dimensions? Are we 

not disregarding the complex historical, socio-political 

and economic intricacies that give birth to and sustain 

particular governing systems and also economic models 

in a given place and time?
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23.  http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/index_en.htm

24.  http://ec.europa.eu/energy/infrastructure/tent_e/ten_e_en.htm

25.  The European Communities (sometimes referred to as the European Community or EC) were three 

international organisations that were governed by the same set of institutions. These were the European Coal 

and Steel Community (ECSC), the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy 

Community (EAEC or Euratom). They shared the same governing institutions until the pillar system was 

abolished and the European Union was designated as its legal successor. More information on  

http://europa.eu/about-eu/eu-history/

Facts and Figures about the Erasmus Programme, the EU’s student exchange scheme

–  More than 3 million students have benefited from Erasmus grants since its launch in 1987.
–  This new symbolic figure was reached over 2011-2012, when 253,000 European students joined the ‘Erasmus generation’. Over this 

university year, the number of Erasmus students increased by 9% compared to the previous period. Erasmus internships, which since 
2007 have also been eligible for a student grant, increased by 18% in that reference period. 

–  Around 4.5% of European students have received an Erasmus grant at one time or another during their higher education. (European 
Commission 8 July 2013)

–  EU Young people’s preferences in terms of learning are as follows: 41.4% studied in fields linked to social sciences, trade and law; while 
21.9% preferred human sciences and arts. (European Commission 8 July 2013)

–  From 2014, a new programme ‘Erasmus Plus’ will replace and include all the current instruments for student mobility (Erasmus, Erasmus 
Mundus and Leonardo da Vinci. According to Mrs Androulla Vassiliou, EU Commissioner for education, culture, multilingualism and 
youth, ‘this new programme should benefit from a budget of around €14.5 billion for the period 2014-2020, i.e. 40% more than all the 
current programmes put together.’

Courtesy of Europolitics

Figure 9. Facts and Figures about the Erasmus Programme, the EU’s student 
exchange scheme.



As outlined above, the social unrest that keeps 

spreading lately in countries across the Globe and 

also within EU borders denotes an alarming need to 

call upon the values of democracy and solidarity –  

so inherent to the European Project – in order to 

strengthen the respect for human rights, the rule of law, 

equity, inclusivity, solidarity and sustainability within 

and beyond EU borders. Democracy and solidarity are 

needed as much as ever in order to place territorial 

& social cohesion, sustainable development and the 

needs of peoples at the centre of the social contract 

between citizens, on the one hand, and governing 
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Figure 10. Turnout at European elections from 1979 to 2009.

This graph provides evidence of a decreasing interest in European elections since the first universal 

suffrage vote in 1979. In 3 decades, the turnout has fallen by nearly 20 percentage points while 

the number of voters has increased due to the various enlargements (from 9 member states in 

1979 to 27 in 2009).
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systems and economic models, on the other (Figure 

10 is self evident in this respect). 

The CPMR has often written that for centuries Europe 

has been a series of distinct territories with strong 

identities, which is different from the American territory, 

for example. This means relying heavily on the regional 

and local level to organise democracy. The diversity of 

the EU’s territories and people – which is so intrinsic to 

Europe’s identity – and their richness of regional and local 

government systems has a lot to offer to guarantee the we 

can remain united in diversity in these turbulent times.

The assimilation of the ‘Community acquis’ by EU 

Regions and neighbouring regions as a tool for 

democratisation and a vector for economic cooperation –  

As the body of common rights and obligations that 

bind all the Member States together within the EU, 

the Community acquis26 represents an incomparable 

capacity for democratisation and respect of the rule of 

law. However, its considerable size and variety, as well 

as its evolving nature, make it complex for acceding 

Member States – and even more complex for regional 

administrations – to transpose it internally and adapt to 

it. Therefore it is important to accompany new regional 

democracies in their assimilation of this Community 

acquis. Moreover, there is strategic room for introducing 

neighbouring regions to the Community acquis in order 

to use it as a vector for economic co-operation between 

EU regions and neighbouring regions (See fig.11).

Enhancing the impact of EU Neighbourhood Policy 

Initiatives by including a strong territorial dimension – 

Through bilateral and multilateral programmes (Eastern 

neighbourhood, Euro-Mediterranean Partnership), 

as well as cross-border cooperation programmes at 

different levels; the EU neighbourhood programmes 

are helping EU’s neighbouring territories (though still 

modestly) to meet challenges in terms of economic 

catch-up, infrastructure building and regional and 

local democracy strengthening. Recently the European 

Neighbourhood Policy has been refocused on the basis 

of the ‘More for More’ principle – under which the EU will 

develop stronger partnerships with those neighbours 

that make more progress towards democratic reform. 

•  Is the CPMR in agreement with the overall evolution 
of the EU’s macro-economic policy and financial 
regulations? Do they actually translate European 
solidarity into institutional and budgetary terms 
and throughout all European policies? Especially, 
what are the consequences of these policies for 
the regions and notably in the countries where 
regions have extensive competences? 

•  Could the CPMR be the association that 
accompanies regional democracy – particularly 
in the South of the Mediterranean, the Adriatic 
and the Black Sea – by using the assimilation of 
the Community acquis as a vector for economic 
cooperation at regional level between EU and non-EU  
regions?

26.  The Community acquis is constantly evolving and comprises: (i) the content, principles and political 

objectives of the Treaties; (ii) the legislation adopted in application of the treaties and the case law of the 

Court of Justice; (iii) the declarations and resolutions adopted by the Union; (iv) measures relating to the 

common foreign and security policy; (v) measures relating to justice and home affairs, and (vi) international 

agreements concluded by the Community and those concluded by the Member States between themselves 

in the field of the Union’s activities.  

More info http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/community_acquis_en.htm
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Other EU policies are involved, such as transport 

and energy; and the European Investment Bank is 

providing increasing support for projects in these 

areas. Special attention needs to be placed on 

the impacts of irregular immigration from third 

country nationals (non-EU) that affect neighbouring 

maritime peripheries. These regions are confronted 

with this reality and need to address efficiently and 

promptly the impact of such irregular immigration. 

Thereof:

Movers Short Term Medium Term Long Term Still in Country

EU-27 9.1 20.1 31.6 17.3 30.9

Region

EU-15 10.2 18.2 30.3 18.0 33.5

NMS 12 5.4 37.0 43.1 12.0 8.0

Gender

Women 8.6 21.0 31.7 16.5 30.8

Men 9.7 19.3 31.6 18.1 31.0

Age

15-29 10.8 26.4 28.7 13.8 31.1

30-39 12.3 16.5 30.8 15.5 37.2

40-49 8.4 21.8 40.5 14.4 23.3

50-59 7.4 14.4 35.7 18.1 31.8

59+ 6.9 16.7 26.0 30.8 26.5

Years of Education

15- 7.5 19.3 22.7 20.5 37.6

16-19 7.9 21.1 31.7 17.8 29.4

20+ 11.7 19.6 37.5 15.6 27.3

In Education 11.5 20.1 29.6 15.5 34.8

Notes: Weighted averages. Source: Eurobarometer 67.1, own calculations. Column ‘Movers’ reports population share of individuals who have lived in another country at least once during the past 10 years.  
Duration of moves refers to last move. Short term moves refer to periods of living in another country of less than one year, medium term moves to periods of 1-5 years, long term moves to periods of 5-10 years.

European Commission (2008). Geographic mobility in the European Union: Optimising its economic and social benefits

Figure 11. Mobility to another EU country over the past ten years –  
Frequency and duration.

This table provides some summary statistics. On average, slightly less than one in ten citizens of 

EU-27 has moved temporarily or permanently to live in another country. There is a clear regional 

pattern. Residents of EU-15 are substantially more inclined to have made a cross- border mover 

than residents of the twelve New Member States. The quota of movers (10.2 percent) is almost 

twice as high in the former. As the pre-enlargement period falls into the ten-year observation 

window, one explanation is that individuals from the New Member States did not have the 

possibility to move before their countries joined the EU.
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The CPMR is a “pan-European” organisation, which 

includes non-EU Regions. Some have a high level of 

development, while others are lagging behind compared 

to the average. As far as the latter are concerned, whether 

or not they belong to states aspiring to join the EU or in 

the accession process, the challenges are considerable 

and usually the same as those of EU Regions. On various 

occasions, the CPMR has pointed out the need to make 

EU Neighbourhood Policy a real policy for cohesion and 

solidarity with budgets comparable to those allocated to 

the EU policies. 

The CPMR, thanks to its unique shape around macro-

regional sea basins associating EU members and non-

members, represents a natural vehicle for effective 

cooperation based on proximity, as well as on traditional 

and cultural links within the same “neighbourhood’.  

CPMR Geographical Commissions are involved in 

varying degrees in Neighbourhood Policy initiatives. 

The Inter-Mediterranean Commission is fully involved 

in the Euro-Mediterranean partnership in its various 

forms, including the preparation of the Mediterranean 

cross-border cooperation programme for 2014-2020. 

The more recently established Balkan and Black Sea 

Commission is involved in preparing the Black Sea 

cooperation programme and is making arrangements 

to propose projects in the areas of transport, maritime 

affairs, economic cooperation and ‘People to People’.

For the future, the CPMR wants EU neighbourhood 

policies also contributing in a clearly synergetic manner 

towards the establishment of macro-regional strategies 

concerning EU border areas, particularly around the 

Mediterranean, the Black Sea and the Adriatic. 

Decentralised cooperation as an example of 

interregional solidarity beyond EU borders – In 2008, 

the EU responded to the increasing interest of European 

regions in engaging in development cooperation 

initiatives with other regions outside EU borders with the 

European Communication COM 2008/62 entitled ‘Local 

Authorities: Actors for Development’29. This was the 

first EU reference document dedicated to highlighting 

the role, place and importance of regional and local 

authorities in EU development policy. The Communication 

recognised that regional and local authorities bring a 

unique added-value to development processes, thanks 

to their capacity for mobilising different stakeholders 

and setting up collaborative approaches to attaining 

common development goals.

•  Should the shared management approach of 
Cohesion Policy be used for decentralised 
cooperation so EU regions can work indistinctively 
with EU or non-EU neighbour regions and be able 
to use funds from ENPI27, IPA28 and Structural 
Funds in a complementary manner? 

•  How can CPMR Commissions become incubators 
for so-called ‘major projects’ of interregional 
character among EU regions and between these 
and non-EU territories within and even beyond 
macro-regional strategies?

27.  European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument:  

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/neighbourhood/overview/

28.  Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance:  

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/instruments/overview/index_en.htm

29.  http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2008:0626:FIN:EN:PDF
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Since 2006, the CPMR Working Group on External 

Cooperation has been giving general consideration to 

the subject of development, with the prime objective 

of encouraging supra-national decision-makers 

to politically acknowledge and financially support 

regional-led action in development. This Working Group 

coordinates the CPMR’s participation in PLATFORMA30, 

the European Platform of Regional Local Authorities 

for Development, set up in 2008 under the European 

Commission’s NSA-LA (Non-State Actors – Local 

Authorities) call for proposals. In recent years, the CPMR 

has also engaged fully in the Atlas of Decentralised 

Cooperation31 – established by the Committee of the 

Regions and the European Commission to increase 

and share information on development cooperation – 

as well as in the annual EU dialogues on decentralised 

cooperation for development – the Assises32. 

In April 2013, on the occasion of the 3rd Assises on 

Decentralised Cooperation, Mr Andris Piebalgs, 

European Commissioner for Development Cooperation, 

confirmed the need to put greater emphasis on a 

territorial approach to development, acknowledging the 

‘strong role for local and regional authorities in partner 

countries as key to achieving better governance and 

the sustainable development outcomes set out in the 

international agenda.’ 

Figure 12. Total amount dedicated to development cooperation,  
EU Development Fund and European Neighbourhood Policy Initiatives over 
the 2007-2013 Programming Period.

Funding 
Instrument

Geographical 
zone

Countries 
covered

Average annual 
funding

Total funding available 
for 2007-2013

European Neighbourhood 
and Partnership 
Instrument 
(ENPI)

Algeria, Armenia, Azer-
baijan, Belarus, Egypt, 
Georgia, Israel, Jordan, 

Lebanon, Libya, Moldova, 
Morocco, the Palestinian 
Authority, Russia, Syria, 

Tunisia and Ukraine

17 €1.6 billion € 11,181 billion

European Development 
Fund 
(EDF)

African, Caribbean and 
Pacific (ACP) countries 

and the overseas 
territories of EU Member 

States

79 €3.7 billion € 22.7 billion

Development  
Co-operation Instrument 
(DCI)

Latin America, Asia and 
Central Asia, and the Gulf 
region and South Africa.

47 € 1.4 billion € 10,057 billion

European Commission. DG DEVCO website.

•  The international intergovernmental processes are 
currently geared up towards the establishment 
of a post-2015 Development Agenda in order 
to take stock of the Millennium Development 
Goals and make the lessons learnt converge 
in the establishment of a new set of universal 
Sustainable Development Goals33. 

•  What type of partnerships should the CPMR 
establish to guarantee an adequate level of  
engagement in the drawing up of the international 
post-2015 Development Agenda with a view to 
contributing to securing its territorial dimension?
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In conclusion, a strengthened Democracy and Solidarity 

agenda for the EU:

1.  Will help placing territorial and social cohesion, 

sustainable economic development and the needs of 

communities at the centre of the social contract that 

unite citizens with governing systems and economic 

models.

2.  Should be built with and upon the regional and local 

levels of government in order to reflect the historical 

nature of Europe as an ensemble of territories with 

strong and diverse identities.

3.  Must bear in mind the overarching connections 

between decentralisation and democracy, as well as 

between sound subnational governance and universal 

access to basic public & social services.

4.  Should be based on an enhanced territorial dimension 

for the assimilation of the Community acquis, for 

the European Neighbouring Policy and for the EU 

Decentralised Cooperation Policy.

30.  http://www.platforma-dev.eu/page.php?page_id=14&parent_id=0&lg=en

31.  http://lra4dev.cor.europa.eu/portal/en/atlas/Pages/maps.aspx

32.  http://lra4dev.cor.europa.eu/portal/en/news/Pages/3rd-Assises-of-decentralised-cooperation-local-

authorities-as-key-drivers-in-development-policy.aspx

33.  http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/development-beyond-2015.html
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In the above pages we have outlined the variety of 

interconnected challenges facing Europe and the world 

today. We also presented three core agendas with a 

catalysing potential to guide the reform of the EU project 

with the regions at its core.

Think-tank and action-tank; political advocate and 

shaper; matchmaker of interregional needs knowledge 

and solutions; facilitator of EU inter-institutional 

dialogue; as it has been indicated throughout the 

different sections of the document, the CPMR has a 

role to play.  CPMR is truly capable of building upon its 

success stories at the service of the EU regions over 

the past 40 years. But, at this turning point of Europe’s 

history and CPMR’s anniversary, when there is an 

urgent need to promote a shared territorial cohesion, 

sustainable economic development and revitalise the 

European democratisation and solidarity project, we 

also believe that the CPMR has the opportunity to break 

new ground. 

Throughout the document we have identified several 

interrogations and concrete proposals for future CPMR 

work which we understand as interconnected areas  

of work. We would like to encourage our members to 

reflect upon those and openly share their opinion so, 

together, we can put our common resources at the 

service of creating opportunities for our members 

and inspiring policy-makers towards the sound  

economic governance and prosperity of territories 

across the EU.

In this context, we would particularly welcome members’ 

view on potential new areas of work for the CPMR such as:

•  Should the CPMR help develop a methodology to study 

and measure the impact of Structural Funds in the 

economy of regions using comprehensive statistical 

criteria ‘beyond GDP’?

•  Should the CPMR initiate a study to help identify 

projects funded by the Structural Funds that would 

not have been financed otherwise?

•  Should the CPMR contribute to actively monitoring 

how the new partnership and multi-level governance 

elements of Cohesion Policy (Article 5 of Common 

Provisions Regulation) are being implemented in EU 

regions and to what extent they are reinforcing the 

governance of Cohesion Policy? How can the CPMR 

contribute to enhancing the role of the European 

Investment Bank in job creation?

4.  Prospective ideas 
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•  How can CPMR Geographical Commissions work 

with the relevant EU institutions to define macro-

regional frameworks as ‘test zones’ preparing for 

potential synergies in current and future EU funds and 

programmes?

•  How can CPMR Commissions become incubators for 

so-called ‘major projects’ of interregional character 

among EU regions and between these and non-EU 

territories within and even beyond macro-regional 

strategies? 

•  Building on the Dunkirk Declaration of March 2013 

for the Channel and the North Sea, how can CPMR 

Commissions implement follow-up actions regarding 

support for ship-owners and equipping ports with 

Liquefied Natural Gas refuelling stations? What role 

could the CPMR play in the new European Sustainable 

Shipping Forum, in particular with regard to monitoring 

the governance of the Connecting Europe Facility? 

•  Should the CPMR initiate a study on the level of use 

of EU R&D&I funds by peripheral maritime regions 

for initiatives on the specific priorities of those 

territories?

•  Could the CPMR initiate work to map out appropriate 

peripheral maritime areas for applied research 

in the fields of renewable energies and climate 

adaptation? Could the CPMR tempt to map out the 

availability of green energy infrastructure across  

the EU?

•  Could the CPMR be the association that accompanies 

regional democracy – particularly in the South of the 

Mediterranean, the Adriatic and the Black Sea – by 

using the assimilation of the Community acquis as 

a vector for economic cooperation at regional level 

between EU and non-EU regions?

•  Should the shared management approach of Cohesion 

Policy be used for decentralised cooperation so EU 

regions can work indistinctively with EU or non-EU 

neighbour regions and be able to use funds from 

ENPI, IPA and Structural Funds in a complementary 

manner?

•  Should the CPMR enhance and apply a long term 

marketing strategy to engage with its current 

membership and enlarge its membership further?  

What would be the guiding principles of such an 

approach?
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Regional Policy

1-  CPMR Policy Position on the 2014-2020 Cohesion 

Package, adopted on 9 February 2012 in Brussels (BE) 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/350_opinion_crpm_

rglementsce.pdf 

2-  CPMR Policy Position on the Common Strategic 

Framework, adopted on 8 June 2012, Helsinki (FI)  

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/376_position_paper_

on_the_common_strategic_framework.pdf 

3-  CPMR Technical Paper – “Negotiations on the Cohesion 

Policy package: state of play and CPMR action” 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/387_tp_-_cpmr_

cohesion_-_march_2013.pdf 

4-  CPMR Technical Paper – “Financial Framework 

2014 – 2020: What is at stake for Europe’s regions”  

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/329_tp_mff_en.pdf 

Macro-regional and Sea Basin Strategies

5-  “Towards a new governance for a more sustainable, 

cohesive and competitive Mediterranean” – Final 

Declaration adopted by the General Assembly of the 

CPMR Intermediterranean Commission on 27 June 

2013 in Barcelona (ES)

http://www.medregions.com/pub/doc_travail/ag/188_en.pdf 

6-  CPMR Policy Position – “Macro-regional and sea 

basin strategies: Preparing the future of European 

integration”, adopted on 7 June 2013 in Malmö (SE) 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/398_opinion-

macroregions_pb_cpmr-malmo.pdf

7-  CPMR Technical Paper – “Drafting and implementing 

Macro-regional and Sea Basin Strategies (MRS and 

SBS)” presented in March 2013 in Alexandropoulos (GR) 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/395_tp-mrs-sbs-

cpmr-022013.pdf     

8-  “EU Integrated Mediterranean Strategy” – adopted by 

the Political Bureau of the CPMR Intermediterranean 

Commission on 9 March 2012 in Montpellier (FR)  

http://www.medregions.com/pub/doc_travai l/

ag/162_en.pdf 

9-  Contribution from the CPMR Atlantic Arc Commission 

to the European Commission’s call for suggestions 

concerning the priorities of the Atlantic Strategy Action 

Plan – Approved by  the Atlantic Arc Commission 

Political Bureau held in Nantes (FR) on 13 February 

2013

http://www.arcatlantique.org/pdf/doc_travail/609_

en.pdf 

5.  CPMR Resources 



10-  Guidelines for the Drafting and implementation 

of macro-regional Strategies (MRS), adopted by 

the CPMR General Assembly in October 2012 in 

Bialystok (PL) 

h t t p : / / w w w. c r p m . o rg / p u b / d o c s / 3 8 0 _ t p -

macroregions_cpmr.pdf   

11-  Final Political Declaration -  Adopted by the General 

Assembly of the Atlantic Arc Commission, Santander 

(ES) - 31 May & 1 June 2012

http://www.arcatlantique.org/pdf/doc_travail/511_

en.pdf 

12-  Position and proposal of the Atlantic Arc 

Commission on the EC Communication establishing 

a Strategy for the Atlantic – Adopted by the Atlantic 

Arc Commission Political Bureau in Caen (FR) –  

22 march 2012

http://www.arcatlantique.org/pdf/doc_travail/501_

en.pdf 

Integrated Maritime Policy

13-  CPMR Policy Position “Maintaining the Focus on 

the Sea in the Negotiations on post-2014 European 

Policies “, adopted in October 2012 in Bialystok (PL) 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/382_maritime_

cpmr_opinion.pdf 

14-  CPMR Technical Paper –“The Regions and the 

European Union: Partners in the Development of 

Maritime Industry Employment”, February 2013 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/389_tp_-maritime_

industry_employment.pdf

Maritime Safety 

15-  CPMR Technical Paper – “Following the ‘Erika’ ruling 

by the French Court of Cassation, what steps should 

be taken at European and international level?”, May 

2013 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/402_tp_cpmr-_

erika.pdf

16-  Declaration «Finding the right balance between 

maritime safety and the development of passenger 

transport” – Giglio (IT), 12-13 April 2012

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/367_dclaration_du_

giglio_v6_en.pdf

17-  CPMR Technical Paper – “Maritime surveillance and 

response to maritime pollution – Action and added 

value from the European Union”, November 2011 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1807_eng_

maritime_surveillance__response_to_pollution.pdf
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18-  CPMR Technical Paper - “Further developing the 

European maritime social agenda – a priority for 

improved Maritime Safety”, October 2011

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1812_note_

social_maritime_agenda_presentation_final.pdf

Maritime Industries 

19-  CPMR Policy Position – “LeaderSHIP 2020 – Towards 

a strong maritime industrial policy!”, adopted in 

March 2013 in Alexandroupolis (GR)

ht tp : / /www.crpm.org/pub/docs/391_cpmr_

opinion__leadership_2020.pdf

Fisheries 

20-  CPMR Policy Position – “Reform of the Common 

Fisheries Policy”, adopted in March 2013 in 

Alexandroupolis (GR)

ht tp : / /www.crpm.org/pub/docs/393_cpmr_

opinion_-_cfp.pdf

21-  CPMR Policy Position – “CPMR’s response to 

the European commission’s proposal on the new 

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)”, 

adopted in February 2012 in Brussels (BE)

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/347_en-ppp_

feamp.pdf

22-  CPMR Policy Position – “Common fisheries policy 

post-2012”, adopted in September 2011 in Aarhus 

(DK)

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/336_en-final-ppp-

common_fisheries_policy_post-2012.pdf

Accessibility and Transport

23-  CPMR Technical Paper – Proposed “Maritime 

Transport” agenda for the CPMR in 2013, June 

2013

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/401_tp_maritime_

transport_agenda.pdf

24-  Conclusions of the Seminar (22/03/2013, Dunkirk-

France) + Dunkirk Final Declaration 

h t t p : / / w w w. c r p m . o rg / p u b / a g e n d a / 2 2 7 3 _

conclusions_reduction_of_sulphur_emissions_

from_ships.pdf

25-  Technical Paper Transport and the CPMR: Update 

on current developments and future prospects (TEN 

Ts), February 2013

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/394_tp-transports_

and_the_cpmr.pdf 



External Cooperation

26-  CPMR Response to the Public Consultation on the 

European Commission’s future communication on 

Local Authorities in Development, November 2012 

ht tp : / /www.crpm.org/pub/docs/403_cpmr_

external_cooperation_wg_position_20121107_final.

pdf 

27-  CPMR Technical paper – “Cross-border cooperation 

and implementation of the future neighbourhood 

policy: A role for regional authorities, a challenge 

for the CPMR and its Geographical Commissions”, 

May 2012 

h t t p : / / w w w. c r p m . o rg / p u b / d o c s / 3 7 2 _ e n -

neighbourhood-policy.pdf

28-  CPMR Opinion on “Turn Neighbourhood Policy into 

a Genuine Cohesion Policy at the Borders of the 

European Union - CPMR Policy Position”, adopted 

in September 2011 in Aarhus (DK) 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/docs/335_opinion-

neighbourhood_policy-072011-en.pdf 

29-  Platforma the European Voice of Local and Regional 

Authorities for Development 

http://www.platforma-dev.eu/fi les/upload/36/

plaquette-a5-en.pdf
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Who we are?

The Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe 

(CPMR) was established in 1973, and brings together 

some 150 Regions from 28 States, both members and 

non-members of the European Union. Representing 

almost 200 million people, it campaigns in favour of a 

balanced development of the Community territory and 

better governance arrangements fully involving Europe’s 

regions.

What is our aim?

CPMR’s member Regions often constitute Europe’s 

seaboards, with assets, such as outstanding environment, 

good quality of life, major marine and renewable resources, 

and challenges, such as remoteness from economic or 

decision-making centres, pollution due to shortcomings 

in the maritime safety system, lack of infrastructures 

or accessibility. All of these Regions have put in place 

development strategies that bring about a transformational 

agenda. Their joint work, through the CPMR acting as a 

‘think-tank’ but also as a strong lobbying organisation, 

aims to ensure that their actions, together with those 

of national governments and the European Union, help 

to overcome their challenges and enhance their assets. 

In order to promote its regions’ aspirations, CPMR has 

opted for a targeted approach concentrating its efforts 

into three fundamental areas of work: 

i. Territorial Cohesion,

ii. Integrated maritime Policy and 

iii. Accessibility of Europe’s territories. 

How do we operate?

In its dealings with EU institutions and national 

Governments the CPMR has, since 1973, been targeting 

its action towards ensuring the needs and interests of 

its member Regions’ territories are taken into account 

in respect of policies with a high territorial impact, 

e.g. EU Cohesion Policy, Maritime Policy, Fisheries, 

Sustainable development, Transport, Agriculture and 

rural development, Research and innovation, Energy/

climate change, Development & neighbourhood.

CPMR is a unique organisation in terms of:

i.  its attachment to territories and sea basins, in addition 

to policy areas per sector, 

ii.  the straightforward fact that there is no other European 

organisation to date addressing the challenges facing 

Europe’s maritime regions. 

The CPMR is run by its Political Bureau composed by two 

regional representatives per Member State represented 

in the Association.  Only politicians are allowed to the 

bureau and are granted voting rights!  The CPMR is 

sub-divided into 6 Geographical Commissions centred 

on the Union’s seas (Islands, Atlantic, Mediterranean, 

CPMR:  Not just an interest group but  
a think tank for Europe 
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Baltic, North Sea, and Balkan/Black Sea) and as such, 

initiates and facilitates cooperation projects between the 

Regions on shared issues of concern. CPMR Regions are 

also leading specific areas of work on important issues 

such as CAP and rural development,  innovation and 

research, fisheries, , maritime transport, Transeuropean 

networks, ESF, energy efficiency to only mention a few.

What makes us distinctive?

CPMR has a lengthy life span and experience on key 

regional priorities. It solely represents its membership 

and not all local, urban, regional and other authorities.  

Its attachment to specific issues affecting its members 

is giving it legitimacy and ability to prioritise.  It has over 

the years established itself as the main interlocutor of the 

European institutions in delivering concrete and sensible 

policy messages that have made their way to official EU 

documents affecting region’s development strategies.   

CPMR is the only Association with a territorial work basis 

through its geographical Commissions. The whole macro 

regional type of work draws inspiration from CPMR’s 

geographical commissions around sea basins.  CPMR’s 

added value is clearly demonstrated by the recent 

decisions from Member Regions in Spain, Italy and 

Greece to remain in CPMR despite the harsh financial 

situation and their withdrawal from other Associations...

What are our most recent achievements?

•  the establishment and administration of the European 

parliaments intergroup on sea and coastal areas to 

address maritime issues in a holistic way, 

•  the inclusion of sea basins and macro regions in the 

Commission’s legislative package on Cohesion,

•  contribution in obtaining a commitment of the EP for 

an EU programme for islands, 

•  CPMR’s association in Informal Councils on cohesion 

and maritime issues where key developments are 

taking place under the regular EU Presidencies official 

programme,

•  CPMR’s written contributions on Cohesion policy are 

found in official documents of the EU Presidencies 

and the European Institutions’ opinions,

•  CPMR initiates an extraordinary session of the EP on 

the Cohesion package prior to the adoption of the 

EP’s negotiating position,    

•  The integration of peripheral  ports in the central 

European ports network. 



The CPMR’s Members: about 150 regions from 28 States.
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CPMR is:

•  Experience: Long standing (40 years), and consistent presence with 
highly professional and articulated positions on key policy concerns of 
its members;

•  Lobbying: Think tank and lobbying organisation standing by the 
principles of multilevel governance and regional democracy; CPMR is 
the Interlocutor of the EU Institutions through EP intergroups, and EC 
expert groups on the fundamental policy issues for its membership;

•  Visibility: Visibility of its members through high level events and bilateral 
meetings with Commissioners, Ministers and other regional Presidents.
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