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1. The Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR) is an association of 160 regions from Europe and 
the Mediterranean area. Since it was created in 1973, CPMR’s main aim has been to promote European 
policies that take account of territorial diversity. Its primary objective is to ensure that the Regions are 
properly taken into account in European policies and can make an active contribution to European territorial 
cohesion, especially through an inclusive system of governance at all levels of public decision-making. Over 
the last few years, CPMR has also sought to promote the role of Regions in the field of the EU’s external 
relations, especially its development policy. In this respect, CPMR warmly welcomes this consultation on the 
Mid-term review of the NSA-LA programme, and more generally the political will of the European 
institutions to involve local and regional authorities more closely in the EU’s development policy. 

From this point of view, the NSA-LA programme comprises, as has already been underlined several times, a 
major step towards the recognition of the role of Regional and Local Authorites (RLA) as fully-fledged 
partners in this policy.  
Now that the programme has been running for two years, a detailed examination of its content and 
implementation modalities, by means of a joint approach involving all the actors concerned and with a view 
to improving the programme, is therefore essential. 

2. CPMR welcomes a certain number of the recommendations made in the Mid-term review: 
- The report underlines that thanks to the programme’s multi-stakeholder approach an active and 

coherent community of stakeholders has been consolidated. We cannot but approve the suggestion 
that this community should be even more closely involved in the debates, in an inclusive and 
continuous manner. 

- Special attention must also be paid to Community Based Organisations as the principal channel of 
ownership in the countries concerned. A real multi-stakeholder approach requires the full 
involvement of this category of actors. This means they should take part in discussions about the 
programme, on the same basis as for the Structured Dialogue. 

- With a view to gaining knowledge about the whole spectrum of actors, programmes and strategies 
at work in a given territory, the development of databases and other mapping projects is a very 
constructive recommendation, the need for which has already been underlined by CPMR on several 
occasions.  

- Concerning the organisation of the work of the European Commission’s Delegations, CPMR 
welcomes the recommendation aiming to reduce the workload of the Delegation staff by 
outsourcing the selection of projects to external experts. When recruiting these external experts, 
account must be taken of their knowledge of the different categories of actors in the programme: 
“territorial” or local experts are needed since they can shed light on the specific issues relevant to 
RLA in development. It is also very important, as the report recommends, that the delegations 
define medium-term strategies by means of regular consultations with local organisations. 

- Lastly, the report underlines and provides convincing arguments in support of the need to increase 
the level of funding for the programme, in order for all its recommendations to be implemented. 
CPMR also welcomes the recommendation to fund “projects with a pivotal role”, composed of 
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platforms of stakeholders, on a separate basis from the calls for proposals. The cross-cutting role 
played by these platforms in achieving the programme’s three objectives is also, quite rightly, 
underlined in the report. CPMR is an active member of the European platform of local and regional 
authorities for development (Platforma), set up in 2008. 

3. However, CPMR is surprised at the recommendation to eliminate the “multi-country” strand under 
objective 1. This would appear to be in contradiction with the emphasis laid on capacity building: the report 
elsewhere underlines the central role that NSA and RLA in the South can play in disseminating best practice, 
as well as the support provided by local organisations for the activities developed, and the fact that they are 
thus at the basis of capacity building. However this function cannot be fulfilled completely if the programme 
does not encourage multi-country exchanges and meetings.  
In addition, a certain number of projects would benefit from being carried out at a multilateral level, 
especially with a view to developing initiatives with a strategic scope concerning several countries in a given 
geographical area. Eliminating the “multi-country” strand therefore appears to be contrary to the objective 
of improving the efficiency and scope of the thematic programme. 

4. The proposal to reduce the number of eligible countries is also open to criticism for several reasons. The 
recommendation that taking account of the conditions under which NSA and RLA already exist or are 
developing in the countries, in order to better target the programme, is a convincing one. As mentioned 
previously, a better knowledge of the target countries is indeed necessary in order to improve the 
programme’s overall operation. However, this taking into account of the environment in which the actors in 
the partner countries operate should not result in the elimination of certain countries on the pretext that their 
NSA and RLA are better developed. The selection of countries must also take account of existing cooperation 
activities – hence, once again, the importance of taking an overall view – between Northern and Southern 
RLA, so as to help strengthen these and ensure coherence with the priorities of local and regional agendas. 
Restricting access to the programme to a limited number of countries would reduce the programme’s scope 
and therefore its overall effectiveness. For CPMR, many of the other means previously mentioned – in 
particular improving the efficiency of the action of the European Commission’s delegations throughout the 
whole of the project management cycle – can help make the programme more efficient from a financial point 
of view. 

5. One last point appears to be detrimental to the programme’s efficiency: the report mentions the 
appropriate balance between the share of the programme allocated to NSA (85%) and to RLA (the remaining 
15%). While this distribution may have been justified at the time the programme was launched, CPMR 
considers that it now needs to be reviewed. The report also in several places underlines the incentive role 
played by the European Commission. However, there would be no better way for this incentive capacity of 
the European Commission to be fully realised than through an increase in the funding allocated to RLA, an 
increase that appears as a rallying argument of the first order. This last point gives us the opportunity to 
raise again the question of RLA’s capacity to make their voice heard in comparison with NSA, especially 
NGOs. The fact that NGOs are listened to to a greater degree can be explained to a large extent by the fact 
that they have had a presence in Brussels for longer. However this “seniority” must not be considered an 
automatic guarantee of competence, and result in the exclusion of other actors. All actors working in the 
field of development must have access to a transparent and fair dialogue; this will furthermore help to 
nurture and encourage constructive relationships between RLA and NSA. So, although a differentiated 
approach is welcome in order to guarantee each category of actors a relationship that is tailored to its 
working environment, it is essential to avoid as far as possible the creation of an “in” group, which would 
restrict the diversity and scope of the debates. 

6. CPMR’s recommendations for improving the thematic programme principally concern how to increase the 
involvement of RLA. First of all however, CPMR wishes to point out that the minority participation on the 
part of RLA in comparison to NSA can be explained mainly by the fact that this is a new programme. This 
cause and effect relation is not make sufficiently explicit in the report. Secondly, CPMR repeats its request 
for two separate calls for projects to be made systematically, for NSA on the one hand and RLA on the other 
hand. This should also enable greater account to be taken, when assessing applications, of the specific 
characteristics of RLA (agendas that are not the same as those of the European institutions in the partner 
countries, more time needed for decision-making, and more complicated implementation procedures than 
for NGOs, etc.). 
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7. Concerning objective 1 of the programme,  
- CPMR calls for exchange of experience and best practice sessions to be organised on a regular basis 

for RLA so as to capitalise on the programme’s achievements. This opportunity, which is 
particularly important in the eyes of the CPMR member Regions, must be offered to actors working 
in this field even if they are not involved in actual projects. The project leaders, who often have 
limited resources, cannot be asked to organise this kind of meeting on their own. In addition, it 
would seem more appropriate that such meetings be organised centrally (in Brussels or elsewhere) 
so as to give as wide as possible a scope to the exchanges. 

- The report also evokes at length the importance of building up the capacities of RLA and NSA in the 
countries targeted by the programme. This aspect of development is indeed essential in order to 
ensure the sustainability in the long term of the projects implemented. The value added of RLA in 
this area – training of local civil servants, exchanges of experience and good practice – is today 
widely acknowledged and must be put to advantage in creating the conditions for institutional and 
human development. CPMR therefore recommends that calls for proposals be launched on this 
question specifically, open to RLA as a priority.  

- CPRM considers that the programme must also maintain the possibility for RLA from the North to 
continue working with partners in the South at state level, a possibility opened up by the most 
recent call for projects. The shape and extent of decentralisation varies widely from one country to 
another and this should not prevent the development of cooperation projects, because they can also 
ultimately help to improve local governance. 

- With regard to the calls for proposals, the guidelines for these should be simplified and the 
minimum amounts reduced, so as to be more in line with absorptive capacity of all RLA. 

- Lastly, the report mentions the need for better coordination in the future between actions carried out 
under the programme and existing initiatives, emanating either from the European Commission or 
other donors. With a view to coordinating actions by different donors, CPMR considers that the 
initiatives developed by RLA should also be taken into account. The territorial approach to 
development, which is complementary to both the top-down and bottom-up approaches (the former 
adopted by States and international institutions, the latter principally adopted by NGOs), should be 
part of such a plan for the division of labour between development actors. The territorial approach 
to development is fully in line with the agenda on aid effectiveness, since it promotes both 
“ownership” – public policies are designed and delivered as close as possible to the needs of 
populations, for the benefit of the general interest and in concertation with all the actors in the 
territory – and complementarity with other policies implemented at different levels.  

8. With regard to objective 2 of the programme, CPMR wishes to underline that the low level of involvement 
on the part of regional authorities can to a large extent be explained by their lack of awareness of this 
objective. A greater communication is therefore needed (European infodays). Since RLA are usually the first 
tier of democratic government and therefore have a direct link with citizens, their participation in 
awareness-raising and development education projects has a particular added value. From a practical point 
of view, it would appear to be necessary to reduce the duration and minimum amounts for projects, to 
correspond better to “event” type of actions.  

9. With regard to objective 3 of the programme, it would appear to be important to increase the budget line 
but more importantly to ensure that funding is allocated ultimately to the projects with a pivotal role, 
previously mentioned, and not solely on the basis of calls for proposals. The strategic approach defended by 
the report appears to be very pertinent in order to avoid overlapping of projects and to give a really 
European scope to the networking of actors in the development field. It must however be based on sound 
and sustainable funding in order to be implemented in full. 

10. CPMR hopes that its contribution to the Mid-term review will be taken into account as far as possible and 
that the European Commission will encourage and exploit the greater involvement of the regions in the 
future NSA-LA programme. 


