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OPENING SESSION 

President Claudio MARTINI opened the session of the Political Bureau by thanking the Troms County 
authorities for their invitation. He said how particularly significant the meeting venue was, as it represented 
a concrete example of the challenges CPMR had set out to tackle: peripherality, transport, the wish to 
provide all territories with development opportunities, and particularly the issue of how social services were 
distributed. He stressed that reserves of qualitative growth were present all across Europe and that 
alternative opportunities exist everywhere. Coming to Troms was thus an opportunity to rediscover CPMR’s 
essential nature. 

Terje OLSEN, Chair of Troms County Parliament, welcomed the participants on behalf of the Chair of 
Troms County Government. He presented his region, located well north of the Arctic Circle, which presents 
particular challenges that need to be dealt with using specific assets:  natural resources, the presence of three 
cultures, the international nature of its university and its geostrategic location. 

He emphasised the importance of cooperation, which was of a political nature as this region was located at 
the border between European states and third countries: cooperation with Russia around the Barents Sea 
and European cooperation. 

Claudio MARTINI began the day’s proceedings with the approval of the minutes of the Gijón Political 
Bureau meeting. 

Reinhard BOEST (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern) asked if the discussion begun in Gijón (at the Political 
Bureau meeting on 15 and 16 February 2010) on the issue of CPMR’s membership of global networks had 
been held and whether a vote on the issue would take place at the Aberdeen General Assembly. 

Eleni MARIANOU confirmed that the discussion had been held and it had led to a contractual agreement 
with the FOGAR network in accordance with the guidelines adopted at the previous Political Bureau 
meeting. 

Claudio MARTINI said that a vote on the issue would indeed take place in Aberdeen. Once these matters 
had been clarified, the minutes of the Political Bureau meeting were unanimously approved. 

He presented the agenda of the Political Bureau meeting, proposing a slight change to the session on the 
future of regional policy in order to accommodate Dirk Ahner’s time schedule. The agenda was approved 
with this change. 

PRESENTATION OF THE PROGRESS REPORT ON THE CPMR 2010 WORK PLAN AND THE NOTE 
ON THE CPMR MEDIUM-TERM GUIDELINES FOR 2010-2014 

Eleni MARIANOU, CPMR Secretary General, presented the paper on CPMR’s medium-term guidelines (see 
PowerPoint presentation on the CPMR website). She emphasised the following proposals, entailing the need: 
to refocus CPMR’s action on its two core missions (cohesion policy and maritime policy); ii) to keep as the 
major objective the achievement of sustainable development and the well-being of citizens; iii) to involve the 
geographical commissions and working groups in the core work of CPMR; and iv) to continue and further 
develop the work on governance. 

Debate with the members of the Political Bureau 

Henning GJELLEROD (Midtjylland) agreed with these guidelines, particularly regarding Integrated 
Maritime Policy, and looked forward to receiving concrete action proposals. 

Carolyn RULE (Cornwall), thought the message was very clear and gave the guidelines proposed her full 
support. 

Jean-Yves Le DRIAN (Brittany), agreed with the guidelines aimed at refocusing CPMR’s action on its two 
core missions (cohesion and maritime affairs), but asked that the issue of transport (accessibility) should also 
be considered as a major CPMR dossier. He said that one of the organisation’s main areas of added value 
was its ability to anticipate the future and felt that we should continue doing this as far as neighbourhood 
policy was concerned. 

Gunn Marit HELGESEN (Telemark) thanked the Secretary General for the work done and agreed with the 
guidelines proposed. She felt that CPMR’s mission must be pursued in order to ensure balanced 
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development across Europe and it was important to refocus on the core missions proposed in the framework 
of multilevel governance. As far as the organisation’s methods of working was concerned, she was in favour 
of adjusting the working groups. 

Alberto JARDIM (Madeira), congratulated the Secretary General of the work accomplished, which focused 
on the fundamental rationale for CPMR’s existence. He agreed with the need to give significant attention to 
transport, which he considered to be work of a political nature. He asked for territorial cohesion to be given 
proper attention and urged the organisation to mobilise on this issue. Regarding relations with the 
Committee of the Regions (CoR), he felt that the institution was a bit too passive and insufficiently reactive. 
He called for the development of “active complicity” between the CoR and CPMR. 

Annelie STARK (Västra Götaland), made three points: i) more should be done to exploit CPMR’s political 
contacts in Brussels; ii) she agreed with the need to rationalise working methods (the working groups) and 
to articulate them with the European political agenda; iii) she stressed the need to use our financial resources 
prudently, and, to do this, to use the structures that can further our positions as best as possible. Links and 
interfaces must be developed in order to make our action more joined up. This would be the task of the 
future President of CPMR. 

Ramón Luis VALCARCEL-SISO (Murcia), congratulated the Secretary General for the work accomplished 
and acknowledged that this corresponds to realities on the ground. He thought that the programme 
proposed was both realistic and of excellent quality. He agreed with Jean-Yves le Drian and Alberto Jardim 
that transport should be considered a major CPMR activity, and, as President Jardin had said, he thought 
that the CoR needs to be more flexible and adaptable. 

Reinhard BOEST agreed that maritime transport should be given significant attention. As far as farming 
issues were concerned, he wondered what common ground exists between CPMR member regions, and felt 
that it would be up to the Aberdeen General Assembly to take a decision external action. 

Responding to these remarks, Eleni MARIANOU confirmed the need to keep the two pillars (cohesion and 
maritime affairs) and to give a major role to transport in the more detailed paper that would be presented in 
Aberdeen. 

Jean-Yves Le DRIAN said that CPMR’s achievements included two positive things: cohesion policy and the 
development of maritime policy. There was another area where we have failed to make sufficient progress: 
accessibility. For this reason, and in this spirit, he wanted CPMR to launch a major effort in this area in order 
to counter disadvantages arising as a result of peripherality.  

Claudio MARTINI said the contributions to the debate reflected the quality of CPMR’s work, but illustrated 
how much still needs to be done and the extent of the challenges to be met. Regarding the observations 
made by President Jardim on the differences between regional institutions and associations, he said that our 
ability to anticipate and be reactive gives us a specific role. He felt that CPMR could describe itself as a 
skilled service agency, with political lobbying on top. There was therefore no competition but clearly 
complementarity between us and the CoR.  

He asked the Political Bureau to approve the work programme presented by the Secretary General. It was 
unanimously approved. 

THE EUROPE 2020 STRATEGY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR EU POLICIES AND TERRITORIAL 
COHESION  

Julie GOURDEN, Director at CPMR, introduced the topic by outlining the three major reservations CPMR 
has about the EU 2020 document: i) the absence of any territorial approach, ii) the absence of any specific 
details about how regional and local territorial authorities would be involved in implementing the strategy 
and iii) the “minimalist” approach to the territorial cohesion principle. 

She said that the purpose of the paper submitted to the Political Bureau was to convey some messages to the 
Council, the member states and the Commission. The Council was being asked to introduce a reference to 
territorial cohesion in the EU 2020 strategy and to state how and to what extent the regions would be 
involved in it. The member states were being requested to say how they intend to involve the regions, with 
which methods and if possible using what regional approach. The Commission was being requested to 
implement the Territorial Pact proposed by CPMR. Lastly, Parliament was being asked to support this 
approach. 
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The Political Bureau was invited to approve these requests once it had debated them.  

Claudio MARTINI began the debate by mentioning the forthcoming meeting between a CPMR delegation 
and President Barroso. He hoped he would be able to pass on a message on behalf of the whole organisation.  

Henning GJELLEROD asked if it was possible for anybody else to join the delegation due to meet President, 
to which President Martini replied that the Commission had set certain limits, the delegation currently 
included ten members and there was no guarantee that it would be possible to add further representatives. 

Alberto JARDIM said he would be unable to join the delegation but stressed that President Barroso’s 
attention should be drawn to the need to translate the terms of Article 174 of the Treaty, on territories with 
permanent handicaps, into concrete actions. In particular he mentioned the introduction of the territorial 
cohesion principle and transport. 

Annelie STARK asked, on behalf the Swedish regions, that a point on the organisation of services, especially 
health services, should be added to the policy position paper on EU 2020 strategy, as they feature strongly in 
the EU 2020 strategy. She asked the Secretary General to kindly anticipate this issue and take account of this 
request. 

Reinhard BOEST said that the EU 2020 document had been extensively discussed in Germany. The regions 
had competences in several areas covered by the strategy. He thought the policy position paper on EU 2020 
strategy should mention the need to respect these regional competences. 

Jean-Yves Le DRIAN pointed out that the Committee of the Regions had very recently adopted a text on the 
Territorial Pact, which was similar to our positions. The fact that only the national dimension of territorial 
cohesion was dealt with was very worrying and it would be necessary to conduct an ideological offensive on 
this point and draw President Barroso’s attention to it. 

Eleni MARIANOU said that Ms Debono (Gozo) had sent to proposals for amendments to the text prepared 
for President Barroso focusing respectively on i), the refusal to allow the EU impose methods for 
implementing EU 2020 strategy, and ii) a reminder that the success of this strategy also depends on the 
involvement of the regions. She said the Swedish regions’ position would be appended to the position paper 
on EU 2020 strategy. 

Claudio MARTINI said that the observations made during the debate and the amendments proposed 
would be incorporated into the final text. He then submitted the text to the vote of the Political Bureau, 
which adopted it unanimously. 

PREPARATION OF REGIONAL POLICY 2014-2020: CURRENT SITUATION AND PROSPECTS FOR 
ACTION  

Eleni MARIANOU, CPMR Secretary General, presented the paper the General Secretariat had prepared on 
this issue, highlighting the three main scenarios: i) maintenance of the status quo, ii) having a transition 
category for the regions at between 75 and 100% of EU GDP and iii) having a transition category for regions 
at between 75 and 90% of EU GDP. For each scenario, she explained the implications for CPMR member 
regions. 

She then compared the situation of European regions to regions from other parts of the world (the USA, 
Australia, Japan) and introduced the concept of conditionality in the organisation of future cohesion policy. 
She made a distinction between conditionality to improve the efficiency of action on the ground and macro-
economic conditionality in the form of penalties, which should be avoided in the future programming 
framework. 

Dirk AHNER, Director General of DG Regio, directly explained that his presence had two purposes: firstly 
to draw the regions’ attention to the current status of the debate and the way the issues were being framed, 
and secondly to see how to “use” CPMR, i.e. how to work together. 

The scenarios presented by Eleni Marianou would require the existence of a transition status, which was not 
yet the case. Another possibility would be to take the regions dropping out of the <75% category. All this 
boiled down to saying that the debate was still totally open and the Commission looked forward to receiving 
CPMR’s observations and  comments on the different possible options. 
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He then said that when the Lisbon strategy had been drawn up, it had been expected that Europe would 
have the most competitive economy in the world by 2010. We were very far from achieving this, if European 
regions were compared with other regions from developed countries: in this global comparison, EU regions 
would almost all be ranked as regions lagging in development. Very few would be in the higher category. 
This meant that the Lisbon strategy’s goal needs to be abandoned and we should focus on EU 2020 strategy. 
The issue of the relationship between cohesion policy and EU 2020 strategy thus arose. 

Firstly, he asked whether we needed to pursue this strategy by adopting a sectoral approach or by using a 
territorial approach, given that the former corresponded to a juxtaposition of policies. EU 2020 strategy 
offered no solutions to this problem, even though it stated that cohesion was at the heart of the strategy and 
that, above and beyond its traditional purposes, cohesion policy should also contribute to the 
implementation of EU 2020 strategy. All the options thus remained open and decisions had to be made in the 
framework of the budget debate. 

It was also necessary to decide whether to opt for a centralised approach or a decentralised one, bearing in 
mind that within a sectoral approach there was an underlying top-down effect whereas the territorial 
approach was by nature multilevel and thus more bottom-up. 

The third issue concerned the geographical coverage of cohesion policy. In this debate, it was particularly 
important to be wary of the following misleading arguments: 

i) “Cohesion policy is for dividing up money.” This was untrue because there were much simpler 
ways of doing this. Cohesion policy needed to be perceived as a development policy for the EU, 
which then, and only then, was based on dividing up financial resources. 

ii) “Cohesion policy is too decentralised, thus enabling the regions to do what they want with it.” This 
was untrue.  

Mr Ahner said he was personally in favour of comprehensive geographical coverage and a territorial 
approach, although the debate was still open. 

On the issue of conditionality, the debate was also open. However, it had been affected by Greece’s recent 
difficulties, which raised the issue of the stability of macro-regional structures. All of these questions thus 
remained open; it just remained to be seen how to deal with them. To do this, the matter could be considered 
on three levels: 

i) macro-economic stability: the Commission (DG Regio) already had a certain degree of this type of 
conditionality in the current rules and the matter recently came up with regard to Greece; the 
question that needed to be asked was thus how to apply them in the best way.  

ii)  the issue of links between cohesion policy and EU 2020 policy determined by the member states; 

iii) how to ensure that cohesion policy also focused on programme results; this therefore also raised 
the issue of commitments to be undertaken and evaluations to be made. 

Another issue concerned the lessons to be learnt from the evaluation of past programmes. A study currently 
being conducted by DG Regio on ERDF programmes showed that the 2000-2006 period had some positive 
results that could provide a solid basis justifying the importance of cohesion policy. 

How was this policy being applied at present? Firstly, programme delivery was about one year behind 
schedule, primarily due to the economic and financial crisis, which alone had caused a six-month delay. This 
was why the Commission had had to extend the period of eligibility for the 2000-2006 programmes by one 
year; it was also due to the financial situation in certain countries, which made it necessary to use national 
money rather than EU funds. This situation should not be confused with irregularities in the management of 
funds nor be a pretext for requests for reimbursement. 

There was also a problem concerning the issue of irregularities. The European Court of Auditors estimated 
that the level of expenditure of the Structural Funds was right. However, it was important not to confuse 
delivery difficulties with fraud, to avoid fuelling arguments against this policy. 

Regarding the future, Mr Ahner said that, in his personal opinion, the main thread of the debate would be as 
follows: fundamentally cohesion policy was “healthy”, so it was necessary to lobby for the maintenance of 
its basic principles (multi-governance, partnership, multiannual plans, etc.). On the issue of additionality, 
further discussion was needed, even if this concluded that its added value had not been demonstrated in 
practice. As far as proportionality was concerned, the major issue concerned the resources that needed to be 
found in order to streamline bureaucracy. 



CPMR Political Bureau – Tromsø (Norway), 11 June 2010 

Minutes – Ref. CRPMPRV100046 A1 - page 8 

On the overall architecture, it had to be recognised that the overall strategic approach adopted in the current 
period had been the right one. For the next period, it could be replaced by a contractual system involving the 
Commission, the member states and the regions, which would sign “contracts for the future”. These would 
list objectives and conditionalities, which could be different for each member state. The idea for the future 
period would be to target EU 2020 strategy on a number of priorities, and the regions would be free to 
choose two or three of these in order to convert EU 2020 into a “regional instrument”. 

Mr Ahner said he was worried about the lack of interest in the principle of territorial cohesion, which 
seemed to have been forgotten. The challenge was to know how to “bring it in from the cold”. He said the 
territorial cohesion principle could be divided into several levels of action: 

- a first level, which was easy to implement, consisted in acquiring a better insight into what was 
going on in our territories; 

- a second level consisted in improving coordination of the different areas of policy; this meant 
further developing the debate and improving internal coordination between the DGs; it also 
entailed ensuring similar coordination in member states with the regions. A sign of improved 
internal coordination at the Commission would be for the various DGs concerned to sign up to the 
“contracts for the future”.  

- lastly, the “functional areas” level. The Commission recognised areas that had clearly-defined 
“administrative borders” (the regions) but understood they also had a sub-regional level. The 
problem was therefore how to create a legal framework enabling the regions to take their regional 
sub-groupings into account. This would be the regions’ task because they knew their territories 
better. Furthermore, the regions surpassed their own limits and this was a matter for transnational 
and cross-border cooperation; cooperation for the next period should have significantly higher 
sums of money than those allocated until now (there would be an increase from €7bn/8bn to 
€12bn/13bn). 

Regarding cooperation, Mr Ahner stressed the need to simplify the administrative side and the importance 
of changing the management of this instrument. 

Concerning micro-regional strategies, it was above all important to ensure that transnational programmes 
were consistent with one another and that macro-regional strategies were aligned with transnational 
programmes. The three noes rule (“no more money, no more regulation, no more institutions”) would be 
maintained. He noted with great satisfaction that a strong desire to cooperate was emerging and the 
Commission was prepared to make facilitators available for initiatives that so desire in order to achieve 
tangible progress. He pointed out that transnational programmes would be designed with a view to 
supporting macro-regional strategies. 

On mechanisms for delivering results, he said the key issue was the establishment of a simple system and 
DG Regio officials were working on it. 

The last area of work concerned the need to extend financial engineering instruments (Jeremie, Jasper, etc.). 
He said they accounted for about €10bn in the current period and the aim would be to increase them to 
€20/25bn in the next period. The system of loans and subsidies would remain, but he called for a more open 
mind about introducing other types of instrument (revolving credit, risk capital, etc.). 

Regarding monitoring and evaluation, he acknowledged the need to make progress and the importance of 
providing arguments to demonstrate the return on investment. 

Debate 

Claudio MARTINI warmly thanked Mr Ahner for having presented the issues and challenges we would be 
facing so thoroughly, and opened the debate. 

Alberto Jardim (Madeira) said he agreed with several points made by Mr Ahner, particularly that regional 
policy was not for redistributing or transferring money. He emphasised that the regions needed more 
specific definitions: which policy for transport? Which policy for services? This would make it possible to see 
what level of performance could be achieved. He thus felt it was useful to draw up development contracts 
with each region. He believed the issue was not about the choosing between centralised and decentralised 
policy, because subsidiarity clarified how the policy works by drawing on everyone’s competences. There 
was still the issue of evaluation: were EU statistics sufficient? President Jardim felt this was not the case and 
asked for the situation of the regions to be examined case-by-case on the basis of specific situations and in 
the framework of the continuous approach. It would also be appropriate to evaluate how programmes were 
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developing by examining the results. He said he often failed to understand why the Commission penalised 
the regions by cutting funding even when they have achieved results deemed satisfactory. In conclusion, he 
felt that subsidiarity was the right solution and remembered the era of President Delors and Mr Landaburu, 
whose visions of European integration were based on this principle. 

Jean-Yves Le Drian (Brittany) expressed his concern about the basic issues presented by Mr Ahner: sectoral 
versus territorial policy, centralised versus decentralised policy, and wide versus limited geographical 
coverage. He understood that these issues were still completely open, but if this was the case, we could end 
up with a centralised sectoral cohesion policy with limited geographical coverage, in other words with an 
approach to regional policy based on aid dependency. He said we still needed to make some vital decisions 
and asked whether this was the right way to approach the meeting with President Barroso: was regional 
policy being called into question? Because if the sectoral approach option were chosen, there would no 
longer be any regional policy, but just window dressing. He then mentioned two additional areas of concern. 
Firstly, he asked whether the recent Ecofin Council meeting had reached a decision on conditionality or not? 
This point needed to be clarified. Secondly, he pointed out that just using maps presenting different 
scenarios did not do justice to the importance of the issues. It would be better to look at performance first 
and then to draw on maps with different scenarios. He concluded by emphasising that there was still a big 
query about general strategy and he was extremely worried about this point. 

Reinhard BOEST (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern) made three observations on the paper on territorial 
cooperation and macro-regional approaches: 

- Concerning the development of cross-border multiregional programmes, he had doubts about their 
added value, because there was no legal framework for their implementation and this approach 
would duplicate the opportunities provided by the Interreg programmes. Furthermore, such 
programmes would entail considerable administrative burdens; 

- He did not share the concern about the difficulty of involving territories in the Baltic Sea Strategy. 
National governments and European institutions had taken a favourable view of regional 
involvement and were prepared to accept the regions as lead coordinators or project leaders of 
flagship projects. However, he noted that certain regions that had been active during the 
consultation phase had dropped out during the implementation phase due to lack of funding and 
structures; 

- He felt it would be very difficult to combine the creation of new macro-regions with EU sectoral 
policies. 

Alex MACDONALD (Western Isles) drew attention to the situation of islands and stressed the importance 
of having reliable statistics in order to understand their situation correctly; he also referred to the specific 
situation of island markets and the major role state aid could play – particularly regional aid – in 
compensating for these difficulties. He suggested this aid should be reviewed in order to take better account 
of population thresholds. He also drew attention to the need to have better knowledge about the difficulties 
resulting from island accessibility. Lastly, he suggested that statistics on islands should be devised drawing 
on the concept of “functional areas”. This would provide a better insight into specific situations. 

Gunn Marit HELGESEN stressed the importance of the comparison with other parts of the world to show 
that efforts still need to be made. She agreed that sectoral approaches should be stopped and thus stressed 
the need for decentralisation. Regarding geographical coverage, she stressed that it was not a matter of 
simply redistributing money and said how important it was to demonstrate outcomes and performance by 
showing that positive results exist in the regional cooperation field. She thought that a solution would be 
found in multilevel governance and declared that CPMR was prepared to help DG Regio in this effort. 

Henning GJELLEROD asked why territorial cohesion had been forgotten in current debates. He wondered 
whether the reason the debate had focused on globalisation since the last wave of accessions was because it 
was felt that internal problems had been resolved. 

Anna Lisa BONI (Provence Alpes Côte d’Azur), said she favoured cohesion policy for all regions and did 
not want it to be solely perceived as a support for EU 2020 strategy. Concerning conditionality, she said she 
was against macro-economic conditionality but in favour of responsible conditionality. 

Annelie STARK, raised the issue of deadlines for implementing macro-regional strategies and said they 
were too tight to be realistic. 
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Alain TOURRET (Basse-Normandie) emphasised that regional policy brought citizens closer to European 
integration; there was a great need to convince people and efforts should be made to communicate.  

Galyna BEZIKOVICH (Odessa) reported on Ukraine’s participation in the European integration process 
and stressed the importance of neighbourhood policy, although she said it lacked sufficient resources. She 
felt that, to participate effectively, it was necessary to meet some minimum requirements, which the Odessa 
region did. She then presented her region within Ukraine, and as being an important element in the 
framework of the Black Sea. 

Julie GOURDEN set out CPMR’s policy position on the ESF – “Achieving the EU 2020 objectives on 
employment, education, training, and social inclusion: a regionally-differentiated European Social Fund at 
the heart of regional policy after 2013” – stressing the risk that this fund could be separated from regional 
policy. This would represent a great danger both to the regions and to the success of efforts to move out of 
recession. She then presented CPMR’s proposals. 

Reinhard BOEST, said he agreed with the document presented – except for Point 3, on which he requested a 
degree of flexibility in order to allow each region to respond and adjust its policies to its specific 
circumstances. 

In his response, Dirk AHNER said he agreed with several of the points made, especially on subsidiarity, the 
need to respect the European context, the regions’ desire to follow their own path, and so on. He also agreed 
with the remarks made by President Le Drian. He said that no definitive position had been adopted on any 
of these issues and pointed out that DG Regio was calling for a territorial approach. He also noted that the 
economic crisis has become the euro crisis. Concerning the remarks made by President Jardim, he said that 
penalties were decided in a methodical fashion. On territorial cohesion, he felt the debate should be 
continued even though there was still no clear position, because the development of close links between a 
European programme and a small territory represents a challenge. He also emphasised the importance of 
working in a more “traditional”, mainstream fashion even though other approaches were possible. In any 
case, dialogue would be continued. There was a high degree of incompatibility between cohesion policy and 
neighbourhood policy, which meant much needed to be done in order to bring them closer together. There 
should be a similar extensive debate on the need to move towards another system for transnational and 
cross-border cooperation. On macro-regional strategy, Mr Ahner said it was necessary to facilitate 
cooperation in eligible areas but the development of these strategies should not be linked with programming 
periods as far as their timeframes were concerned. The two fields of action (macro-regional strategy and 
transnational cooperation) did not necessarily have to be devised in parallel, particularly when they were 
insufficiently developed. On the macro-regional approach, he said that it was up to the regions to take the 
initiative. Lastly, communication on the ground should be strengthened because there was a direct link 
between cohesion policy and citizens. 

Eleni MARIANOU thanked Dirk Ahner and said that the General Secretariat had received two amendments 
to the ESF paper, which had been submitted by Sweden. These two amendments and the point raised by 
Reinhard Boest on flexibility would be incorporated into the paper, which would be sent to Commissioner 
Andor in July. The paper was then submitted to the vote of the Political Bureau and approved by a majority, 
with one (1) vote against. 

Claudio MARTINI said that a section on the maritime dimension would be added to the paper given to 
President Barroso at the beginning of July and the members of the Political Bureau had 12 full days to send 
any observations to the General Secretariat. 
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INTEGRATED MARITIME POLICY: A NEW STAGE 

Jean-Yves LE DRIAN (Brittany) introduced the session by saying that the Aquamarina Group, which had 
met a few days earlier, had reviewed its three years of work and would make some new proposals at the 
General Assembly in Aberdeen. He felt that Integrated Maritime Policy had become a real policy at 
European level, with a genuine culture, to which CPMR had made a major contribution.  

Paul NEMITZ (DG MARE) presented the main lines of Integrated Maritime Policy for the coming years. Six 
major priorities have been selected: maritime governance, instruments to support Integrated Maritime Policy 
(maritime spatial planning, maritime surveillance and marine science networking), identification of sources 
of growth in jobs in the maritime field (to contribute to the implementation of EU 2020 strategy), the 
development of regional strategies – this concerns the current debate on macro-regional strategies – 
identification and removal of obstacles to sustainable development and the development of external 
relations regarding Integrated Maritime Policy. 

He acknowledged that there were still barriers to the implementation of Integrated Maritime Policy and the 
Commission was counting on CPMR’s continued commitment to its design and development. 

He said that several member states were in favour of it and the European Parliament was due to adopt the 
report by Ms Gesine MEISSNER, which covered most of the points mentioned, including the financing of 
Integrated Maritime Policy. 

Lastly, he stressed the importance of the European Parliament’s Intergroup on Seas and Coastal Areas. 

François DESRENTES (Director at CPMR) then presented CPMR’s maritime agenda (see working paper) as 
developed by the Aquamarina Group. The main points were: 

• Maritime and coastal territories: how could efforts to promote sustainable development be made 
consistent with one another? 

• Sea basins and macro-regions: how could the EU encourage border-free maritime cooperation? 

• Strengthening the attractiveness of maritime careers: how could the EU help to promote European 
maritime employment? 

• Marine energy: how could the EU make this an economically-viable alternative in the medium term?  

• European transport policy: efforts to boost support for ports and bring about the modal shift to 
maritime transport; 

• Pursuing the improvement of European maritime safety policy: putting Erika 4 into practice; 

• Promoting research and innovation and the maritime field.  

He said these different points would be discussed in a policy position paper, which, together with a work 
programme, would be submitted to the vote at the Aberdeen General Assembly. 

Debate 

Leslie ANGUS (Shetland Island) said that Integrated Maritime Policy was a reflection of what CPMR was 
doing. He applauded Brittany’s initiative and the results achieved. He felt that the creation of a European 
fund to fight against oil slicks would constitute a positive signal to demonstrate that we were working 
together to achieve a common solution. CPMR could play a role in this area. He also proposed to invest 
more in maritime employment and training. 

Alain TOURRET (Basse-Normandie) congratulated CPMR for the work accomplished. He said coasts were 
fragile because of nature and people, and efforts were needed to protect them at European level. He 
therefore supported the creation of a European coasts observatory. 

Kent GUDMUNDSEN (Troms) asked Paul Nemitz about European Commission projects concerning the 
Northern Maritime Corridor, which could open up extensive opportunities (a 40% reduction in transport 
time). 

Jean-Yves LE DRIAN concluded the discussion by proposing that the Aquamarina Group should be 
continued at Aberdeen. He proposed four areas of work: 

- To monitor the implementation of Integrated Maritime Policy closely; 
- To have our own roadmap, and to include some symbolic features which would represent our own 

contribution (Erika 4, a maritime Erasmus).  
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- To further develop new initiatives taken by the Commission, notably regarding blue growth. 
- To further develop our work on maritime governance.  

He concluded by saying that this was a major field of work which would require the mobilisation of several 
regions. 

TRANSPORT: TEN-T  

Pedro GARCIA (Aragon) presented a report on the progress of CPMR’s Intercommission Working Group 
on Transport, which was set up in 2008 at the Bayonne General Assembly in order to develop the 
organisation’s positions on the topic. He said the Commission’s working paper published in May 2010 had 
launched a public consultation process with a view to adopting new guidelines on transport at the end of 
2010. 

He said there were two objectives: i) to achieve the adoption of real strategic transport axes and ii) to 
introduce a conceptual pillar integrating EU policies. He said that the Intercom Group had participated in 
the event organised by the Commission on 8 and 9 June 2010 and CPMR’s work programme provided for 
the production of a final version of the response to the consultation by 15 September 2010. 

As far as the content was concerned, he emphasised the lack of any convergence of positions between DG 
MOVE and CPMR and the insufficient attention given to maritime transport, including in terms of 
governance and strategy. He particularly regretted the lack of formal involvement of the regions. There were 
several new major areas of work for CPMR, concerning geographical priorities, partnerships and funding. 

Debate 

To the question from Annelie STARK on whether there would be a discussion on the subject in Aberdeen 
and if the regions could send their contributions by 15 September, Mr Garcia said that this would not be 
possible because it would be too late and it was necessary to act as quickly as possible. 

Reinhard BOEST noted that the Commission had not taken on board several key points made by CPMR and 
wondered whether it would be useful to enter into direct contact with DG MOVE outside the consultation 
procedure. 

Eleni MARIANOU asked the different working groups within the geographical commissions to send 
contributions to Aragon and stressed the importance of developing well-supported arguments in such a 
specialised technical field. She thus called on the different experts within the geographical commissions in 
order to set up a pool of experts on a sector which was particularly important to CPMR and its member 
regions.  

PROGRESS REPORTS ON THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMISSIONS’ WORK PROGRAMMES  

The representatives of the various CPMR geographical commissions reported on the progress made with 
their work programmes for 2010.  

• Intermediterranean Commission: Anna Lisa BONI (PACA) outlined the main strands of ongoing 
work: i) launch of a debate on a macro-regional approach in the Mediterranean with a seminar 
planned for 1 July in Brussels; ii) sectoral work in the field of water, energy, transport, rural 
development and the CAP, as well as the launch of the MAREMED Programme on Integrated 
Maritime Policy and iii) the work accomplished on networking with the Institut pour la Méditerranée, 
the Euro-Mediterranean Regional and Local Assembly (ARLEM), and networks of local and regional 
authorities.  

• Balkan and Black Sea Commission (BBSRC): Anthony PAPADIMITRIOU reported on the different 
meetings in which the Commission has participated, in particular on cooperation areas and with 
connection to the Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organisation (BSEC) in which CPMR enjoys a 
Sectoral Partnership Status, and on the Black Sea Ring Highway and the Motorways of the Black Sea, 
the two BSEC initiatives. He announced that the 2010 BBSRC General Assembly would take place in 
Varna, Bulgaria on 10 September 2010, jointly with a Conference on the construction of the Black Sea 
Ring Highway. 



CPMR Political Bureau – Tromsø (Norway), 11 June 2010 

Minutes – Ref. CRPMPRV100046 A1 - page 13 

• Baltic Sea Commission: Marjatta VEHKAOJA outlined the conclusions of the General Assembly held 
on 28 May 2010, at which a new Committee and President were elected and a new Executive Secretary 
appointed, who would start work on 1 January 2011. She said the Secretariat would move to Helsinki 
Region.  She hoped this would create a new atmosphere enabling everybody to give the best of 
themselves.  

• Atlantic Arc Commission: Alain TOURRET listed the events organised by the Atlantic Arc 
Commission on marine energy in Santander (Cantabria) and at the European Maritime Days (Gijón, 
Asturias). He said the General Assembly to be organised in Rennes would mark the 20th anniversary 
of the Commission’s creation, and that Mr Beauvais would be a candidate for a second term of office.  
He said that future work would focus on the following three notions: the maritime notion, the 
territorial notion and the notion of governance. Lastly, the work on the development of an integrated 
maritime strategy in the Atlantic area was focusing on maritime training, green energy and 
cooperation. 

• Islands Commission: Alex MACDONALD said that the Commission’s main focus was the 
implementation of the provisions of Article 174 of the Treaty. He reported on the two major areas of 
work: statistics and energy. He expressed his satisfaction about the creation of a Parliamentary 
Intergroup on territories covered by Article 174.  

• North Sea Commission: Gunn Marit HELGESEN outlined the work undertaken by the North Sea 
Commission on sustainable development, territorial cooperation and education, and the links 
established with the Baltic Sea Commission. She listed some recent and current activities: the 
Newcastle conference (March 2010) on management of the European area, a meeting on macro-
regions (April) in partnership with the Committee of the Regions, and the European Maritime Days. 
She concluded by saying that the North Sea’s Annual Assembly would focus on efforts to adapt to 
climate change, tourism and the management of marine resources. 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCIAL ISSUES  

Claudio Martini firstly informed the Political Bureau that he would step down as Chairman of FOGAR in 
July.  

Proposal for new CPMR Statutes  

Yves MORVAN, Chairman of the Administrative Council, outlined CPMR’s current legal status, which he 
compared  to a “club” bound together by an organisational charter, with no formal legal status. Only the 
Administrative Council comes under French law on associations. This situation generates a divide between 
the CPMR “club”, which takes decisions, and the Administrative Council, which has sole responsibility in 
the eyes of the law. To remedy this situation, it had been decided that CPMR’s legal status would be 
changed so that the decision-makers became legally responsible. 

To this end, he made the following two proposals: 

- CPMR would become an association (under French law because this was the most flexible 
legislation), to be decided at an extraordinary General Assembly at the Aberdeen General Assembly 
with statutes that would use the Organisational Charter with three changes: i) creation of a post of 
Treasurer and a Financial Council with four (4) members to ensure the greatest possible 
transparency; ii) decision to use the services of an auditor and iii) decision to use the services of a 
chartered accountant. 

- Dissolution of the current Administrative Council. 

The following time schedule was proposed: a decision would be taken in Aberdeen (at an extraordinary 
General Assembly on 1 October 2010) with a view to the new provisions coming into effect on 1 January 
2011. 

Debate 

Henning GJELLEROD thanked him for the clarity of the explanations – particularly on the decision to use 
French law – and mentioned two points he thought should be looked at again: i) Article 3 on the unanimity 
required in order to change the location of the registered office of the General Secretariat and ii) Article 8, 
Paragraph 5 on the amount of the reserve funds which would be reduced from 60 to 30% of the annual 
budget. He wondered whether the interests of the staff were sufficiently protected in these conditions.   
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Carolyn RULE (Cornwall) asked for the term “state” to be replaced by the word “government” in Article 4.3, 
in order to avoid any confusion in the English version.  

Àngel CORTADELLES I BACARIA (Catalonia) pointed out that Article 8.3 still mentioned the 
Administrative Council (to which Mr Morvan replied that it was an error which would be corrected) and 
that Article 7.5 on the geographical commissions stipulated that the president of a commission could appoint 
an assistant: bearing in mind the ambiguity of such a proposal regarding the payment of such a position, he 
proposed that the provision should be removed. 

Reinhard BOEST said he agreed with the observations made about the amount of the reserve funds and 
thought the provision requiring unanimity for the change of registered office was unusual. However he 
would leave that to the wisdom of the General Assembly. Regarding Article 4.1 on the members of CPMR, 
he proposed the second part of the sentence should be removed and replaced with “member states of the 
Council of Europe”. On Article 4.2 on associate members, he proposed the following formulation: “… 
belonging to the Union for the Mediterranean”.  

 Claudio MARTINI said that all the observations made would be taken into account between now and 
Aberdeen. He pointed out that the changes proposed only concerned the Administrative Council. On the 
issue of the amount of the reserve funds, although there was clearly a need to reflect further, in recent years 
the 60% level has never been reached. On the issue of unanimity, he said that the importance of history in 
this proposal should not be underestimated. 

Yves MORVAN confirmed that this was a historical aspect stemming from the origins of CPMR and it 
would guarantee stability for the staff. On the choice of French law, he pointed out that it might have been 
possible to have a statute under European law, but that this had turned out to be much more complex than 
French law. Concerning the amount of the reserve funds, he said that it was no longer possible to reach 60% 
fixed assets and 30% was a much more realistic figure. He lastly confirmed, as President Martini had pointed 
out, that the proposals for changes only concerned the Administrative Council. 

Claudio MARTINI said that this was a very positive change and that there was no opposition in principle. It 
would therefore be presented to the Aberdeen General Assembly. He asked the Secretary General and Yves 
Morvan to organise a discussion on the outstanding points between then and Aberdeen, in order to reach an 
agreement within the Political Bureau before the General Assembly. 

Reinhard BOEST said he agreed with this procedure and asked what level the reserve funds were currently 
at. Yves Morvan said they were close to 30%.  

Jean-Yves Le DRIAN spoke about the issue of unanimity required to change the location of the registered 
office, stating that he had no objection to a change. 

Alain TOURRET asked for a change to Article 7.2 Paragraph 1 in order to remove the obligation for former 
presidents of associations to have a regional mandate. Yves Morvan said he agreed with this request.  

Eleni MARIANOU summed up the debates saying that the consultation by e-mail would be organised 
among the members of the Political Bureau in the following days. This consultation would focus on articles 
3, 4 and 8, which were directly linked to the changes made as a result of the disbanding of the 
Administrative Council, but would not concern the rest of the Draft Statutes. The deadline for responding 
would be 10 July 2010.  

Financial issues  

Yves MORVAN reminded participants how CPMR accounts were structured: a general budget representing 
90% of the total and additional accounts for i) the geographical commissions, ii) cooperation projects and iii) 
international networks. 

The 2009 budget as approved by the auditor ended with a deficit of €19,290 from a total budget of €3 million, 
in other words 0.6% (it should be noted that the general budget showed a surplus).  

Regarding the 2010 budget, and if the trend observed in May was confirmed, it was foreseen that there 
would be a deficit of €60,000, primarily due to the withdrawal of some member regions. It should be noted 
that this deficit was also due to the additional accounts.  

Mr MORVAN said that in Aberdeen, the regions would for the first time have to vote on the CPMR budget 
(whereas until now it had been the Administrative Council’s budget).  
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Josefina MORENO-BOLARIN (Executive Secretary of the Intermediterranean Commission), asked why the 
geographical commissions had the most uncertain budgets. Yves Morvan replied that this was due to the 
application of the principle of internal solidarity between the different CPMR commissions in any case it 
only entailed very limited amounts. 

Reinhard BOEST took note of the figures provided by Mr Morvan, and imagined that there would be an 
extensive debate at the Aberdeen General Assembly. He pointed out that the reality of the budgetary crisis 
affecting the regions should be taken into account and that it would be appropriate to reflect upon savings to 
be made, especially concerning networks. 

There was a discussion on internal budgetary solidarity within CPMR, from which it emerged that, as Eleni 
Marianou stipulated, this was a way of presenting the accounts based on the application of the principle of 

internal solidarity between CPMR and its geographical commissionsi and concluded by hoping the debate 
on the future perspectives that would take place in Aberdeen would take a forward-looking view of the role 
and a place of the organisation. If dues accounted for more than 90% of total funds, this became a political 
issue: the current period of crisis could lead us to adopt individualistic attitudes as opposed to collective 
ones; this was a reality we must face in a united fashion.  

Eleni MARIANOU said that the General Secretariat had already started making savings in particular by 
limiting staff travel and the mailing of documents.  

NEXT MEETINGS OF THE POLITICAL BUREAU  

Next meetings 

Yasa RATNAYEKE (Aberdeen) provided some information on the organisation of the Aberdeen General 
Assembly. 

Claudio MARTINI asked the members to make an effort to attend because a number of important decisions 
for the association would have to be taken at this General Assembly, regarding the statutes, its president, 
and the political discussions. He asked for there to be time for discussion about the crisis and the 
consequences for the regions of national governments’ budget cuts. 

The President and the Secretary General told the members of the Political Bureau that they still waiting for 
invitations for the Political Bureau in January 2011 and the 2011 General Assembly. 

President MARTINI brought the proceedings to a close by thanking the Tromsø authorities for their 
welcome.  

                                                      

i Note from the Secretary General:  

The budgets of the geographical commissions come from additional dues approved by each commission. The 
commissions endeavour to balance their budgets; 
The possibility of a commission having an annual deficit was covered by the CPMR’s general budget on the basis of 
internal solidarity; 
Possible annual surpluses were either used to top up the CPMR’s annual budget, or paid into dedicated funds for the 
activity of the Commission concerned in the following years.  


