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Abstract

This study provides a crit ical analysis of the future role of macro- regions in the
implementat ion of European Territorial Cooperat ion. On the basis of a literature
review and case studies, the study offers an assessm ent  of potent ial benefits in
the development  of new macro- regional st rategies as well as the most  comm on
risks and difficult ies in their implementat ion. Recom mendat ions are derived to
inform  the posit ion of the European Parliament  on how it  can efficient ly support
the creat ion and implem entat ion of new macro- regional st rategies.

I P/ B/ REGI / FW C/ 20 1 0 _ 0 0 2 / LOT0 2 - C0 1 / SC0 1 January 2 0 1 5

PE 5 4 0 .3 4 9 EN





Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

5

CONTENTS

LI ST OF ABBREVI ATI ONS 7

LI ST OF TABLES 9

LI ST OF FI GURES 10

EXECUTI VE SUMMARY 11

1 . I NTRODUCTI ON 15

1.1. Scope and object ives of the study 15
1.2. Methodology and m aterial 15

2 . EVOLUTI ON OF MACRO-REGI ONS I N EU CONCEPTI ONS AND

REGULATI ONS 19

2.1. Macro- regional cooperat ion:  pilot ing a “ territorialized”  Cohesion Policy 20
2.2. From pilot  to policy:  macro- regional st rategies post -2013 24
2.3. The European Parliament  in the evolut ion of macro- regional concept ions

and regulat ions 28

3 . THE MACRO-REGI ONS AT A GLANCE 29

3.1. European Union St rategy for the Balt ic Sea Region (EUSBSR) 31
3.2. European Union St rategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) 32
3.3. European Union St rategy for the Adriat ic I onian Region (EUSAIR) 33
3.4. European Union St rategy for the Alpine Region (EUSALP) 35
3.5. European Union St rategy for the Carpathian Region 36
3.6. European Union St rategy for the North Sea Region 38
3.7. European Union St rategy for the Black Sea Region 40
3.8. European Union St rategy for the At lant ic Arc Region 41
3.9. European Union St rategy for the Western and Eastern parts of the

Mediterranean Sea Region 42

4 . EXI STI NG MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES: STRENGTHS AND

W EAKNESSES OF THE STRATEGI ES FOR THE BALTI C SEA AND

DANUBE REGI ON 45

4.1. Balt ic Sea Region 45
4.2. Danube Region 50
4.3. Conclusions 55

5 . MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES I N PREPARATI ON: STRENGTHS

AND W EAKNESSES OF THE STRATEGI ES FOR THE ADRI ATI C AND

I ONI AN REGI ON AND ALPI NE REGI ON 59

5.1. Adriat ic Ionian Region 59
5.2. Alpine Region 67
5.3. Conclusions 71



New role of macro- regions in European Terr itor ial cooperat ion

6

6 . MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES UNDER CONSI DERATI ON: THE

STRATEGI ES FOR THE CARPATHI AN REGI ON, NORTH SEA, BLACK

SEA, ATLANTI C ARC, THE W ESTERN AND EASTERN PARTS OF THE

MEDI TERRANEAN SEA 73

6.1. General descript ion of current  state of affairs with the st rategies 73
6.2. Em erging issues/ problems/ difficult ies 76

7 . POLI CY CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMENDATI ONS 79

7.1. Horizontal conclusions on different  m acro- regional approaches 79
7.2. General m essages and recom mendat ions for the preparat ion of new

macro- regional st rategies 87
7.3. Recom m ended policy m easures for the European Parliament  to assist

developm ent  of future macro- regional st rategies 94

REFERENCES 97



Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

7

LI ST OF ABBREVI ATI ONS

AI C Adriat ic I onian Council

AI I Adriat ic I onian I nit iat ive

ARLEM Euro-Mediterranean Regional and Local Assembly

ASCAME Associat ion of the Mediterranean Chambers of Commerce and Industry

BDF Balt ic Development  Forum

BI F Balt ic I nst itute of Finland

BSAP Balt ic Sea Act ion Plan

BSR Balt ic Sea Region

CBSS Council of the Balt ic Sea States Secretariat

CDCR Council of Danube Cit ies and Regions

CEI Central European I nit iat ive

CoR Commit tee of the Regions

CPMR Conference of Peripheral Marit ime Regions

CPR Common Provision Regulat ion

CSF Common St rategic Framework

DCP Danube Cooperat ion Process

DG Directorate General

DTC Danube Tourist  Commission

EC European Commission

EEA European Economic Area

EESC European Economic and Social Comm it tee

EFTA European Free Trade Associat ion

EGTC European Grouping for Terr itor ial Cooperat ion

EI B European I nvestment Bank

ENP European Neighbourhood Policy

ENPI European Neighbourhood Policy I nst rument

EP European Parliament

EPRC European Policies Research Cent re

ERDF European Regional Development  Fund

ESI European St ructural and I nvestment

ETC European Terr itor ial Cooperat ion

EU European Union



New role of macro- regions in European Terr itor ial cooperat ion

8

EUSAI R European Union St rategy for the Adriat ic I onian Region

EUSALP European Union St rategy for the Alpine Region

EUSBSR European Union St rategy for the Balt ic Sea Region

EUSDR European Union St rategy for the Danube Region

GDP Gross Domest ic Product

HA Horizontal Act ion

HAL Horizontal Act ion Leader

HELCOM Helsinki Comm ission

HLG High Level Group

I CPDR I nternat ional Comm ission for the Protect ion of the Danube River

I CT I nformat ion and Com municat ion Technologies

I MC I nter-Mediterranean Commission

I PA I nst rument  for Pre-accession

Lab Group Laboratory Group

MEP Member of the European Par liament

MLG Mult i-Level Governance

MRS Macro- regional St rategies

NCP Nat ional Contact  Point

NEFCO Nordic Environment  Finance Corporat ion

NGO Non-Governmental Organisat ion

NI B Nordic I nvestment Bank

OP Operat ional Program me

PA Priority Area

PAC Priority Area Coordinator

PC Programm ing Comm it tee

SECI Southeast  European Cooperat ive I nit iat ive

SEE South East  Europe

SG Steering Group

SME Small and Medium-sized Enterprises

TEN-T Trans European Network of Transport

UBC Union of Balt ic Cit ies

VASAB Vision And St rategies Around the Balt ic Sea



Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

9

LI ST OF TABLES

TABLE 1

Study object ives 15

TABLE 2

Cohesion need and ability to implement  ETC 85

TABLE 3

MRS policy models and added value 87

TABLE 4

Logic of conclusions 88

TABLE 5

Recommended measures for concept ion phase 89

TABLE 6

Recommended measures for preparat ion phase 90

TABLE 7

Recommended measures for implementat ion phase 93



New role of macro- regions in European Terr itor ial cooperat ion

10

LI ST OF FI GURES

FI GURE 1

Governance of EUSBSR 22

FI GURE 2

Macro-regions under considerat ion, in preparat ion and in implementat ion 29

FI GURE 3

Macro-regional st rategy areas of the European Union 30

FI GURE 4

Dist r ibut ion of project  beneficiar ies by type 53

FI GURE 5

The governance model of the EUSDR 54

FI GURE 6

Maps of EUSAIR and of the Adriat ic I onian Cooperat ion Programme 67

FI GURE 7

Macro-regional st rategy areas and discont inuit ies in GDP per Capita (2008) 80

FI GURE 8

Cohesion need and equity in access to cohesion and ETC funds 82

FI GURE 9

MRS size and experience with adm inistering ETC 84

FI GURE 10

MRS Policy orientat ion Triangle 86

FI GURE 11

MRS policy orientat ions for st rategies in considerat ion, preparat ion and
implementat ion 88

FI GURE 12

Opt ions for future regulatory and monitoring act ivit ies 94



Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

11

EXECUTI VE SUMMARY

Macro-regional st rategies (MRS) have becom e a crucial element  in the design of European
Territorial Cooperat ion (ETC) for post -2013 Cohesion Policy. Current ly, the European Union
(EU) is implement ing two MRS, the EU St rategy for the Balt ic Sea Region (EUSBSR and the
EU St rategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR). The EU St rategy for the Adriat ic- Ionian Sea has
been adopted in October 2014. In addit ion there are proposals and debates on the creat ion of
st rategies for other m acro- regions, in part icular for the Alpine Region, the Carpathian Region,
the North Sea, the Black Sea, the Western and Eastern parts of the Mediterranean Sea and
the coastal region of the At lant ic Arc.

The object ive of this study has been to analyse the new role of macro- regions in ETC, based
on a comparison of case studies on MRS in considerat ion, preparat ion and implementat ion
and a review of policy docum ents. Chapter 1 sets out  the object ives, design and methodology
in more detail. Based on case study analysis, the aim  of the research design is to get  a
holist ic picture of the different proposals for m acro- regional cooperat ion, best  pract ices, but
also opportunit ies and risks for the future. The methodology draws on a literature review and
interviews with selected stakeholders.

Chapter 2 provides the reader with a general int roduct ion into the evolut ion of

concept ions and regulat ions related to m acro- regional cooperat ion. The chapter
begins with a conceptual definit ion of macro- regions and MRS as major em erging sites of
governance in ETC. The literature analysis reveals that  MRS are inst ruments both of Regional
Policy, as well as a tool of Foreign Policy. The debate around the future of MRS is then
situated in the context  of the contrast ing views around Cohesion Policy post-2013 and the
changing regulatory framework. In this context , quest ions related to the governance of
future MRS will becom e all the more crucial. The contribut ions of the European Parliament
(EP) clearly suggest  that  it advocates a place-based, contractual approach to macro- regional
cooperat ion in line with the EU2020 Agenda. The added value is perceived in MRS being a
vehicle for involving neighbouring count ries, creat ing territorial synergies and reducing
regional disparit ies.

Macro- regional profiles on strategies considered, prepared and im plem ented are
presented in Chapter 3. The contrast ing territorial contexts of the 9 MRS are illust rated in a
map. The profiles describe process, actors or issues related to macro- regional cooperat ion in
the different  areas. These assemble where it  is possible, information on t ime horizon and
geographical coverage, actors and principal issues covered. These tables serve as a short
int roduct ion to the more detailed analysis of the case studies in chapters 4, 5 and 6.

Strengths and w eaknesses of the st rategies for the Balt ic Sea and Danube Region

are analysed in Chapter 4. The European Com mission (EC) has been the main driving force
behind MRS, in spite of the many well-established pre-exist ing organisat ions in the Balt ic and
Danube Region. The EUSBSR was the first  st rategy to be adopted and it  has been a source of
inspirat ion for the other MRS. The EUSBSR and the EUSDR funct ion as an umbrella for
cooperat ion init iat ives, most  of which existed before the st rategies were established. I t  is
difficult  to assess whether the st rategies have influenced the nature or extent  of these
init iat ives. The lack of involvem ent  of som e Member States ( in both st rategies) , and the
lim ited commitment  at  operat ional level, are ident ified as key challenges by interviewed
stakeholders. The need for st ronger and m ore reliable Steering Commit tees for each Priority
Area has been recognized as an inst rum ent  to encourage improved commitment  of relevant
bodies in each Member State.
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Chapter 5 illust rates the findings of our case study analysis for the strategies in

preparat ion, Adriat ic I onian and Alpine. EUSAIR and EUSALP, the MRS current ly in
preparat ion1, dem onstrate indeed how macro- regional cooperat ion is applied in very

different  historical, polit ical and socio- econom ic contexts. In socio-economic term s,
the dram at ic disparit ies am ong the EUSAI R countries are well known, whereas EUSALP
is one of the European areas featuring the highest  cohesion. I f the feasibility of the st rategies
is considered, the possibility for the EUSALP territories to access a series of

com plem entary financing tools has to be emphasized. On the other side, where the
necessity of the st rategy is concerned, the historical opportunity to increase the
coordinat ion of the exist ing cooperat ion inst rum ents in the Adriat ic and Ionian areas is easily
recognizable. In case of EUSALP, a sort  of cont inuity between the exist ing territorial policies
and the Strategy can be seen, with som e risks of overlapping with the t ransnat ional
cooperat ion tools.

MRS under considerat ion: the st rategies for the Carpathian Region, the North Sea,

the Black Sea, the At lant ic Arc, the W estern and Eastern parts of the

Mediterranean Sea are analysed in Chapter 6. The chapter begins by briefly describing
the developm ent  of the st rategies under considerat ion, before delineat ing em erging issues,
risks and difficult ies for the future. This analysis clearly shows the wealth of different
terr itorial contexts in which m acro- regional cooperat ion is applied. At  the present  stage, the
concept  of som e of these st rategies is not  clearly related to definite needs or ident ified
actors/ sub- territories, while for others there remains considerable doubt  about  the need of
macro- regional cooperat ion due to the high degree of socio-economic cohesion. In others the
feasibility of macro- regional cooperat ion due to exist ing socio-economic inequalit ies and
polit ical instability needs to be quest ioned.

From the vantage point  of post -2013 Cohesion Policy , a classificat ion of MRS has been built
around a close evaluat ion of cohesion need as well as the ability to implement ETC as an
inst rument  of social, economic and territorial cohesion on the level of the macro- region. The
analysis suggests three different  sets of MRS;  (1)  MRS as potent ial inst ruments of EU Foreign
Policy (Mediterranean;  Black Sea) ;  (2)  MRS as potent ial inst ruments for tackling uneven
developm ent  (EUSDR;  EUSBSR;  Adriat ic- Ionian;  Carpathian) ;  and finally, (3)  MRS as
potent ial inst rum ents for the exploitat ion of territorial synergies (EUSALP;  At lant ic Arc;  North
Sea) .

Based on this classificat ion and the detailed results of the case study analyses this final
chapter brings together the conclusions of the study and provides policy

recom m endat ions to inform  the posit ion of the EP:

• Added value: Added value of MRS to ETC/ Cohesion Policy should be closely
evaluated in term s of t he type of m acro- region considered. The three approaches
m apped out suggest different  types of added value for different categories of m acro-
regional cooperat ion;

• Monitoring and evaluat ion: A pre-assessm ent  of polit ical and financial needs and
abilit ies should play an im portant role in assessing feasibilit y of future st rategies;

1 The preparat ion phase starts with the EC’s Communicat ion calling for the development of a macro-regional
strategy for a defined area. The main aim of this phase is to create the groundwork for the establishment of a
strategy, the main pillars, choice of object ives, in a vert ically and horizontally coordinated consultat ion process.
The European Strategy for the Adriat ic and I onian region (EUSAIR) has been formally adopted in October 2014.
I n the context of the study period the strategy has been considered as being in preparat ion. Two pragmatic
reasons can be mobilized to just ify this choice:  (1)  it  is too early to evaluate the main implementat ion steps which
st ill lie ahead (2) it  is better compared to the Alpine strategy than to the pilot  MRS Balt ic and Danube.
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• Technical assistance: The European Parliam ent  should cont inue its financial
support  for t ransnat ional act ivit ies, but  closely assess how and what  it  can deliver in
the upcom ing years;

• Regulatory fram ew ork: The not ion of condit ionalit y in m acro- regional cooperat ion
as well as the usefulness of EGTC to MRS should be studied in closer detail by the
European Parliam ent in the com ing years.
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1 . I NTRODUCTI ON

1 .1 . Scope and object ives of the study

This study has eight  key object ives:

(1) To ident ify the future role of m acro- regions in the ETC;

(2) To analyse the potent ial added value of m acro- regions in the Cohesion Policy and
ETC in part icular;

(3) To ident ify im plem entat ion processes used in the current MRS;

(4) To ident ify the r isks and difficult ies from  the im plem entat ion of the current MRS;

(5) To ident ify ways of involving diverse partners in the preparat ion and implem entat ion
of the MRS;

(6) To ident ify the different  approaches of EU Mem ber States regarding the involvem ent
in the MRS;

(7) To assess the role of the EP and the Com m it tee of Regions in the m onitoring of the
creat ion and im plem entat ion of MRS in Europe;

(8) To propose m easures for policy m akers in the short  and long term  at  European,
nat ional and regional level.

1 .2 . Methodology and m ater ia l

Around each of the study’s eight  object ives (above)  research quest ions were formulated
(Table 1) . Appropriate research methods were then ident ified alongside each of these
research quest ions. The majority of the research quest ions were addressed using a
combinat ion of two approaches:  ( i)  literature review of policy documents and academic
art icles related to ETC and/ or the developm ent  of MRS;  and ( ii)  interviews with key actors
involved in the development  and/ or implementat ion of the MRS or the ETC Program me2.

Table 1 : Study object ives

Study object ives Research quest ions

1. To ident ify the future
role of macro- regions in
the ETC

– Who were/ are the key actors promot ing macro- regional cooperat ion
and what  were/ are the main reasons for doing so?

– What  were the main expectat ions and proposals of the EP regarding
the macro- regional policy and what  were their recept ion by the EC,
Council and Member States?

– What  are the main scope and object ives of the MRS and how do these
correspond with ETC object ives?

– What  is the financial and polit ical context  in which exist ing and future
MRS have been (or are being)  established?

2 The interviews were semi-structured in nature and followed a standard set of quest ions. Most of the interviews
were carried out by telephone or VOIP (e.g. Skype).
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Study object ives Research quest ions

2. To analyse the potent ial
added value of macro-
regions in the Cohesion
Policy and ETC in
part icular

– What  are the main benefit s of creat ion and im plem entat ion of MRS?
– Are the benefit s specific to part icular groups of actors or types of

regions?
– To what  extent  do different  policy sectors (e.g. m arit im e policy,

development  of t ransport  , cross-border infrast ructure, environm ent
protect ion etc.)  view the development  of MRS as im portant  or
influent ial for their own policy sector?

– How can t rans-European infrast ructure projects be supported under the
MRS?

3. To ident ify
implementat ion
processes used in the
current MRS

– What  is the adm inist rat ive st ructure of macro- regions? How did it
evolve over t ime?

4. To ident ify the r isks and
difficult ies from  the
implementat ion of the
current MRS

– What  are the main difficult ies in the implementat ion of MRS?
– How are these difficult ies being addressed in the different  m acro-

regional contexts?
– What  are the best  pract ices from  the already exist ing MRS?

5. To ident ify ways of
involving diverse
partners in the
preparat ion and
implementat ion of the
MRS

– How are local, regional and social partners involved in the preparat ion
of the MRS?

– How are these actors involved in the different  stages of st rategy
formulat ion and implementat ion?

– What  are the governance arrangements for each of t he MRS?
– Have any problems and difficult ies been encountered in the governance

of these st rategies?
– What  are the st rengths and weaknesses of different governance

models?

6. To ident ify the different
approaches of EU
Member States
regarding the
involvement  in the MRS

– What  are the different  approaches of EU Mem ber States regarding their
involvement  in the MRS?

– How were the specific goals and object ives of the MRS generated and
agreed between the different Member States part icipat ing?

7. To assess the role of
the EP and the
Commit tee of Regions
in the monitor ing of the
creat ion and
implementat ion of MRS
in Europe

– How can EU Cohesion Policy and ETC in part icular best  support  m acro-
regions?

– How to incorporate the MRS into the OPs?
– How can the St ructural and I nvestment  Funds, Connect ing Europe

Facilit y and Horizon 2020 programme be efficient ly used in the
implementat ion of the MRS?

– How should the new macro- regions be linked to the new OPs? Should
the new OPs be modified when a new macro- region is created?

– To what  extent  can the EGTC provide the benefit s for im plem entat ion
of MRS?

8. To propose measures
for policy makers in the
short  and long term  at
European, nat ional and
regional level

– What  sort  of measures (at  the European, nat ional and regional levels)
can be used to promote MRS in the future?

Source: Author

1 .2 .1 . Literature review

An in-depth literature review was carried out  to produce a descript ive overview on the
evolut ion of the concepts and regulat ions of macro- regional cooperat ion, focusing on the
quest ions out lined in the study’s Term s of Reference. I n view of defining the concept  of
macro- regional cooperat ion, the literature review covers academic literature about macro-
regions and MRS.
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The literature review also covers exist ing publically-available EU- level informat ion on macro-
regional cooperat ion, relevant  academic literature, and evaluat ions at  Member State and
regional level where available.

1 .2 .2 . Case Studies

A dist inct ion between three types of MRS, based on their stage of development , was made in
the research design:

(1) MRS where im plem entat ion has already started ( i.e. Balt ic;  Danube) . Each case
study was subject  to detailed analysis and involved an extensive num ber of
interviews with key actors to address the quest ions item ised in Table 1;

(2) MRS in an advanced stage of developm ent  but  not  yet  im plem ented ( i.e. Adriat ic
and Ionian Region3;  Alpine Region) . Analysis of these two case studies was lim ited
to a sm aller num ber of quest ions item ised in Table 1 (and fewer interv iews with key
actors than for Type 1) ;

(3) MRS at  an early stage of developm ent  or considerat ion ( i.e. Carpathian Region;
North Sea;  Black Sea;  At lant ic Arc;  the Western and Eastern parts of the
Mediterranean Sea) . Analysis of these case studies was lim ited to the com pilat ion of
a brief profile of each of these MRS by m eans of a short  literature review and a few
interviews with key actors.

1 .2 .3 . Desk research

The case studies are part ly based on desk research using the OPs, Annual Implem entat ion
Reports, evaluat ions, and specific ex-ante assessm ents (when relevant  and available) , as
well as EU- level material.

1 .2 .4 . Com parat ive analysis of the case studies

Comparat ive analysis of case studies is based on the results related to actors, processes and
content  of the individual case studies. Cross-analysis was carried out with the part icular goal
to evaluate the MRS’s ability a) to foster effect iveness to implement  ETC regulat ion for MRS
and b) to generate greater efficiency in combinat ion between ETC/ CP and MRS. As such, the
analysis is part ly based on case studies and part ly based on addit ional desk research related
to the assessm ent  of cohesion need and ability to implement ETC.

1 .2 .5 . Draw ing conclusions and recom m endat ions

Policy recomm endat ions are formulated in term s of their ability a) to foster effect iveness to
implement  ETC regulat ion for MRS and b) to generate greater efficiency in combinat ion
between ETC/ CP and MRS. Potent ial policy measures are addressed to policymakers of
European and nat ional/ local levels, as well as specifically to the EP. These recom m endat ions
follow from case study analysis and recomm end measures for three different  phases;  (1)  the
stage of conceiving of and test ing the feasibility of the macro- regional approach to a
territorial problem;  (2)  the stage of preparing the m aking of a macro- regional st rategy;  and
finally, (3)  the stage of implement ing MRS. In all cases it was possible to formulate general
and class specific recom mendat ions for measures.

3 The European Strategy for the Adriat ic and I onian region (EUSAIR) has been formally adopted in October 2014.
I n the context of the study period the strategy has been considered as being in preparat ion. Two pragmatic
reasons can be mobilized to just ify this choice:  (1)  it  is too early to evaluate the main implementat ion steps which
st ill lie ahead (2) it  is better compared to the Alpine strategy than to the pilot  MRS Balt ic and Danube.
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2 . EVOLUTI ON OF MACRO-REGI ONS I N EU

CONCEPTI ONS AND REGULATI ONS

KEY FI NDI NGS

• The concept  of m acro- region has considerably evolved since its first  use in the
context  of the INTERREG program m ing period at  the end of the 1990s. Macro- regional
st rategies ( MRS) represent  a m ajor em erging inst rum ent  of governance in the EU
that  involves a plurality of state and non-state actors around a ser ies of funct ional
problem s in a given terr itory.

• Proposals and debates around the future of MRS are deeply related to cont rast ing views
around Cohesion Policy post -2013. The new Com m on Provisions Regulat ion (CPR)  sets
out  the legal context  for the greater integrat ion betw een OPs and MRS, as well as
the possible  use of EGTC in cross- border  cooperat ion w ith neighbouring

countr ies.

• On the background of ever scarcer econom ic resources and the general willingness of
the Com m ission to step back from  day to day im plem entat ion of MRS, the m ain task for
the future is to address som e crucial challenges and obstacles in the governance

of the im plem entat ion of MRS as well as the potent ia l interact ion w ith different

financia l inst rum ents.

• The EP advocates a place- based, cont ractual approach to m acro- regional

cooperat ion, part icularly as a vehicle of involving neighbouring count ries, creat ing
territorial synergies and reducing regional disparit ies. The t ranslat ion of this approach
into concrete recom m endat ions for a governance m odel of MRS is a key quest ion for the
future.

Discussions around the scope, added value and governance of macro- regional cooperat ion
are situated at  the very heart  of the debates addressing the challenges to European
Territorial Cooperat ion (ETC) in post  2013 Cohesion Policy. As suggested by the EPRC in their
2011 report  on future opt ions for Cohesion Policy for the European Parliament , there “ is a
st rong case that  territorial cooperat ion allocat ions should be condit ional on a support ive

polit ical/ policy fram ew ork being established by the part icipat ing Mem ber States to
dem onst rate that the EU program m e is part  of a w ider strategy of cross- border or

transnat ional cooperat ion ( ...) and that  it  has the polit ical com m itm ent  and

resources of Mem ber State authorit ies at  nat ional, regional and local levels” 4 . I t  is
on the background of this argum ent , amongst  others, that  the two first MRS in the Balt ic Sea
and Danube Region have been created and implemented. In the programming period 2014-
2020, the ETC regulat ion was specifically adapted to allow for bet ter addressing some of the
challenges to the future of Cohesion Policy. Together with the EGTC, MRS have been marked
out  as part icularly important  inst rum ents to further territorial cooperat ion post -2013.

The translat ion of the major st rategic guidelines of the Barca Report  into the new Comm on
Provisions Regulat ion, and the inst itut ionalizat ion of ETC as a Treaty object ive, provided
further impetus to the developm ent  of several proposals for MRS.

4 European Parliament (2011a): Comparat ive study on the visions and opt ions for Cohesion Policy after 2013.
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Start ing in the two pilot - regions (Balt ic and Danube) , various proposals for potent ial MRS
were developed, leading to the prospect  of a m acro- regionalizat ion of Cohesion Policy or
in other words, the increasing definit ion of the problem s, solut ions and inst ruments of
territorial cohesion in term s of m acro- regions. Akin to this we have seen the developm ent
of various different  proposals for new macro- regions in Europe.

In this first  part  we consider the evolut ion of concept ions and regulat ions related to
macro- regional cooperat ion. Part icular at tent ion will be given to the posit ion of the EP in
this review.

2 .1 . Macro- regional cooperat ion: pilot ing a “terr itor ia lized”

Cohesion Policy

Macro- regions and Macro- regionalizat ion

The concept  of macro- region historically precedes its relat ively recent  emergence as a not ion
and inst rument  of ETC. Macro- regional concepts can be t raced back to the incept ion of the
INTERREG programming period at  the end of the 1990s, and have as an object  of scient ific
inquiry, featured widely in academic papers and studies related to the study of
regionalizat ion. The term macro- region was first  form ally defined in the context  of
discussions around the Balt ic Sea St rategy, which was to becom e the first  region to adopt  a
macro- regional st rategy in 2009. A macro- region has consequent ly been understood as “an
area including a territory from a number of different  Member States or regions associated
with one or m ore comm on features and challenges” 5.

Macro- regions represent “soft  policy spaces”6 . Their geographical boundaries are flexible
and subject  to negot iat ion, dependent  on the comm on needs and issues that  they are
created to address. The scale of macro- regional cooperat ion is defined by the overlapping

of terr itorial and funct ional characterist ics across different  policy areas. While macro-
regions involve states, membership is not  condit ional on the geographic coverage of their
whole sovereign territory and there is no principle that  excludes a priori one region being a
member of several macro- regions7. Macro- regionalizat ion may therefore be understood as
“processes (…) which aim  at  the building of funct ional and t ransnat ional regions of those
(administ rat ive)  regions and municipalit ies at  the sub-nat ional level of EU m ember and
partner count ries that  share a sufficient  number of issues in comm on” 8.

Macro- regions are not  created ex-nihilo; they super- impose themselves as a “soft ”  st rategic
layer upon a contrast ing set  of pre-exist ing histories of t ransnat ional cooperat ion on the
European territory.

5 Schmitt  et  al (2009): EU macro-regions and macro-regional strategies – A scoping study, NORDREGIO electronic
working paper 2009: 4.

6 Stead, D. (2014a): European I ntegrat ion and Spat ial Rescaling in the Balt ic region:  Soft  spaces, soft  planning and

soft  security. European Planning Studies 22(4) 680-693.Stead, D. (2014b): Rescaling environmental governance

– the influence of European transnat ional cooperat ion init iat ives. Environmental Policy and Governance 24(5)
324-337.

7 European Commission (2012a): Communicat ion concerning the European Union Strategy for the Balt ic Sea

Region, COM(2012) 128, Brussels.
8 Kern, C.;  Gänzle, S. (2013):  “Macro-regionalisat ion”  as a New Form of European Governance:  The Case of the

European Union’s Strategies for the Balt ic Sea and the Danube Regions. 2013: 3. ISL WORKING PAPER.
Department of Polit ical Science and Management, University of Agder.
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Referring essent ially to soft  forms of t ransnat ional cooperat ion, m acro- regions may also, in
some cases, be conceived as m ilestones in wider processes of regionalizat ion, whereby
exist ing t ransnat ional policy networks are increasingly “solidified” and formalized9. In its
resolut ion on the Northern Dimension in Novem ber 2005, the EP called for the developm ent
of a st rategy for the Balt ic Sea Region. The init ial call for such st rategy has been above all
mot ivated by what  has been perceived as the untapped potent ial in exist ing t ransnat ional
networks. The EUSBSR has been implemented in 2009 as a pilot  project  for a new way of
territorial cooperat ion. In others, we m ay argue, they const itute a stepping stone for the
developm ent  and coordinat ion of t ransnat ional linkages that  did not  exist in a very intensive
manner beforehand. Short ly after the kick-off of EUSBSR, the European Council endorsed the
developm ent  of another macro- region, the Danube st rategy, following amongst  other
consultat ions, a call of the EP for the making of Danube st rategy “ to be developed as part  of
the ETC” 10.

Macro- regional st rategies

Macro-regional st rategies represent  a m ajor em erging site of governance in the EU that
involves a plurality of state and non-state actors around a series of funct ional problems in a
given territory. The problem  of m ult i- level governance ( MLG) , that  is of how state and
non-state actors manage, if at  all, to organise their com mon interests across several
territorial layers and across a range of funct ional domains, lies at  the very heart  of macro-
regional developm ent . As a form of governance, the macro- region is in as much the cent re of
a vert ical coordinat ion funct ion, between higher and lower order powers, the EU
inst itut ions, nat ion-states and regional and local layers, as it  is in a horizontal coordinat ion

funct ion, between these nat ional authorit ies and different  communit ies.

MRS are generally based on a three- t iered governance system , dist inguishing between
policy, coordinat ion and operat ional measures. Nat ional Contact  Points (NCP) appointed by
each Member state play a major role coordinat ing and support ing MRS design and
implementat ion, and encouraging stakeholder involvem ent . On the EU level, MRS are
established by the Com m unity m ethod between EC issuing “communicat ions”  on possible
st rategies that  have to be endorsed by Council and EP. In this process, the Commit tee of
Regions and the European Economic and Social Commit tee (EESC) as well as other actors
play also a cent ral role as comm entators and observers of the different  policy developments.

The emergence of MRS may be viewed as a departure from t radit ionally Mem ber State driven
policy formulat ion in European territorial managem ent  of ESDP since 1990. While Territorial
Agenda and ESDP have for m ost  of its existence been dependent  on the init iat ive of Member
States, the m acro- regional approach is mainly driven by the Commission, backed by the EU
parliament  and the Com mit tee of Regions. The Com mission has taken a leading role in the

steering and com m unicat ion of the two exist ing MRS in the Balt ic Sea and Danube
Region.

9 Schmitt , P. (2014): When soft  spaces harden:  The EU Strategy for the Balt ic Sea Region, pre-proof version,
accepted for publicat ion in Environment & planning A.

10 Katasarovy, I . (2012): EU macro-regional strategies:  State of play, Library of the European Parliament,
28.02.2012.
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Figure 1 : Governance of EUSBSR

Source: Spat ial Foresight  20 14 , part ly adapted from EUSBSR website:  ht tp: / / www.balt icsea-region-
strategy.eu/ governance

At the sam e t ime, m acro- regional cooperat ion is crucially dependent  on the resources of
nat ion states. A macro- region is best  conceived as a com plex and heterogeneous

netw ork rather than as a single commanding authority. The funct ion of state sovereignty in
a macro- regional st rategy is to pool and bundle resources together with other states and
actors so as to realize the collect ive capacit ies of the network as a whole. The imperat ive to
do more with what  is already there has from the very outset  been a guiding principle of the
macro- regional approach to territorial cooperat ion. From the beginning three no’s – no new
legislat ion, no new inst itut ions, now new funding – were clearly spelled out  in the
Com mission’s proposals for the implementat ion of a EU Strategy for the Balt ic Sea in 200911:

• No new legislat ion :  MRS are founded on Act ion Plans as a m ain st rategic docum ent .
Basically, the MRS have taken the form  of “ com m unicat ions”  issued by the EC and
endorsed by the European Council. The Mem ber States decided to im plem ent  the
st rategies, but  no binding regulat ions have been issued;

• Now new funding :  Since they do not  have a dedicated budget  of their own, MRS
need to find synergies between various different  funding st ream s at  different  levels,
with the aim  of using these exist ing funds in a m ore efficient  way;

• No new inst itut ions:  I n the absence of new inst itut ions, m ult i- level governance, that
is fostering the bet ter interact ion of exist ing inst itut ions and actors, has becom e a
guiding principle of the m acro- regional approach.

The reasons for implement ing the three no’s rule as fram ework condit ions of m acro- regional
cooperat ion are direct ly related to the Com mission’s proposals around the future of EU
Cohesion Policy.

11 European Commission (2009): Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the

European Economic and Social Committee and the Commit tee of the Regions concerning the European Union

Strategy for the Balt ic Sea Region, COM(2009) 248 final.
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Im plicit  in the dem ands for a st ronger perform ance focus on core priorit ies, m ore rigorous
programming and more binding contractual relat ionships is a reject ion of m isrepresentat ions
of Cohesion Policy being a m ere “pot  of m oney”  to achieve EU priorit ies without  a “clear
overall narrat ive” 12. Further the rule is seen as a m ot ivat ion factor for the m ore effect ive
absorpt ion of exist ing funds and resources, and the already exist ing networks and resources
exist ing on a t ransnat ional level.

Macro- regional st rategies as pilots of a “territorialized” Cohesion Policy

Macro-regions are nodes in a network form ed by different  actors that  often differ in their

relat ive pow ers and capacit ies to bundle resources available. Macro-regionalizat ion
implies thus a process of integrat ive balancing between these diverging interests and
capacit ies. As an inst rument  of Cohesion Policy, MRS dem onst rate an approach that  goes
beyond a GDP based developm ent paradigm . MRS are best  conceived as laboratories

of a new  place based approach to Cohesion Policy, deepening and widening indicators
and approaches to territorial cohesion. The EP, while com mit ted to a place based approach
towards Cohesion Policy, has based its interpretat ion of MLG on a contractual

understanding of t rans- nat ional cooperat ion, with a st rong dimension related to
performance targets, condit ionality and monitoring and possibly EGTC as an operat ional

inst rum ent 1 3 . This is in cont rast  with certain st rands of the Commission that  favour a
sectoral and classically redist ribut ive approach to t rans-nat ional cooperat ion. I t  also differs
from the views followed by the Commit tee of the Regions (CoR) and m ost nat ion states that
generally perceive macro- regional cooperat ion as a purely bot tom-up process with no or less
binding agreem ents on the European level. These sorts of value conflicts are characterist ic of
the integrat ive balancing process that  macro- regional cooperat ion is the name of14.

The balancing of regional disparit ies is as much a goal of MRS as the creat ion of synergies for
growth and employm ent . But  as a concept  macro- regions are imageries of both the internal

and external re-scaling of the territorial borders of the EU. MRS have become an
inst rument  governing the relat ions betw een the EU Mem ber States and its external

neighbours. As we will see later, analysis of t he init ial EU MRS as well as possible future
ones shows that  except  for the At lant ic Arc Region, all of the st rategies have or are planning
to involve non-EU Mem ber States. In this context , MRS have also important  interst ices with
form s of Neighbourhood Policy such as the Eastern Partnership, the Northern Dimension and
the Inst rument  for Pre-Accession ( IPA) Assistance for the Western Balkans. In other words,
MRS are both an inst rument  of Regional Policy, fostering the comparat ive developm ent  and
cohesion and the balancing and synergies betw een the European territories as well, as
well as a tool of Foreign Policy, by defending and nurturing the relat ionships that  the EU
develops externally.

In the last  sect ion we defined the concept  of m acro- region and macro- regionalizat ion on the
basis of the two exist ing MRS. In the next  sect ion, we will posit ion these concepts in the
evolut ion of proposals for the regulatory fram ework of Cohesion Policy and macro- regional
cooperat ion post - 2013.

12 European Commission (2011a): Impact Assessment accompanying the Draft  Regulat ion, Commission Staff
Working Paper, SEC(2011)1141, Brussels.

13 European Parliament 2011.
14 Committee of the Regions (2012): Opinion of the Committee of the Regions on “Developing a marit ime strategy

for the At lant ic Ocean Area” , (2012/ C 391/ 01), Brussels.
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2 .2 . From pilot to policy: m acro- regional st rategies post - 2 0 1 3

The added value of MRS

The European Parliament has emphasized from the very start of the policy process that “ the
European added value of macro- regions lies in greater cooperat ion betw een states and

regions”1 5 . In a resolut ion from June 2012, the European Parliament openly discussed the
evolut ion of MRS, and its present  and future prospects. The Parliament  has expressed the
view that  macro- regional cooperat ion should receive m ore at tent ion in the fram ework of ETC
“part icularly when these territories have been divided by borders and can further the

integrat ion of new Mem ber States and their regions”1 6 . This suggests that  the
involvem ent  of non-member count ries through macro- regional cooperat ion needs to som e
extent  be judged on the basis of the propensity of their becoming part  of the EU, and a

cont rario provides less added value where such projects are m inor or simply absent . This
decisive support  for the external dimension of MRS is not  shared in the same manner by all
policy actors. Recent ly the Council has for instance m ore caut iously stated that  macro-
regional st rategies “ should maintain their focus on the developm ent  of EU countries and may
cont ribute to European integrat ion where the part icipat ion of non-EU countries const itutes an
added value towards achieving the goals of the macro- regional st rategies” 17.

According to the EP “territorial cooperat ion and MRS could also be useful inst ruments for

ident ifying and com bat ing regional disparit ies, e.g. in access to educat ion and
employment , and for prom ot ing convergence between European regions” 18. This suggests
that  macro- regional cooperat ion should be judged on the basis of its capacity to address
issues related to regional disparit ies, at  least  in contexts where such reduct ion is desirable.
This is echoed in proposals by several other actors such as the CoR and the EESC , who has
been arguing that  MRS “facilitate convergence between the resources of the regions and
those of the various Member States, based on the implementat ion of coordinated
“governance” , and the creat ion of “mutual benefit ” for all part ies” 19.

The EP has further recommended that  macro- regional init iat ives should prom ote st ructural

projects taking into account  the mult i-annual financial framework 2014-2020. Furtherm ore,
the EP suggests bet ter coordinat ion between OPs and priorit ies in macro- regions. In order to
address these difficult ies, a “ roadm ap for MRS” should be defined, that  works as long term
strategy for the development  of macro- regions. Their development  should be st ructured
around a pre-developm ent  phase steered by the Com mission, defining the future governance
of the projected area20.

In June 2013, the EC presented a report  that  clarifies the concept  of MRS, evaluates the
added value of exist ing st rategies and provides recomm endat ions for future work.

15 European Parliament (2010): Report on the European Union Strategy for the Balt ic Sea Region and the role of

macro-regions in the future cohesion policy.
16 European Parliament (2012a): Resolut ion from the Commit tee on Regional Development on the evolut ion of EU

macro-regional strategies:  present pract ice and future prospects, especially in the Mediterranean, 2011/ 2179 INI ,
Brussels

17 CoE2014http: / / www.balt icsea- region-
strategy.eu/ attachments/ art icle/ 590686/ Council% 20Conclusions% 20on% 20governance% 20-% 202014.pdf

18 European Parliament  (2012b): Resolut ion from the European Parliament on opt im izing the role of territorial

development in cohesion policy, Brussels.
19 EESC (2013): Opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on “Developing a macro-regional strategy

in the Mediterranean — the benefits for island Member States” , Brussels.
20 European Parliament(2011b): Resolut ion on the European Strategy for the At lant ic Region.
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I t  considers the achievements to date, both advantages and difficult ies, against  the overall
EU policy framework, including the Europe 2020 Strategy, and the territorial perspect ive
present  in the Treat ies. The EC21 ident ified the following fields in which MRS in general create
added value:

• Results in term s of proj ect s, act ions, decisions, networks;

• Im proved policy developm ent ;

• Im proved value for m oney;

• Greater integrat ion and coordinat ion;

• Tackling regional inequalit y and prom ot ing terr itorial cohesion ;

• Prom ot ing m ult i- level governance;

• Im proved cooperat ion with neighbouring count ries.

EUSBSR and EUSDR are generally ment ioned as good examples for the different  aspects of
added value that  macro- regional cooperat ion can deliver.

Macro- regional st rategies and European Territorial Cooperat ion

Part icularly important  in this respect  has been the added value of MRS suggested for the
object ive of European Territorial Cooperat ion (ETC). The principal aim  of ETC is to prom ote
comm on solut ions across EU territorial borders through cross-border, t ransnat ional and
interregional cooperat ion. I f ETC is generally perceived as providing great  added value to
Cohesion Policy, concerns have been voiced in the last  programming periods over the
effect iveness of the funds put  at  its disposal. Part  of these crit icism relates to a perceived
much too loose focus of the priorit ies of t ransnat ional program m es, the com plexity

of governance procedures, the excessive num ber of “cooperat ion” spaces and the
lit t le use m ade of inst itut ional m echanism s such as EGTC to overcom e administ rat ive
and regulatory differences. The evolut ion of concepts and regulat ions related to macro-
regional cooperat ion has to be seen in the light  of these discussions.

In the programming period 2014-2020, the ETC regulat ion was specifically adapted to allow
for some of the challenges m ent ioned above to be bet ter addressed. The inst itut ionalizat ion
of MRS in the Cohesion Policy package for the next  period has been a part icularly important
result  thereof. According to this new regulatory fram ework “m acro- regional strategy”

means an integrated fram ework endorsed by the European Council, w hich m ay be

supported by the ESI  Funds am ong others, to address com mon challenges faced by a
defined geographical area relat ing to Mem ber States and third countries located in the
sam e geographical area which thereby benefit  from st rengthened cooperat ion contribut ing to

achievem ent of econom ic, social and territorial cohesion 2 2 . This definit ion is
part icularly important because it  reemphasizes the potent ial financial foundat ion of MRS,
their internal as well as external scope and their importance to the achievem ent  of place-
based Cohesion Policy. Moreover, the definit ion has served to dist inguish MRS from sea-basin
st rategies, which is a m uch looser st rategic concept  cent red on the sharing of a sea-basin as
a comm on geographic space.

21 European Commission (2014a): Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the

European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions concerning the governance of

macro-regional strategies, Brussels, 20.5.2014, COM(2014) 284 final.
22 European Commission: http: / / ec.europa.eu/ regional_policy/ cooperate/ macro_region_strategy/ index_en.cfm
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In a m ot ion on the opt im izat ion of the role of territorial developm ent  in Cohesion Policy from
2012, the EP has further discussed m echanisms to create synergies between the European
funding program mes in order to improve the effect iveness of European funding at  local and
regional level. The Parliament  has expressed the view that  a m acro- regional st rategy “w ould

m ake terr itorial cooperat ion projects and the EGTC m ore beneficial, and that  this
would enhance synergies w ith m ajor EU strategies (…)” 23. This suggests that MRS
should have an effect  on the efficiency and the effect iveness of territorial cooperat ion, and
that  added European value needs to be judged on this basis. In the past , proposals existed
for a “ three yeses”  rule, involving more complem entary funding, more inst itut ional
coordinat ion and m ore new projects. The EESC does for instance take the view that the
“ three No’s”  should be abandoned, taking into account  the experiences of the Balt ic Sea and
the Danube Region. With the int roduct ion of pilot  projects and preparatory act ions as
temporary financial support  for m acro- regional cooperat ion in the EU budget , the EP has
sought  to take somewhat  of an interm ediary role betw een the EC’s “three no’s”

posit ion and the call for a “three yeses” rule by others.

Together with the EGTC, MRS have been m arked out  as part icularly important  inst rum ents to
territorial cooperat ion post -2013 in the new CPR. With regard to t ransnat ional cooperat ion,
the EP int roduced a provision requiring the Com mission to take account  of exist ing and future
macro- regional and sea-basin st rategies when deciding on the list  of t ransnat ional areas

to receive financial support . Where Member States and regions part icipate in macro-
regional and sea-basin st rategies, the cooperat ion program mes concerned should set  out
how intervent ions could cont ribute to such st rategies. The REGI  Com mit tee’s posit ion
st ipulated that  EGTCs should be regarded as a “priority inst rum ent”  for the implementat ion of
territorial cooperat ion not  only within the EU, but  also with third countries. As such EGTC
should assist  the at tainment  of Europe 2020 object ives as well as support  the implementat ion
of MRS. In a nutshell, the new CPR sets out  the legal context  for the greater integrat ion
between OPs and MRS, as well as the possible use of EGTC in cross-border cooperat ion with
neighbouring count ries.

Efforts have been made to further integrate t ransnat ional programs and macro- regional
st rategies. In m id-2011, the EU Transnat ional Cooperat ion Program me Alpine Space (Partner
States:  Aust ria, France, Germany, I taly, Liechtenstein, Slovenia, Switzerland)  started a
st rategy development  process, with the aim  to define m edium and long- term st rategic
orientat ion and priorit ies for the Alpine area for which a macro- regional st rategy is current ly
in planning. In 2013 the EC introduced the concept  of a t ransnat ional Danube programm e for
the 2014 – 2020 period. Geographically, the Danube Program me area overlaps with the
territory addressed by the EUSDR and com prising also the Danube river basin. South East
Europe (SEE) can be considered as a direct  predecessor of the Danube Programm e. These
developm ents can be considered a direct  result  of the new regulatory context , and are
mot ivated by the object ive to increase the efficiency of financial allocat ion to MRS on the
backdrop of important  impasses in funding allocat ion experienced by above all the EUSDR in
the past .

The governance of m acro- regional st rategies

The main task for the future of MRS is to address som e crucial challenges and obstacles in
the governance of their implementat ion. This is especially crucial in the context  of new
proposals for MRS and their foreseeable mult iplicat ion as an inst rum ent  of Cohesion Policy.

23 European Parliament 2012b.
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Concerning the governance of MRS, a first  assessm ent  of the Balt ic Sea and Danube Region
strategy by the EP suggests for the Com mission to retain its strong role in the

coordinat ion and dialogue process for future MRS. This view is shared by the CoR24, the
EESC25 and other non-governm ental inst itut ions such as the CPMR26. In line with the CoR,
the EP has further called for an intensificat ion of m ult i- level governance, part icularly
emphasizing the regional and local layer, in order to avoid “the trap of intergovernm ental

governance”. Moreover, the Parliament  has clearly expressed the importance of the “pre-
developm ent  phase”  as a crucial period for the definit ion of future governance arrangem ents
for each macro- regional st rategy, arguing for the Com mission to “provide the necessary
human and financial resources for such investm ent” . The funding for this phase should com e
from the territorial cooperat ion area of Cohesion Policy. However, no clear fram ework has
been specified by the Parliament  so far on how this could look like in pract ice.

In an opinion published in October 2013, the Council has called on the Commission to
facilitate discussions around the improvem ent  of the governance of MRS27. The Commission
has reacted to these views by defining new ways of interact ion between the key elem ents of
this governance – Member State and Commission, NCP, and experts in the different  themat ic
areas. Crucially, the report  suggests that over- dependence on the European

Com m ission as a spokesperson of MRS is not  desirable, and a bet ter balance between
EC and other nat ional and regional authorit ies is needed. Again, this step seem s m ot ivated
by the increasing scarcity of resources available on the Com mission’s side, as well as the
general percept ion that  EUSDR and EUSBSR are pilot  projects that  necessitated more
extensive top-down coordinat ion than future st rategies28.

The Com mission recommends that  count ries and regions should take general st rategic
leadership at  the m inisterial level, with a rotat ing chair  and the nom inat ion of a special

representat ive for each st rategy, approved by the countries concerned. Sectoral m inisters
should drive progress in different  them at ic areas. NCPs should coordinate at  nat ional level
with the themat ic experts and should have the lead in coordinat ion and operat ional
leadership. In addit ion t rans-nat ional program mes and INTERACT should provide targeted
facilitat ion. Moreover, the EC suggests using especially the inst itut ional and capacity building
support  of newly aligned t ransnat ional program mes. A st ronger involvement  of civil society,
including nat ional and regional parliaments is also recom mended.

Init ial react ions to this proposal have been m ixed. The Conference of Peripheral Marit im e

Regions ( CPMR) has expressed its sat isfact ion with the report , especially as to what
regards the proposal to draw on exist ing regional organisat ions, as is the case of the CPMR’s
Geographical Commissions which bring together the Regions bordering Europe’s main sea
basins. Sim ilarly, the CPMR supports the need to joint ly address MRS and those relat ing to
the sea basins.

24 Committee of the Regions (2013): Opinion concerning the added value of macro-regional strategies, CoR 28,29
November 2013, Brussels.

25 Opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on “Developing a macro-regional strategy in the
Mediterranean — the benefits for island Member States”  (February 2013).

26 Opinion from the CPMR polit ical bureau macro-regional and sea basin strategies-preparing the future of European
integrat ion.

27 Council of Europe 2013.
28 European Commission 2014a.



New role of macro- regions in European Terr itor ial cooperat ion

28

In this regard, the CPMR asks the Commission to ensure bet ter coordinat ion of the act ions
led by its different  Directorates General in order to align these st rategies bet ter with exist ing
EU sectoral funding. However, the CPMR – the only macro- regional based organisat ion – also
regrets the Commission’s stat ic vision of governance based on Member States, NCPs and
experts, and calls for the establishment  of a m ore flexible and adaptable system  of

governance, involving polit icians, actors working on the ground, and notably regional
authorit ies, who are much closer to cit izens’ concerns. The Com mission should nevertheless
m aintain a leading role in support ing the launch of these st rategies in order to ensure
that  they provide added value to the EU29. This view is shared by the Council which in its
react ion to the EC com municat ion asked the Commission to cont inue playing a leading role in
st rategic coordinat ion of all key delivery stages of the macro- regional st rategies, where its
involvem ent  brings a clear added-value30. Further, the Council also sees an enhanced role for
the European and nat ional parliaments, in view of st rengthening MRS as veritable instances
of mult i- level governance.

2 .3 . The European Parliam ent  in the evolut ion of m acro-

regional concept ions and regulat ions

In the last  two sect ions we examined the evolut ion of concepts and regulat ions for macro-
regional cooperat ion in the EU policy context . The following set  of points should illust rate the
posit ion of the EP on these mat ters:

• Cohesion Policy and MRS: The Parliam ent  is com m it ted to a place based (as
opposed to sectoral)  approach towards Cohesion Policy. This is based on a
cont ractual understanding of t rans-nat ional cooperat ion and m ult i- level governance,
with a st rong dim ension related to perform ance targets, condit ionalit y and
m onitoring;

• Added value of MRS: Proposals by the Parliam ent suggest  that MRS should have
an effect  on the efficiency and the effect iveness of t err itorial cooperat ion, and that
added European value needs to be judged on this basis. Macro- regional cooperat ion
should also be judged on the basis of it s capacity to address issues related to
regional disparit ies, at  least  in contexts where such reduct ion is desirable;

• Governance of MRS: The opinions of the Parliam ent suggest  for t he Com m ission to
reta in its st rong role in the coordinat ion and dialogue process for future MRS.
The EP has further called for an intensificat ion of m ult i- level governance ;

• Coordinat ion w ith OPs: The EP has suggested bet ter coordinat ion between OPs
and priorit ies in the macro- regions. The EP has recom m ended that  m acro- regional
st rategies should prom ote st ructural projects taking into account  the m ult i-
annual financial fram ework 2014-2020.

Having examined the evolut ion of concepts related to m acro- regional cooperat ion, their
relat ionship to ETC as well as the part icular posit ion of the EP on the mat ter, the next  sect ion
will present  the reader with a pract ical overview of EU macro- regions considered,
implemented and planned.

29 Opinion from the CPMR polit ical bureau macro-regional and sea basin strategies-preparing the future of European
integrat ion.

30 CoE 2014 http: / / www.balt icsea-region-
strategy.eu/ attachments/ art icle/ 590686/ Council% 20Conclusions% 20on% 20governance% 20-% 202014.pdf



Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

29

3 . THE MACRO-REGI ONS AT A GLANCE

KEY FI NDI NGS

The Europe of m acro- regions is a set  of exist ing, prepared and conceived MRS.

• Two exist ing MRS which are in the im plem entat ion phase, the European St rategy for
the Balt ic Sea Region (EUSBSR – started in 2009)  and the European St rategy for the
Danube Region (EUSDR – started in 2011)

• Two st rategies in preparat ion; the European st rategy for the Adr iat ic and Ionian
Region (EUSAIR – accepted in October 2014)  and the European St rategy for the Alpine
Region (EUSALP – to be accepted by June 2015) .

• Five st rategies under considerat ion; a st rategy for the At lant ic Region or At lant ic Arc;
for the Mediterranean;  for the North Sea area and for the Black Sea.

The Europe of m acro- regions is a set of exist ing, prepared and conceived MRS.

Figure 2 : Macro- regions under considerat ion, in preparat ion and in im plem entat ion

Source: ÖIR 2014

The cont rast ing territorial contexts of the 9 MRS are illust rated in the map below for the
reader to locate them. We have chosen to represent  this on a map showing states according
to EU m embership status. I t  can imm ediately be seen that  they are posit ioned in quite
cont rast ing contexts related to the achievem ent  of Cohesion Policy.

EUS
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Figure 3 : Macro- regional st rategy areas of the European Union

Source: ÖIR 2014

In what  follows, we will provide the reader with a basic int roduct ion to these dist inct
st rategies and proposals by m eans of a set  of short  fact  sheets. These will assemble where it
is possible, informat ion on t ime horizon and geographical coverage, actors and principal
issues covered. These tables should serve as a short  int roduct ion to the m ore detailed
analysis of the case studies in chapters 4, 5 and 6.
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3 .1 . European Union St rategy for  the Balt ic Sea Region

( EUSBSR)

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of

adopt ion

The official process of developing a macro- regional st rategy in the Balt ic Sea Region
started in 2007, when the European Council called upon the Com m ission to “present
an EUSBSR” , as a result  of a Swedish government init iat ive. Two years later, the
first  Communicat ion of the St rategy, accompanied by the first  Act ion Plan was
published and adopted.

Tim e Horizon The ESBSR incorporates the environmental Balt ic Sea Act ion Plan, whose m ain t im e
horizon is 2030. As part  of the St rategy, a Marit ime Spat ial Planning docum ent
ent it led “Vision 2030”  and a Balt ic Transport  Out look 2030 have been produced.

Definit ion for

geographical

coverage

The EUSBSR covers count r ies surrounding the Balt ic Sea Region, having as a
common denom inator the Balt ic sea basin. Challenges and opportunit ies related to
the sea area were the start ing point  to augment  cooperat ion am ong count r ies in the
Region.

No. of
countries

Eight  EU count r ies take part  in the EUSBSR

EU Mem ber

States

Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden

Non- EU

States, Third
countries

The St rategy implies an extended cooperat ion with three neighbouring count r ies:
Norway, Russia and Belarus

Leading

countries

Swedish authorit ies played a key role in the first  phases of st rategy elaborat ion, and
remain an important  player together with Finland and Denm ark

Leading Direc-

torate General

( DG) w ithin

the
Com m ission

DG Regio. However, other DGs also take part  in the St rategy, especially DG Mare,
DG Markt  and DG RTD. Twenty DGs take part  in the EUSBSR I nter -Service Working
Group

Key issues The enhancement  of econom ic growth and environmental challenges of the Balt ic
Sea were the main init ial j ust ificat ion for the St rategy. However, it  soon becam e
obvious that  coordinat ion could be of added value in a num ber of fields. A key issue
in this respect  is to align the st rategies and act ions of the num erous, well -
established t ransnat ional cooperat ion st ructures in the Balt ic Sea Region.

Set- up The EUSBSR current ly has the following st ructure:
– 3 Object ives ( “save the sea” , “ increase prosperit y” , “ connect  the Region” ) , each of

which comprises 4 sub-object ives;
– 17 Prior it y Areas (PAs) , with a series of Flagship projects for each of them ;
– 5 Horizontal Act ions.

Sub- regions When it  comes to addressing environmental challenges, the Balt ic Sea Basin is an
important  sub-ent it y of the Balt ic Sea Region.
I n terms of Met ropolitan econom ic development  and m arit ime clusters, the focus is
on the “Cent ral Balt ic Region”  or “Northern Growth Corr idor”  running from
Stockholm  to Saint -Petersburg.
Finally, a number of corr idors are considered as part  of the am bit ion to bet ter
connect  the Balt ic Sea Region internally and externally, e.g. the Scandinavian-
Adriat ic corridor running through Eastern Germany and the Rail Balt ica Growth
Corr idor from  Helsinki to Rot terdam and Antwerp through the Balt ic States

Act ion Plan The first  Act ion Plan of the EUSBSR was adopted in June 2009. After extensive
discussions with Member States, stakeholders and relevant  services of the EC, a
revised Act ion Plan was published in early 2013.
According to the first  Act ion Plan, the EUSBSR had four Pillars:
(1) To make the Balt ic Sea an environmentally sustainable place;
(2) To make the Balt ic Sea a prosperous place;
(3) To make the Balt ic Sea an accessible and at t ract ive place;
(4) To make the Balt ic Sea a safe and secure place.
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Each of the Pillars had PAs, coordinated by one or two Mem ber States, while there
was also a number of Horizontal Act ions.

The 2013 Act ion Plan put  forward the three object ives of the St rategy:
(1) Save the sea;
(2) I ncrease prosperit y;
(3) Connect  the Region.
Each of the object ives has four sub-object ives. Moreover, there are in total 17 PAs
and 5 Horizontal Act ions, coordinated by different  inst itut ions of the Region.

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

The St rategy focuses on the environmental issues, connect ivit y, at t ract iveness and
prosperit y, while seeking to coordinate the numerous cooperat ion st ructures and
funding sources of the Region.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

There is a long cooperat ion history in the Balt ic Sea Region. Several of the
cooperat ion st ructures play an important  role in the implem entat ion of the EUSBSR.
(1) Council of the Balt ic Sea States, Nordic Council of Ministers, Balt ic Sea

Parliamentary Conference, VASAB, Balt ic Sea States Sub- regional cooperat ion;
(2) Balt ic Sea Chambers of Commerce Associat ion;
(3) Balt ic Sea Region Programme ( t ransnat ional cooperat ion) , South Balt ic

Programme (cross-border cooperat ion) , Cent ral Balt ic Program m e (cross-border
cooperat ion) . Other inst itut ions involved in the im plem entat ion of the EUSBSR
are the Union of the Balt ic Sea Cit ies, the Balt ic Developm ent  Forum , the
Euroregion Balt ic, the Swedish I nst r itute, the ScanBalt  fm ba, the Balt ic I nst itute
of Finland, the Balt ic Sea Non-Governmental Organisat ion (NGO) network.

Source: Author

3 .2 . European Union St rategy for  the Danube Region ( EUSDR)

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of
adopt ion

The EUSDR is a macro- regional st rategy adopted by the EC in Decem ber 2010, by
the General Affairs Council on 13 th April 2011 and by European Council on 24 th June
2011.

Tim e Horizon Undeterm ined

Definit ion for

geographical
coverage

The Danube Region includes an area of approximately 800,000 km ² . The terr itory is
linked by common challenges such as floods, improvement  of the navigabilit y of
r ivers, environmental and securit y issues.

No. of

countries

14

EU Mem ber

States

Aust r ia, Bulgaria, Croat ia, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Rom ania
Slovakia and Slovenia

Non- EU States Bosnia and Herzegovina, Moldova, Montenegro, Serbia and Ukraine

Leading
countries

I t  was Aust r ia and Romania who init ially subm it ted a call to the EU Council which
then formally asked the EU Commission to prepare an EUSDR by the end of 2010.

Leading DG/ S DG REGIO – leading

Key issues The Danube St rategy tackles the following key issues:  mobilit y, energy sources and
efficiency, water qualit y and quant it y, biodiversity, socio-econom ic development ,
educat ion and capacity, culture and ident it y, safety .
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Set- up The DR St rategy is st ructured as below:
– 4 object ives:  connect ing the Danube Region, protect ing the environm ent ;  building

prosperit y;  st rengthening the Region;
– 11 PAs31;
– 129 act ions with 400 projects32;
– 123 flagship projects.

Sub- regions The Carpathian Region (Aust r ia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Rom ania, Serbia,
Slovakia and Ukraine)  under the PAs:  “To improve mobilit y and m ult im odalit y”  &
“To manage environmental r isks” .
Other dist inct ions in the Region are made between Upper Danube, Cent ral Danube
and Lower Danube Area.

Act ion Plan The Act ion Plan was originally published in 2010 by the EC after an intensive
exchange with and on the basis of cont r ibut ions and proposals delivered by
count r ies, regional bodies and others, incl. non-governmental stakeholders of the
Region. I t  has not  changed since.

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

The issues to be addressed are included in the policies as below:
– Transport  policy;
– Environmental policy;
– Educat ion policy;
– Securit y policy.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ions

Several EU programmes cont r ibute to this st rategy, in part icular:  ( IPA)  Nat ional,
Cross-border Cooperat ion and Mult i-beneficiary count ry program m es and several
(European Neighbourhood Policy I nst rument – ENPI )  program m es. Following
inst itut ions are cooperat ing at  a macro- regional level:
(1) I nst itute for the Danube Region and Cent ral Europe ( IDM, 1953) ;
(2) Danube Commission (1964) ;
(3) Danube Rectors Conference (DCR, 1983) ;
(4) Working Community of the Danube Count r ies (1989) ;
(5) Cent ral European I nit iat ive (CEI , 1989) ;
(6) Council of Danube Cit ies and Regions (CDCR, 1998) ;
(7) I nternat ional Commission for the Protect ion of t he Danube River ( ICPDR,

1998) ;
(8) I nternat ional Sava River Basin Commission ( ISBRC, 2001) ;
(9) Regional Cooperat ion Council (2008) ;
(10) Danube Tourist  Commission (DTC) .

Source: Author

3 .3 . European Union St rategy for  the Adriat ic I onian Region

( EUSAI R)

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of
adopt ion

On 5 th May 2010 the eight  States part icipat ing in the Adriat ic I onian I nit iat ive (AI I )
signed the “Ancona Declarat ion on the support  to the EUSAIR” , prom oted by the
I talian Government .
The Marit ime St rategy for the Adriat ic and I onian Seas, adopted by the Com m ission
on 30 th November 2012, prepared the ground for the St rategy and was then
incorporated, with special regard to the first  pillar.
I n 2014, the Communicat ion of the St rategy33, accompanied by the first  Act ion

31 To improve mobility and mult imodality ( inland waters, rail, road and air) ;  to encourage more sustainable energy;
to promote culture and tourism, people to people contacts;  to restore and maintain the quality of waters;  to
manage environmental r isks;  to preserve biodiversity, landscapes and the quality of air and soils;  to develop the
Knowledge Society (research, educat ion and ICT);  to support  the competit iveness of enterprises;  to invest in
people and skills;  to step up inst itut ional capacity and cooperat ion;  to work together to promote security and
tackle organised and serious crime.

32 Of which 150 are already in implementat ion (EC 2013b, p. 4).
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Plan, was published. The St rategy was endorsed by the General Affairs Council on
29 th September 2014 and subsequent ly by the European Council on 24 th October
2014.

Tim e Horizon not  specified

Definit ion for

geographical
coverage

The Adriat ic I onian Region is a funct ional area primarily defined by the Adriat ic and
Ionian Seas basin. Covering also an important  terrest r ial surface area, it  t reats the
marine, coastal and terrest r ial areas as interconnected system s. Ports play a
dom inant  role throughout  the terr itory due to the growing m ovem ents of goods,
services and peoples owing to Croat ia’s accession to the EU and with the prospect  of
EU accession for other count r ies in the Region. At tent ion to land-sea linkages also
highlights impacts of unsustainable land-based act ivit ies on coastal areas and
marine ecosystems.

No. of

countries

Eight  count r ies take part  in the EUSAI R

EU Mem ber

States

Croat ia, Greece, I taly, Slovenia

Non- EU

States, Third
countries

The St rategy implies an extended cooperat ion with four non-EU count r ies:  Albania,
Montenegro, Serbia (EU candidate status)  and Bosnia-Herzegovina (potent ial
candidate for EU membership) .

Leading

countries

I talian and Greek authorit ies played a key role in the first  phases of st rategy
elaborat ion, and remain important players.

Leading DG

w ithin the
Com m ission

DG Regio in close cooperat ion with DG Mare

Key issues The general object ive of the St rategy is to promote sustainable economic and social
prosperit y in the Region. This will be achieved through growth and jobs creat ion,
and by improving it s at t ract iveness, compet it iveness and connect ivit y, while
preserving the environment  and ensuring healthy and balanced m arine and coastal
ecosystems. The reinforcing of the implementat ion of exist ing EU policies in the
Region could bring an EU added value, while offer ing the opportunity for all
part icipat ing count r ies to align their policies with the EU-2020 overall vision. I t  will
thereby also cont r ibute to br inging Western Balkan count r ies closer to the EU by
offer ing them opportunit ies for working closely with Mem ber States, to address
common challenges and opportunit ies specific to the Region34.

Set- up The EUSAIR current ly has the following st ructure35:
– 4 Pillars ( “blue growth” , “ connect ing the Region” , “environm ental qualit y” ,

“sustainable tourism ”) ;  two of them have 3 topics, and other two have 2 topics;
– 2 Cross-Cut t ing aspects (capacity-building;  research and innovat ion) ;
– 2 Horizontal Principles for all 4 pillars (climate change m it igat ion and adaptat ion,

disaster r isk management ) .

Sub- regions not  specified

Act ion Plan The first  Act ion Plan of the EUSAIR was adopted in June 2014 after an extensive,
bot tom -up consultat ion process that involved a wide range of stakeholders from  the
Adriat ic- I onian Region represent ing not  only nat ional, regional and local authorit ies,
but  also the private sector, academ ia and civil society.
According to the Act ion Plan, the EUSAIR has four  Pillars:
(1) Blue growth;
(2) Connect ing the Region;
(3) Environmental qualit y;
(4) Sustainable tourism .

33 European Commission (2014b): Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,

the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions concerning the European Union

Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Region, Brussels, 17.6.2014, COM(2014) 357 final.
34 European Commission 2014b.
35 European Commission 2014b.
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The Act ion Plan for each pillar:
– Indicates the coordinat ing count r ies;
– Defines specific object ives;
– Ident ifies topics;
– Ident ifies the links with other pillars;
– Ident ifies Cross-Cut t ing I ssues.
At  Topic level, the Act ion Plan:
– Provides a list  of indicat ive act ions;
– Ident ifies, for each act ion, the indicat ive actors;
– Indicates, for each act ion, the examples of possible projects;
– Provides examples of targets by 2020.

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

The St rategy focuses on the driving innovat ive marit ime and m arine growth,
environmental issues, connect ivit y, sustainable tourism .

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

There is a long cooperat ion history in the Adriat ic I onian Region. Several of the
cooperat ion st ructures play an important  role in the implem entat ion of the EUSAIR.
(1) Adriat ic I onian I nit iat ive, Forum of Adriat ic and I onian Cit ies;
(2) Forum of the Adriat ic and I onian Chambers of Comm erce, UniAdrion (Network

of Universit ies from  the Adriat ic- I onian Region) ;
(3) IPA Adriat ic CBC Program me 2007-2013, SEE Program me 2007-2013, Adriat ic

I onian Programme 2014-2020 ( t ransnat ional cooperat ion) , I taly-Greece, I taly-
Croat ia and I taly-Slovenia (cross-border cooperat ion) , the I PA CBC Program m e
Greece-Albania, the IPA CBC Programme I taly-Albania-Montenegro.

Source: Author

3 .4 . European Union St rategy for  the Alpine Region ( EUSALP)

Process
start ing date;
( ant icipated)

year of
adopt ion

The process of developing a macro- regional st rategy in the Alpine Region started
with the “Common Declarat ion adopted during the Sum m it  of Regions – St rategy
for the Alps”  on 12 th March 2010 at  Mit tenwald, Bavaria.
Subsequent ly, with the Resolut ion of 23 rd May 201336 the EP called “ for a m acro-
regional st rategy for the Alps to be the subject  of a comprehensive evaluat ion by
the Commission, based on object ive cr iteria and measurable indicators” .
On 19 th-20 th December 2013, the European Council invited the Com m ission, in co-
operat ion with Member States, to elaborate an EUSALP37.
From 16 th July to 15 th October 2014, DG Regio was conduct ing a public consultat ion
to gather cont r ibut ions from  cit izens, organisat ions and public authorit ies.
On 10 th July 2014, the CoR presented the Working Docum ent  “An Alpine m acro-
regional st rategy for the EU”  for the meet ing of the Comm ission for Terr itor ial
Cohesion Policy38.

Tim e Horizon not  specified

Definit ion for
geographical

coverage

The Alpine Region has a populat ion of around 70 m illion people. The EU count r ies
involved in the Region are five, while the non-EU count r ies are two, all situated at
the heart  of a mountain range at  the cent re of Europe.
Diversity is what  characterizes the Alpine Region. I t s terr itor ies are diverse not  only
on a demographic, social and econom ic level, but  also on cultural and linguist ic
aspect . Equally, government  systems and t radit ions are diverse am ong the regions.
Given the common specificit ies as well as the diversit ies of the Alpine area, the call
for cooperat ion has been issued.

No. of

countries

Seven count r ies take part  in the Alpine Region

36 European Parliament resolut ion of 23 rd May 2013 on a macro-regional strategy for the Alps (2013/ 2549(RSP) )
P7_TA-PROV(2013)0229.

37 European Council Brussels, 20 th December 2013, EUCO 217/ 13, CO EUR 15, CONCL 8.
38 Working Document, Commission for Territorial Cohesion Policy, An Alpine macro-regional strategy for the

European Union, COTER-V-050, Committee of the Regions, 23 rd Commission meeting, 10th July 2014.
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EU Mem ber

States

Aust r ia, France, Germany, I taly, Slovenia

Non- EU

States, Third
countries

The St rategy implies an extended cooperat ion with an EEA EFTA State,
Liechtenstein, and a EFTA State, Switzerland.

Leading

countries

France, steering the joint  process of formulat ion of the St rategy

Leading DG

w ithin the

Com m ission

DG Regio

Key issues The main challenge of the St rategy should be to tackle the econom ic, social and
terr itor ial imbalances exist ing in the Alpine Region, with part icular regard to the
imbalances between cit ies and rural areas in the Alps39. The m ain opportunit ies
should be in st imulat ing an innovat ive and sustainable model of developm ent , able
to conciliate the promot ion of growth and jobs, and the preservat ion and enjoym ent
of natural and cultural assets in the area.

Set- up not  specified

Sub- regions not  specified

Act ion Plan not  specified

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

Enhancing at t ract iveness and compet it iveness of the Alpine Region as well as
reducing social and terr itorial disparit ies for smart , sustainable and inclusive growth
in the Region const itute a tailor-made cont ribut ion to the growth of the Region in
line with EU 2020 St rategy object ives.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

There is cooperat ion in the Alpine Region:
(1) Alpine Convent ion, EUREGIO (EGTC between Tyrol-South Tyrol-Trent ino) ;
(2) EFTA (European Free Trade Associat ion) , EEA (European Econom ic Area) ;
(3) TNC programmes:  Alpine Space, Cent ral Europe;  CBC program m es:  I taly -

Aust r ia, I taly – France (Alps – ALCOTRA) , I taly-Slovenia, Germ any (Bavaria) -
Aust r ia, Alpenrhein – Bodensee – Hochrhein (covering terr itor ies belonging to
Germany, Aust r ia, Liechtenstein and Switzerland) , Slovenia-Aust r ia, France-
Switzerland, I taly-Switzerland.

Source: Author

3 .5 . European Union St rategy for  the Carpathian Region

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of
adopt ion

The process followed these steps:
– In 1993 the Carpathian Euroregion project  started, as a polit ical init iat ive

supported by Minist ries of I nternat ional Affairs of the Republic of Poland, Hungary
and Ukraine;

– In May 2003 the Framework Convent ion on the Protect ion and Sustainable
Development  of the Carpathians (Carpathian Convent ion)  was adopted and signed
by the seven Part ies (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Rom ania, Serbia, Slovak
Republic, Ukraine)  in Kyiv, Ukraine, and entered into force in January 2006;

– In 2005 there was the first  presentat ion of the concept of Carpathian Horizon
2020 in Brussels (meet ing with the Commissioner of Regional Developm ent ‐ D.
Hubner) ;

– In January 2013 the Karpacki Horizont  2020 Associat ion drafted a Working
Document  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion Developm ent  St rategy” .

Tim e Horizon not  specified

39 European Commission 2014a.
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Definit ion for

geographical
coverage

On the basis of the “At las of the Carpathian macro- region”  docum ent 40 this large
mountain region represents one of the most  important  biodiversity hotspots in
Europe.
I n geographic and demographic terms, the neighbouring count ry Ukraine plays a
very significant  role in the potent ial macro- region. I t s part icipat ion as an act ive
actor is one of the crucial condit ions in the process of developm ent  of the Region.

No. of

countries

The Working Document  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion Development
St rategy”  presented by the Associat ion Carpathian Euroregion Poland41 ident ifies
four EU count r ies that  could take part  in the Carpathian Region.

EU Mem ber

States

Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia

Non- EU

States, Third

countries

The St rategy for the Carpathian macro- region could imply an extended cooperat ion
with one neighbouring count ry:  Ukraine.

Leading
countries

Poland. I t  has to be stated that  it  is not  clear if the Associat ion Carpathian
Euroregion Poland acts:
(a) On behalf of the other regional associat ions of the area;
(b) On behalf of the polish government .

Leading DG

w ithin the
Com m ission

DG Regio

Key issues On the basis of the Working Document  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion
Development  St rategy” , there are four key challenges:
– To create environment  promot ing innovat ion and enterprise developm ent ;
– To enable the development  of social and human capital in the Region;
– To enhance uniform  development  of all areas in the Region and im proved access

to it ;
– To enhance inst itut ional interrelat ions within the area and to increase m ovement

of ideas and know-how.
The main challenge for the Carpathian Region is therefore to m anage those
significant  changes to achieve a sustainable econom ic prosperit y without  the loss of
it s natural and cultural characterist ics.

Set- up not  specified

Sub- regions not  specified

Act ion Plan Following the Working Document  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion
Development  St rategy”  presented by the Associat ion Carpathian Euroregion
Poland, the implementat ion of the Act ion Plan is foreseen in 2016.

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

On the basis of the Working Document  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion
Development  St rategy”  the St rategy will be focused on:
– Econom ics, to overcome the wide disparit ies (and hence realize the high potent ial)

in research and product ive innovat ion;
– Accessibilit y, with the improvement  of networks, for ending the energy isolat ion of

parts of the Region, and ensuring sustainabilit y of t ransport  m odes and the
sustainable development  of the cit ies being sub- local developm ent  cent res as well
as rural areas;

– Creat ion and reinforcement  of internal inst itut ional relat ions between part icular
areas in the Region and actors, and stakeholders support ing the developm ent  of
the Region.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

There is cooperat ion in the Carpathian area.
(1) Carpathian Convent ion;  Eastern Par tnership (ENP Joint  I nit iat ive) ;

40 Palacky University and European Academy (EURAC), Ruffini, Flavio V.;  Ptacek, Pavel (eds., 2009): Atlas of the

Carpathian Macroregion, Carpathian Project.
41 Working Document regarding The Carpathian Euroregion Development Strategy – “Carpathian Horizon 2020” ,

Rzeszów, 13 th January 2013, Version 1.0 ( for discussion).
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1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

(2) Carpathian Region Business Network;  Karpacki Horizont  2020 Associat ion;
(3) The Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Programme, the Poland-Belarus-

Ukraine Programme, the Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Program m e
(Land-Border Programmes) , the Hungary-Romania-Program m e, the Poland-
Slovakia Programme, the Hungary-Slovak Republic Program m e (Cross-border
Cooperat ion Programmes) .

Source: Author

3 .6 . European Union St rategy for  the North Sea Region

Process star t ing
date; ( ant ici-

pated)  year of
adopt ion

I n 2010, the Commit tee of the Regions ( in Opinion CdR 99/ 2010)  called on
Member States to task the European Commission with drawing up a st rategy for
the North Sea-English Channel area with an emphasis on Marit im e Policy, the
environment , t ransport , indust ry and science42.
I n 2011, the North Sea Commission adopted the “North Sea Region 2020”
st rategy paper, developed in consultat ion with it s members and stakeholders, and
dialogue with the European Parliament . The St rategy is im plem ented through an
Act ion Plan and a number of workplans43.
I n 2013, the European Parliament  approved a budget  of 250,000 Euros for a
“preparatory act ion”  (13 03 77 14)  beginning in 2014 to “analyse the region’s
growth potent ial with a view to invest igate the added value of having a future
shared macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea area” . The “preparatory act ion”
budget  will be used finance a North Sea stakeholder conference scheduled for
201444. A second stakeholder conference may be organised in 2015.
I t  should be noted that  the “preparatory act ion”  does not  aim  to establish a
macro- regional st rategy but  only seeks to exam ine the areas and sectors of
common interest  and to explore and build commitment  am ong stakeholders in
order to provide a basis for decision on the future developm ent  and the creat ion of
growth in the North Sea Region.

Tim e Horizon I t  seems unlikely that  a formal macro- regional st rategy will be developed for the
North Sea Region in the next  few years45.

Definit ion for

geographical
coverage

I f developed at  all, a macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region will m ost
probably build closely on the “North Sea Region 2020”  st rategy, developed by the
North Sea Commission which represents 34 member regions from  8 count r ies
bordering the North Sea (Belgium , Denmark, France, Germ any, the Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom) .

No. of countries The North Sea Commission represents regions in 8 count r ies (see above)  but  this
does not  necessarily mean that  all will be involved in the developm ent  of a m acro-
regional st rategy (see above) .

EU Mem ber
States

North Sea Commission members from : Belgium , Denmark, France, Germ any, t he
Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom

Non- EU States,
Third count ries

North Sea Commission members from :  Norway

Leading
countries

Many Member States are current ly hesitant  or neut ral about  com m it t ing to a
macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region. I n general, nat ional
governments are less interested than regional authorit ies. There is som e regional
interest  in Germany, the Netherlands and the UK (e.g. Scot land) . There is som e
support  in Sweden but  it  is not  such an act ive driver for the m acro- regional
st rategy for the North Sea Region as it  was for the Balt ic Sea Region. Norway is
generally posit ive towards a macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region but
is of course not  an EU member.

42 http: / / cor.europa.eu/ en/ act ivit ies/ opinions/ pages/ opinion-factsheet.aspx?OpinionNumber= CDR% 2099/ 2010
43 www.northseacommission.info/ index.php/ strategy-and-development/ north-sea-region-2020
44 www.europarl.europa.eu/ meetdocs/ 2009_2014/ documents/ imco/ dv/ comreportbudget_/ comreportbudget_en.pdf
45 This is also the opinion expressed in the North Sea Region Programme 2014-2020 (p.112),

www.northsearegion.eu/ files/ user/ File/ NSRP_2014_2020/ FINAL_COOPERATION_PROGRAMME_FOR_INTERNAL_M
S_CONSULTATION.pdf
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Leading DG

w ithin the
Com m ission

DG-MARE;  some early involvement  by DG-REGIO;  interest  shown by DG-ENER

Key issues Marit ime cooperat ion and energy networks are current ly considered to be two of
the key issues. Other key issues may reflect  the st rategic pr ior it ies contained in
the “North Sea Region 2020”  st rategy paper:
– Managing marit ime space;
– Increasing accessibilit y and clean t ransport ;
– Tackling climate change;
– At t ract ive and sustainable communit ies;
– Promot ing innovat ion, excellence and sustainabilit y .

Set- up not yet  decided

Sub- regions not yet  decided

Act ion Plan No, but  there is an Act ion Plan for the “North Sea Region 2020”  st rategy (see
above) .

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

The “North Sea Region 2020”  st rategy ident ifies the following policy issues
alongside it s five st rategic pr iorit ies:
– Managing Marit im e Space:  marit ime spat ial planning;  exploitat ion of m arine

resources;  North Sea stakeholder forum ;
– I ncreasing Accessibilit y and Clean Transport :  promote developm ent  of

mult imodal corr idors;  opt im ise performance of mult imodal logist ics chains;  clean
t ransport ;  clean shipping;

– Tackling Clim ate Change:  climate change adaptat ion;  low-carbon technologies
and energy efficient / green technologies;  renewable energy and North Sea
energy grid;

– At t ract ive and Sustainable Com m unit ies:  compet it iveness of sectors and
enterprises ( tourism  and marit ime) ;  demography;  development  of skills and
employabilit y;

– Prom ot ing I nnovat ion, Excellence and Sustainabilit y :  a horizontal pr iorit y (no
specific policy issues ident ified) .

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

Track record of cooperat ion in the North Sea Region:
North Sea Commission ( founded in 1989) – facilitates partnerships between
regions connected with the North Sea and promotes the North Sea Basin as an
econom ic ent it y within Europe. Unlike most  internat ional organisat ions, the
members of the North Sea Commission are primarily subnat ional adm inist rat ive
divisions rather than states.
INTERREG North Sea Region t ransnat ional cooperat ion program m es ( I IC, I I I B,
IVB) 46.
NORVISION – A Spat ial Perspect ive for the North Sea Region, an advisory
document  which was prepared to t ry to influence spat ial planning in the North Sea
Region. The document  was prepared by consultants (PLANCO Consult ing,
Germany)  together with representat ives from  nat ional and sub-nat ional spat ial
planning offices and INTERREG I I C project  leaders across the North Sea Region. I t
presented a vision that  sought  to:  ( i)  ident ify the benefit s of working t ogether on
spat ial planning;  ( ii)  demonst rate how principles of spat ial developm ent  could be
applied;  ( iii)  provide a spat ial context  for inputs to the developm ent  of the
INTERREG I I I  programme;  ( iv)  inspire regional planners in developing sustainable
spat ial planning policies;  and (v)  promote cross-sector co-ordinat ion in the North
Sea Region.

Source: Author

46 Boundaries of the INTERREG North Sea Region transnat ional cooperat ion programmes shifted between each of
these programming periods.
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3 .7 . European Union St rategy for  the Black Sea Region

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of

adopt ion

After the “Com m unicat ion from  the Com m ission to the Council and the European

Parliam ent – Black Sea Synergy – a New Regional Cooperat ion I nit iat ive” in 200747,
the official process of developing a macro- regional st rategy in the Black Sea Region
started in 2011, when the EP adopted the resolut ion on an “EU St rategy for the

Black Sea” 48. I n the last  three years, the EU Black Sea st rategy has not  been
drafted, yet .

Tim e Horizon not  specified
Definit ion for

geographical

coverage

The Black Sea Region is a dist inct  geographical area r ich in natural resources and
st rategically located at  the junct ion of Europe, Cent ral Asia and the Middle East .
Given the confluence of cultures in the Black Sea area, growing regional cooperat ion
could have beneficial effects beyond the Region itself.

No. of

countries

Three EU count r ies take part  in the Black Sea Region

EU Mem ber

States

Greece, Bulgaria, Romania

Non- EU

States, Third

countries

The St rategy implies an extended cooperat ion with seven No-EU count r ies:
Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Turkey.

Leading

countries

not  specified

Leading DG

w ithin the

Com m ission

not  specified

Key issues The EP Resolut ion underlines that , given the st rategic importance of the Black Sea
Region for the EU and the rather lim ited results of the Black Sea Sinergy, the new
st rategy for the Black Sea Region should be launched to enhance the coherence and
visibilit y of EU act ion in the Region. This new st rategy should be an integral part  of
the EU’s broader foreign and securit y policy vision.

Set- up not  yet  decided
Sub- regions not  specified
Act ion Plan not  specified
Overview  of

policy issues

addressed

On the basis of the EP Resolut ion, the main object ive pursued by the EU and the
Member States in the EU St rategy for the Black Sea Region should be to establish
an area of peace, democracy, prosperit y and stabilit y, founded on respect  for
human r ights and fundam ental freedoms and providing for EU energy securit y;  the
good governance, the rule of law, promot ion of respect  of hum an r ights, m igrat ion
management , energy, t ransport , the environment , and econom ic and social
development  should const itute pr ior it y act ions.

Support ing

transnat ional

st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic

and/ or

3 . project -

based

cooperat ion

Although there was cooperat ion in the past , in the last  three years the tensions
between the count r ies ( in part icular between Russia and Ukraine) have seriously
weakened the process of cooperat ion in the area.
(1) Black Sea Synergy;
(2) Black Sea Econom ic Cooperat ion (BSEC) , Associat ion of the Black Sea Zone

Chambers of Commerce and I ndust ry, Black Sea Trade and Development  Bank
(BSTDB) ;

(3) Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Programme (Land-Border Program m e) ,
Black Sea Programme (Sea-Basin Programme) , SEE program m e ( t ransnat ional
programme) , Greece-Bulgaria programme, Romania-Bulgaria program m e,
Bulgaria-Turkey IPA programme 2007-2013 (cross-border program m es) .

Source: Author

47 European Commission (2007): Communicat ion from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament

concerning the Black Sea Synergy – a new regional cooperat ion init iat ive, Brussels, 11.4.2007, COM(2007) 160
final.

48 Strasbourg, European Parliament resolut ion of 20 th January 2011 on an EU Strategy for the Black Sea –
2010/ 2087(INI ) .
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3 .8 . European Union St rategy for  the At lant ic Arc Region

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of
adopt ion

The Faro declarat ion of 1989 t ranslated in pract ical terms the intent ion of the
At lant ic Regions to cooperate, in order to address common challenges and define an
ident it y based on their marit ime and peripheral characterist ics. This led to the
creat ion of the At lant ic Arc Commission in the CPMR. Ten years later, the cit ies
decided to create a network, in order to enhance t he local dim ension of this form  of
cooperat ion. The Conference of At lant ic Arc Cit ies was therefore created (Rennes,
2000) .
On 21st November 2011, the EC decided to consult  the EESC on the
“Com m unicat ion from  the Com m ission to the EP, the Council, the EESC and the CoR

– Developing a Marit im e St rategy for the At lant ic Ocean Area” 49.

I n 2012, at  the 481st plenary session, held on 23 rd and 24 th May (m eet ing of 24 th

May) , the EESC adopted the opinion called “EU St rategy for the At lant ic Region” by
151 votes to 2, with 5 abstent ions50.
On 13 th May 2013, with the “Com m unicat ion from  the Com m ission to the EP, the

Council, the EESC and the CoR – Act ion Plan for a Marit ime St rategy in the At lant ic

area – Delivering sm art , sustainable and inclusive growth ” 51, the Com m ission
invited the EP and the Council to endorse the Act ion Plan for the Marit im e St rategy
in the At lant ic area.

Tim e Horizon not  specified

Definit ion for

geographical
coverage

The European At lant ic Arc is an extensive geographical area st retching from  North
to South, which is linked by the At lant ic Ocean.
The European At lant ic Region has a significant  t radit ion of polit ical cooperat ion in
order to promote init iat ives of common interest , covered by European t ransnat ional
programmes. This cooperat ion involves not  only regional authorit ies, but  also civil
society.
The EESC opinion considers that  the At lant ic area comprises a variety of regions
with their own development  challenges, whose unity and specific features are
rooted in their marit ime nature and global out reach and their lack of connect ions
with the European econom ic and polit ical cent res.

No. of

countries

Five EU count r ies take part  in the At lant ic Arc Region

EU Mem ber
States

I reland, United Kingdom, France, Spain, Portugal

Non- EU

States, Third
countries

The St rategy implies a cooperat ion with:  I celand, Norway, Greenland, Faroe
Islands. The EESC opinion underlines that  although the North Sea Regions have
common interests in the At lant ic area, in future they could develop their own
st rategy.

Leading

countries

not  specified

Leading DG

w ithin the
Com m ission

not  specified

49 European Commission (2011b): Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,

the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions concerning “Developing a

Marit ime Strategy for the At lant ic Ocean Area” , Brussels, 21.11.2011, COM(2011) 782 final.
50 ECO/ 306 – CESE 1298/ 2012, Brussels, 24 th May 2012. This opinion was writ ten in response to the request of the

European Commission to consult  the EESC about the “Communicat ion from the Commission to the European
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Commit tee and the Committee of the Regions –
Developing a Marit ime Strategy for the At lant ic Ocean Area” .

51 European Commission (2013a): Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,

the European Economic and Social Commit tee and the Committee of the Regions concerning Act ion Plan for a

Marit ime Strategy in the At lant ic area. Delivering smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, Brussels, 13.5.2013,
COM(2013) 279 final.



New role of macro- regions in European Terr itor ial cooperat ion

42

Key issues The EESC opinion proposes a macro- regional st rategy which, in conjunct ion with the
marit ime pillar, incorporates the terr itor ial pillar, taking account  of the experiences
of the Balt ic Sea and Danube Regions.
On the basis of the EESC opinion, the marit ime dimension could be a key feature of
this area. I t s shared econom ic, technological and cultural heritage includes indeed
act ivit ies such as fishing, shipbuilding, the metallurgical indust ry, engineering,
research and science, ports, t rade and marit ime t ransport .

Set- up not yet decided

Sub- regions not  specified

Act ion Plan not  specified

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

Following the EESC opinion, the prior it y object ives of the At lant ic m acro- region
should be based on the themat ic pillars of the Europe 2020 St rategy.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

There is a long cooperat ion history in the At lant ic Arc Region.
(1) At lant ic Arc Commission, Conference of At lant ic Arc Cit ies;
(2) At lant ic Transnat ional Network;
(3) At lant ic Area programme, North West  Europe program m e, South West  Europe

programme, Madeira-Açores-Canarias programme ( t ransnat ional cooperat ion) ;
I reland-Wales programme, Northern I reland, the Border Region of I reland and
Western Scot land programme, United Kingdom - I reland (PEACE I I I )  program -
me, France-Spain-Andorra programme, France (Channel) -England program m e,
Two Seas programme, Spain-Portugal programme (cross-border cooperat ion) .

Source: Author

3 .9 . European Union St rategy for  the W estern and Eastern

parts of the Mediterranean Sea Region

Process

start ing date;

( ant icipated)

year of

adopt ion

On 22nd May 2012 (17 years after the Barcelona Declarat ion adopted at  the Euro-
Mediterranean Conference of November 1995)  Andreas Mavroyiannis, Deputy
Minister to the President  for European Affairs of the Republic of Cyprus, requested
the EESC, on behalf of the forthcom ing Cyprus Presidency, to draw up an
exploratory opinion on:
“Developing a macro- regional st rategy in the Mediterranean – the benefit s for island
Member States” .
At  it s 485 th plenary session, held on 12 th and 13 th December 2012 (m eet ing of 12 th

December) , the EESC adopted the opinion by 147 votes to 1 with 5 abstent ions52.
I n the last  two years the building process of the Mediterranean m acro- region seem s
to mark a slowdown, probably due to the fact  that  the Mediterranean Region
remains a breeding-ground of polit ical instabilit y and arm ed conflict , with
undesirable loss of life, dest ruct ion of property, and consequences for business and
t rade, as well as for the environment .

Tim e Horizon not  specified

Definit ion for

geographical

coverage

The Mediterranean Region is bordered by over twenty count r ies and a large part  of
the Mediterranean Sea remains outside nat ional jur isdict ion.
As a result , the start ing point  to st rengthen cooperat ion in this area could be the
improvement  of the management  of marit ime act ivit ies, the protect ion of the
marine environment  and marit ime heritage, the prevent ion and fight  pollut ion, the
ensuring of a safer and more secure marit ime space.

No. of
countries

Nine EU count r ies take par t  in the EU St rategy for the Mediterranean Sea Region.

52 ECO/ 332 A macro-regional strategy in the Mediterranean, Brussels, 12 th December 2012 “OPINION of the
European Economic and Social Commit tee on Developing a macro-regional strategy in the Mediterranean – the
benefits for island Member States (exploratory opinion for the Cyprus Presidency)” .
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EU Mem ber

States

Portugal, Spain, France, I t aly, Greece, Cyprus, Croat ia, Slovenia and Malta.

Non- EU

States, Third

countries

The St rategy implies an extended cooperat ion with twelve neighbouring count r ies
and the Palest inian Authorit y :  Montenegro, Albania, Turkey, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan,
I srael, Egypt , Libya, Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco.

Leading
countries

On the basis of the EESC opinion, Cyprus and Malta could play a part icular ly
important  role in any new st rategy framed by the EU.

Leading DG

w ithin the
Com m ission

DG Regio in cooperat ion with the European External Act ion Service. DG Mare.

Key issues The object ive of this st rategy should be to create policies helping count r ies in the
Mediterranean Region to st rengthen their econom ic and social relat ions, and to
cooperate in resolving common problems, allowing the Region to becom e
internat ionally compet it ive, prosperous, safe and environm entally sustainable. Such
a macro- regional st rategy should also coordinate all the policies, object ives and
measures of EU bodies with those of the Member States, the regions, local
econom ic and social councils, and all stakeholders in the Mediterranean, in
part icular small and isolated island Member States in the Region.
The St rategy is also expected to resolve the problems caused by the current
econom ic cr isis, by accelerat ing rates of growth, creat ing job opportunit ies and
reducing unemployment .

Set- up The Mediterranean Sea St rategy is not  decided yet , but  in relat ion to the opinion of
the EESC, there will be:
– 7 Object ives;
– 6 Pillars which are consistent  with the Europe 2020 st rategy.

Sub- regions Following the EESC opinion, the macro- regional st rategy in the Mediterranean could
be art iculated into two subregional st rategies:  for the Eastern and Western
Mediterranean basin.

Act ion Plan not  specified

Overview  of

policy issues
addressed

The St rategy will focus on cooperat ion for resolving comm on problem s, allowing the
Region to become internat ionally compet it ive, prosperous, safe and environm entally
sustainable.

Support ing

transnat ional
st ructures:

1 . polit ical

2 . econom ic
and/ or

3 . project -

based
cooperat ion

There is cooperat ion in the Mediterranean Region.
(1) No major polit ical cooperat ion exam ples found;

(2) ASCAME (Associat ion of the Mediterranean Chambers of Com m erce and
Indust ry) , ANIMA I nvestment  Network (mult i-count ry cooperat ion plat form  for
econom ic development  in the Mediterranean) ;

(3) MED Programme ( t ransnat ional ETC) , ENPI  CBC Mediterranean Sea Program m e
(Sea-Basin Programme) , I taly-Tunisia Programme (Sea-crossing Program m e) ;
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership ( formerly known as t he Barcelona process) .

Source: Author
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4 . EXI STI NG MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES:

STRENGTHS AND W EAKNESSES OF THE

STRATEGI ES FOR THE BALTI C SEA AND DANUBE

REGI ON

KEY FI NDI NGS

• The EC has been the m ain driving force, in spite of the m any well -established pre-
exist ing organisat ions in the Balt ic and Danube Region. The EUSBSR was the first
st rategy to be adopted and it  has been a source of inspirat ion for the other MRS.

• The EUSBSR and the EUSDR funct ion as an um brella for cooperat ion init iat ives, m ost  of
which existed before the st rategies were established. I t  is difficult  to assess whether the
st rategies have influenced the nature or extent  of these init iat ives.

• The lack of involvem ent  of Mem ber States ( in both st rategies) ,  and the lim ited
com m itm ent  at  operat ional level, are ident ified as key challenges by som e stakeholders.
The need for st ronger and m ore reliable Steering Com m it tees for each Priorit y Area has
been recognized as an inst rum ent  to encourage im proved com m itm ent  of relevant
bodies in each Mem ber State.

4 .1 . Balt ic Sea Region

The first  macro- regional st rategy was proposed and adopted in the Balt ic Sea Region. The
process of developing a macro- regional st rategy started in 2007 when the European Council
called upon the Commission to present  an EUSBSR, as a result  of the Swedish governm ent
init iat ive. This st rategy covers count ries having as a comm on denominator the Balt ic Sea
basin. Eight  EU Member States are part  of the Strategy (Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Sweden)  and there is an extended cooperat ion also
with neighbouring count ries such as Norway, Russia and Belarus. The communicat ion of the
EC on the EUSBSR was accompanied by the Act ion Plan, which determ ined the object ives of
the St rategy after a public consultat ion of the stakeholders and the draft ing of a scoping
document . The Act ion Plan init ially had four pillars. After the revision, which took in
considerat ion the stakeholders’ indicat ions, it  has now three pillars/ object ives: “save the
sea” , “connect  the Region” , “ increase prosperity” each of which comprises 4 sub-object ives.
The Act ion Plan is then further divided in PAs (17 for the EUSBSR). This st ructure is followed
also for the later approved MRS but  further on, every st rategy has its own part icular
st ructural and organisat ional features. In the case of EUSBSR the part icularity are the
Horizontal Act ions which are act ions coordinated between the different PAs. The consensus
reached am ong the part icipat ing States around the key object ives is then concret ized
through m easures such as the “Flagship projects” , which cont inued implem entat ion may to a
greater or lesser extent  be influenced by the Strategy.
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The EP played a role at  the early stages of development  of an integrated policy for the Balt ic
Sea Region. Two reports can be considered as the start ing point of the St rategy:  the first one
ent it led “Europe’s EUSBSR”, submit ted in November 2005 by the Balt ic Strategy Working
Group (7 MEPs) 53 to the EC, the EP and to the Presidency of the Council highlight ing four
policy fields requiring policy measures at  the level of the Balt ic Sea Region:  environment ,
economic development , culture and educat ion and security. The second report , “Report  on a
Balt ic Sea Strategy for the Northern Dimension”  prepared by the Commit tee on Foreign
Affairs of the EP in October 2006, described two policy axes: (1)  Growth and economic
developm ent  to be enhanced by creat ing a bet ter connected Balt ic Sea Region;  (2) The major
environm ental concerns of the Balt ic Sea to be addressed. On the basis of this report , the
Parliament  adopted a resolut ion “urging the Commission to com e up with a proposal for an
EU Balt ic Sea St rategy in order to reinforce the internal pillar of the Northern Dimension”  ( EP,
Com mit tee on Foreign Affairs 2006) . This process gained m om entum when the European
Council, by init iat ive of the Swedish governm ent  called upon the Comm ission “ to present  an
EUSBSR” in 2007. The st rategy-developm ent  process involved over 20 Directorates General
(DGs)  led by DG REGIO54.

After this, the EC launched an extensive consultat ion process organising stakeholder
conferences, round tables, a youth conference and an on- line consultat ion, involving Member
States, regions and NGOs. This process brought  several inputs from a wide range of
stakeholders which were then used to draft  the scoping docum ent  containing four proposed
object ives for the st rategy (and later on also the PAs under each object ive) . I t  also inspired
(by agreem ent  of the m ajority of the stakeholders)  the principle of no new inst itut ions.

The result ing st rategy was endorsed by the European Council in October 2009. This

strategy and its accom panying Act ion Plan differ significant ly from  the EP’s

resolut ion of 2 0 0 6 . The main divergences between the Parliament  and the EC regarding
the content  of the St rategy were related to the emphasis given by the form er to the Balt ic
cooperat ion and integrat ion for EU external relat ions55 whereas the lat ter focused on
ident ifying concrete issues that  require coordinated t ransnat ional measures56.

The posit ion of the Com mission prevailed also regarding the budget  for the st rategy: While
the EP called “ for an own EU budget  line for the Balt ic Sea St rategy, possibly under the
European Neighbourhood and Partnership Inst rument” , the EC considered that  the st rategy
should be based on a coordinat ion of exist ing inst rum ents57, as “ the key problem in the
region is the failure of largely fragm ented exist ing governance st ructures to provide a
sufficient ly robust  framework in which the priority issues of the BSR can be addressed in an
integrated m anner” 58.

53 Christopher Beazley, Michael Gahler, Satu Hassi, Toomas Hendrik I lves, Ģirts Valdis Kristovskis, Henrik Lax and
Alexander Stubb.

54 http: / / ec.europa.eu/ regional_policy/ cooperate/ balt ic/ contact_en.cfm
55 Especially the Northern Dimension, referred to as a possible instrument to establish a “construct ive cooperat ion

with [ the European Union’s]  external partners in the region, and in part icular Russia” .
56 European Commission (2009b): Commission Staff Working Document:  Accompanying the Communicat ion from

the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Commit tee and the

Committee of the Regions concerning the European Union Strategy for the Balt ic Sea Region – Act ion Plan, SEC
(2009)712.

57 Bengtsson, R. (2009): An EU Strategy for the Balt ic Sea Region:  Good Intent ions Meet  Complex Challenges.

Swedish I nst itute for European Policy Studies. European Policy Analysis 9-2009.
58 European Commission (2009c): Commission Staff Working Document:  Impact Assessment, SEC (2009)702.
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4 .1 .1 . Content

The init ial central just ificat ion of the St rategy was to address the environm ental and
resource-management  related challenges of the Balt ic Sea. This was the main background for
the Swedish init iat ive, and the only object ive explicit ly ment ioned in the conclusions of the
European Council of December 2007. The object ive was progressively broadened to include
the previously m ent ioned “ four pillars” 59:

(1) To m ake the Balt ic Sea an environm entally sustainable place;

(2) To m ake the Balt ic Sea a prosperous place;

(3) To m ake the Balt ic Sea an accessible and at t ract ive place;

(4) To m ake the Balt ic Sea a safe and secure place.

After the revision of the Act ion Plan in 2013, the “ four pillars”  becam e “three object ives”:

(1) Save the sea;

(2) Increase prosperity;

(3) Connect  the Region.

These pillars are further materialised into 1 7 PAs which are seen as sectoral st ructures:
Mem ber States show their interest  on relevant PAs, and after following mainly a “ first  serve
first  take”  procedure PAs are divided between the Member States. Horizontal Act ions

instead are seen as cross-sectoral act ions. For each Horizontal Act ion, there are at  least  two
Horizontal Act ion Leaders (HAL) appointed, who are responsible for the coordinat ion and
implementat ion of the Horizontal Act ions.

4 .1 .2 . Actors involved

The EUSBSR has been designed based on an assessm ent  of a r ich and m ult ifaceted pre-

exist ing m ult inat ional governance landscape. This landscape includes well-established
cooperat ion bodies for nat ional authorit ies in and around the Balt ic Sea such as the Council of
the Balt ic Sea States, the Nordic Council of Ministers, the Nordic Council, the Balt ic Council of
Ministers and the Balt ic Assembly. I n addit ion to these assemblies and fora, a number of
organisat ions provide concrete inputs and cont ribut ions to the St rategy. The decision-making
and implementat ion frameworks set  up for the EUSBSR must  be understood in light  of this
pre-exist ing Balt ic governance landscape. The object ive is to encourage a convergence

betw een exist ing organisat ions w ith regards to the st rategic object ives they

pursue, and a better coordinat ion of their  init iat ives and m easures.

The division of Priority Area Coordinat ion responsibilit ies shows the level of commitment  of
the part icipat ing States reflect ing for example that  the over- representat ion of sm all countries
(except  for Latvia and Estonia)  is due to their general higher commitment  to internat ional
cooperat ion within fields of specific interest . In all countries, Priority Act ion Coordinators are
typically sectoral m inist ries or public agencies, reflect ing the interest  of policy sectors in the
Strategy. On the other hand, after the adopt ion of the revised Act ion Plan in 2013, the
t ransnat ional bodies are also involved in the coordinat ion of the PAs and HALs (as the case of
Northern Dimension Partnership in Public Health and social well-being coordinat ing health-
component  of Priority Area 12)  and the EC assumes no longer any Horizontal Act ions.

59 European Commission 2009c.
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As illust rated by the not ion of “ integrated m arit ime governance” , the lim it  between sectoral
and t ransversal policy act ion is increasingly blurred in the context  of the EUSBSR. The
increased aw areness of cross-sectoral interdependencies, and the enhanced
preparedness of authorit ies t radit ionally perceived as “sectoral”  to assume a wider
coordinat ing role appears as an important  potent ial added value of the St rategy.

Som e BSR count ries have dem onst rated their commitment  to the Strategy by establishing
dedicated internal st ructures of coordinat ion. Sweden has for example created a network of
agencies to st rengthen the implementat ion of the EUSBSR, bringing all 21 county
administ rat ive boards and 34 public agencies to come together and work act ively on issues
related to the Balt ic Sea. The leadership is under the Swedish Agency for Economic and
Regional Growth ( “Tillväxtverket” ) 60.

The t ransnat ional organisat ions are listed as follows:

• The Union of Balt ic Cit ies (UBC) ;

• The Balt ic Developm ent  Forum  (BDF) ;

• The Euroregion Balt ic;

• The Swedish Inst itute;

• ScanBalt  fm ba;

• The Balt ic I nst itute of Finland (BIF) ;

• The Balt ic Sea NGO network.

4 .1 .3 . Governance

The EUSBSR has a three- t iered governance system , dist inguishing between policy,
coordinat ion and operat ional measures. At the state level, NCPs appointed by each Member
State play a major role coordinat ing and support ing EUSBSR design and implementat ion, and
encouraging stakeholder involvem ent . At the regional level the Priority Area Coordinators
(PACs) are responsible for the coordinat ion of the necessary act ions of a Priority Area, which
aim at  the bet ter implementat ion of the EUSBSR. For each Priority Area at  least  two PACs
from two different  part icipat ing countries are appointed. At  a European level the EC, m ainly
through DG Regio, is the inst itut ion which so far has followed the design and implementat ion
of the Strategy. The High Level Group ( HLG) is another permanent  body – comprised of
senior civil servants from each Member State (EU 28)  and representat ives of the CoR, the
European Investment  Bank (EIB) and the Nordic Investment  Bank – who advises the
Com mission on the object ives, the development  and the implementat ion of the EUSBSR. The
Council of the EU instead after adopt ing the Strategy in 2009, has subsequent ly endorsed
the revisions of the EUSBSR. I t  has also made recom m endat ions on the governance and

on the content of the Strategy. More concretely:

The EC is expected to:

• Subm it  am endm ents to the st rategy to the Council or respect ively from  the HLG on
the proposed am endm ents;

• Be responsible for m onit oring and evaluat ion act ivit ies;

• Organise an annual Balt ic forum ;

60 http: / / www.government.se/ sb/ d/ 13015/ a/ 178493/ pressitem/ 178493# anc178493
and http: / / www.government.se/ sb/ d/ 13012/ a/ 178563
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• Do not  assum e responsibilit y for the im plem entat ion on the ground (which is
assum ed by the nat ional, regional and local actor s and the t ransnat ional bodies) ;

• Ensure the st rategic coordinat ion of elaborat ion and revision of the EUSBSR;

• Facilitate the im plem entat ion of the EUSBSR in cooperat ion with the Mem ber States
by support ing the alignm ent  of program m es or financial inst rum ents with the
EUSBSR object ives, by ident ifying and addressing obstacles to the effect ive
im plem entat ion of the EUSBSR, by ensuring dissem inat ing inform at ion, best
pract ices and lessons learned in the im plem entat ion of the EUSBSR and by ensuring
the adequate internal capacity in order to undertake t he im plem entat ion of the
EUSBSR;

• Take the EUSBSR into account  when relevant  policy init iat ives and program m es
planning is concerned;

• Encourage dialogue and cooperat ion with stakeholders from  other interested Balt ic
Sea Region States.

The Member States are expected to:

• Ensure that  the polit ical com m itm ent  to the EUSBSR is upheld by all relevant
sectoral authorit ies and appropriate reference is m ade to the st rategy in all relevant
for a;

• I nclude the EUSBSR on the agenda of the European Council when appropriate;

• Ensure that  the St rategy is respected in nat ional and regional st rategic planning, as
well as in exist ing policies and program m es;

• Appoint  the NCPs as well as the PACs and support  their work by ensuring that  they
have the com petences and resources needed to carry out the tasks assigned.

The act ions of the EUSBSR are implemented by m eans of flagship projects which are
usually the result  of a policy consultat ion within a Priority Area or Horizontal Act ion. They are
expected to have a clear t ransnat ional dimension and can develop key solut ions, new
methodologies or pract ices or new form s of cooperat ion, while they m ay also concern key
investm ents of regional importance.

4 .1 .4 . Relat ion to Cohesion Policy

When projects generat ing incom e to pay back a loan are concerned, investm ent  banks play a
role in terms of financing. For this purpose, specific funds have been set  up, such as the
Balt ic Sea Act ion Plan Fund (BSAP Fund) , which is managed by the Nordic Investm ent  Bank
(NIB)  and the Nordic Environm ent  Finance Corporat ion (NEFCO) . While this fund has funded
EUSBSR flagship projects, it  was established independent ly from the St rategy.

For “non- bankable” projects, European sources of funding dom inate, and in

part icular ETC program m es. Different  programmes and bodies are asked to get  involved
in the Strategy. The lat ter includes Program mes under object ives 1 (Convergence) , 2
(Compet it iveness and Employm ent)  and 3 (Territorial Cooperat ion)  of the EU Cohesion Policy,
as well as the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Inst rum ent  (ENPI )  programm es.

Furtherm ore, the role of the I NTERACT Point  Turku (Finland) needs to be m ent ioned. I t  is
part  of the decent ralised implementat ion st ructure of INTERACT Programme, which on its
own is part  of the ETC object ive and is designed to capitalise the experience accumulated
through ETC programm es in the areas of regional developm ent , cross-border cooperat ion,
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transnat ional cooperat ion and interregional cooperat ion. I t  plays an important  role in creat ing
a link between the EU Cohesion Policy and the EUSBSR by providing services such individual
advisory services, t raining opportunit ies, managem ent  tools, and informat ion services to
programm e bodies and stakeholders in the regions of North-East  Europe, covering all the
area of EUSBSR. These services are delivered in close cooperat ion with the NCPs. One of the
needs ident ified by the EUSBSR stakeholders is a systemat ic inventory on all available
funding sources in the Balt ic Sea Region that  can be applied to the EUSBSR implementat ion.
In order to facilitate further implementat ion of the EUSBSR, INTERACT Point  Turku is at  the
mom ent  proceeding with two studies in parallel. One of them  ( “Alignment  of funding for
implementat ion of the EUSBSR”)  is aimed at  collect ing and disseminat ing informat ion on
funding possibilit ies within the Region for 2014-2020 while the other one is analysing and
describing examples of cooperat ion m ethods and tools applied by the European St ructural
and Investm ent  (ESI )  Funds programm es for 2014-202061.

4 .2 . Danube Region

The second st rategy that already entered the implementat ion phase is the EUSDR. The
strategy aims to bet ter tackle the comm on challenges ( floods)  and opportunit ies
( improvem ent  of the waterway t ransport )  related to the Danube river by bet ter coordinat ing
the efforts of the single Mem ber States. Aust ria and Romania are the countries, which started
the process submit t ing a call to the EU Council. The lat ter then formally asked the EU
Com mission to prepare an EUSDR by the end of 2010. Consequent ly the Commission started
a broad based consultat ion process to prepare the EUSDR, involving relevant Member States
and including public consultat ion. As in the Balt ic Sea st rategy, the consultat ion process was
founded on a scoping docum ent  suggest ing the potent ial themat ic pillars of a future st rategy.

While several resolut ions of the EP before 2009 have addressed the importance of the
Danube river as a “st rategic t ransportat ion route”  and the unique habitat  of the Danube
delta, it  is notable that the EPs call on the Com m ission for a st rategic approach to

these issues has at  this point  in t im e form ally rem ained anchored in the fram ew ork

of European Neighbourhood Policy and a discussion around the future of the Black Sea
Region. This is indicat ive of certain contrast  with respect  to the development  of the EUSBSR,
were the EP had taken st rong init iat ive form  a very early stage on.

Fourteen countries part icipate at  the EUDSR of which nine are EU Mem ber States (Germany,
Austria, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania and Croat ia)
and five are non-EU Member States (Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ukraine
and Moldova) .

Before its formal endorsem ent  by the Council, the init ial proposal by the EC has been
reviewed and comm ented upon by the EP, the CoR and the EESC as well as other
stakeholders on the EU level. In a resolut ion passed on 21st January 2010, the EP welcom es
the developm ent  of a Danube St rategy on the m odel of the EUSBSR;  and the resolut ion
passed on 17 th February 2011 posit ively assessed the approach taken by the EC during the
consultat ion process. The resolut ion further underlines the importance of the t ransnat ional
dimension of the EUSDR, emphasizing part icularly the contribut ion of such st rategy to the
object ive of territorial cooperat ion.

61 Call for tenders on a study on “Alignment of funding for implementat ion of the EU Strategy for the Balt ic Sea
Region” , – INTERACT Point Turku, September 2014.
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The document  also st resses that  the major added value of “EU MRS is seen in mult i- level
cooperat ion, coordinat ion and bet ter st rategic investm ents using the available funding, not  in
addit ional allocat ion of resources” . In April 2011, the Council endorsed the Communicat ion
and its annexed Act ion Plan.

As it  is the case of EUSBSR, the Danube St rategy can build on a vast  network of pre-exist ing
t ransnat ional cooperat ion networks. The m ost  relevant  ones are listed as follows:

• The Stabilit y Pact  for South East ;

• The Southeast  European Cooperat ive Init iat ive ( SECI ) ;

• The Danube Cooperat ion Process init iat ive (DCP) ;

• The Internat ional Com m ission for the Sava River Basin (Sava Com m ission) ;

• The Internat ional Com m ission for the Protect ion of the Danube River ( ICPDR) ;

• The Cent ral European I nit iat ive ( CEI ) ;

• The Danube Internat ional navigat ion;  the Corridor VI I  Steering Com m it tee in the
area of t ransport  and t ransport  infrast ructure;

• The Danube Tourist  Com m ission ( DTC) concerning the prom ot ion of Danube tourism
and the Danube as a brand tourist  dest inat ion;

• The Working Com m unity of Danube Regions (ARGE Donaulaender)  concerning sub -
regional terr itorial cooperat ion along the Danube;

• The Inst itute for the Danube Region and Cent ral Europe ( I DM)  concerning research,
academ ic and cultural cooperat ion a/ o.

4 .2 .1 . Content

The Act ion Plan of EUSDR was endorsed definitely in June 2011, incorporat ing quite
accurately the requests from  the nat ional posit ion papers. I t  consists of 4  object ives

(Connect ing the Danube Region, Protect ing the environment , Building prosperity,
Strengthening the Region) , 1 1 PAs – “To improve m obility and intermodality” , “To
encourage m ore sustainable energy” , “To promote culture and tourism, people to people
contacts” , “To restore and maintain the quality of waters” , “To manage environm ental risks” ,
“To preserve biodiversity, landscapes and the quality of air and soils” , “To develop the
Knowledge Society” , “To support  the compet it iveness of enterprises” , “To invest  in people
and skills” , “To step up inst itut ional capacity and cooperat ion” , “To work together to tackle
security and organised crime” –, 129 act ions with 400 projects and 123 flagship projects. I t
was originally published in 2010 and it  has not  changed since. Concerning the
implementat ion process, all of the act ions should be elaborated and t ransform ed into
concrete projects. The Com mission makes states, regional, urban and local stakeholders
responsible for this process.

An analysis of the nat ional posit ion papers submit ted in the making of the Danube St rategy
reveals certain convergence and divergence tendencies regarding st rategic content  and
foreseen added value from EUSDR. I nterm odal t ransport , and here especially the
improvem ent  of the navigability of the Danube River, has by far been the most  addressed
issue of nat ional interests, followed by energy, governance improvement , environm ental
protect ion and tourism .
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The PAs are run by PACs, which have sim ilar tasks as in the Balt ic Sea Region:  ensuring
the implementat ion of the Act ion Plan defined for the Priority Area by agreeing on planning,
with targets, indicators and t imetables, providing technical assistance and advice.

Report ing and evaluat ion are key aspects in the coordinat ion of the Strategy. This is the
responsibility of the Commission in partnership with the PACs and other stakeholders. The
reports should include progress ( ident ified by the Coordinators) in relat ion to the
implementat ion of the Act ion Plan.

In addit ion, in order to raise efficiency of the implementat ion of the Strategy, the
Com mission also organises an Annual Forum . Part icipators (nat ional and regional
authorit ies, the EU inst itut ions, the private sector and civil society)  are gathering to discuss,
consult  and revise act ions. A revision process of the Strategy ( taken as a good pract ice from
the EUSBSR) is at  an ongoing phase as a need to focus deeper into less topics. I t  takes into
account  the observat ions and suggest ions of the stakeholders involved, after a first  phase of
st rategy implem entat ion.

4 .2 .2 . Actors involved

EU Member States play the m ost  act ive part  in the decision making process of EUSDR with
Austria, Hungary Germany and Romania coordinat ing three PAs respect ively. A second level
of involvem ent  in decision making is composed of som e new Member States like Bulgaria,
Slovakia and Croat ia and the Candidate State Serbia, which are involved in the coordinat ion
of two PAs respect ively. Moldova is direct ly involved in the coordinat ion of PA9. Ukraine and
Bosnia Herzegovina are not  involved in any form of coordinat ion of the PAs. In cont rast  to
EUSBSR, all PACs have been working in Steering Groups (SGs) from the very beginning to
feedback horizontal topics to the nat ional level.

An effort  has been made within the dist ribut ion of PACs to involve most  of the count ries
present  in the st rategy through a bi- nat ional system  of coordinat ion. This allocat ion in
tandem s has been a benefit  to the integrat ion of new Member States and for the funct ional
coordinat ion of PAs. I t  allowed for object ives in PAs in the context  of uneven dist ribut ion of
resources and capacit ies for involvem ent  am ongst  the EUSDR Member States. Yet , from the
start  there was a percept ion that SGs could be staffed with more competencies and decision-
making powers, and that  there is a need to ensure a constant  level of part icipat ion.

As far as horizontal act ions are concerned, the EUSDR Act ion Plan lists a certain number of
horizontal policies principles that  are essent ial for the successful implementat ion and the
coherence of the St rategy. However, there exists no sim ilar denominat ion for the governance
of these horizontal policy areas as in EUSBSR with designated HALs. This may have to do
with the absence of specific historic t ransnat ional links that  are not  wel l established in EUSDR
case. In the absence of this layer, certain PAs fulfil a more horizontal role than others – this
is typically the case of PA10, which is working on governance and financial issues that  are by
their nature a horizontal issue.

The Danube St rategy develops into a wide- ranging cooperat ion plat form to address the
comm only ident ified challenges. 2 4 PACs and 1 4 NCPs drive the implementat ion forward,
ident ifying key stakeholders in the Danube Region, defining roadm aps and targets, and
advance concrete projects.
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Over 400 projects have been ident ified in the fram e of EUSDR, 150 of them are already in
implementat ion. These are mainly large volume projects with a total value of 49 billion Euros
in the Danube area62.

As can be seen from Figure 4, about  30%  of these projects have been governed by Private-
Public Partnerships, 29%  by public actors, 26%  by NGOs and 14%  by Universit ies and
research inst itut ions. One reason for the lack of private actor involvem ent is that  as
suggested “cooperat ion across nat ional borders has been running along very different  logic in
the public and in the private sector and terr itorial cooperat ion program m es have been
primarily geared towards the public sector” 63. The graphic shows that  nat ional and regional
authorit ies took the leadership in the majority of flagship projects and implementat ion
act ivit ies.

Figure 4 : Distr ibut ion of project  beneficiaries by type

Source: metis 2012, p. 18

The involvem ent  of the stakeholders, according to the annual report  of EUSDR (2012)  of the
Danube Region, is guaranteed via themat ic Working Groups which m eet  twice a year (or
more often, if necessary)  for a discussion of relevant  topics on an expert  level. Members of
the SG are also part icipat ing in these events. Addit ionally, the stakeholders are also involved
and inform ed via Annual Stakeholder Conferences. Civil society actors are included
throughout  the Strategy, in stakeholder seminars, SGs or the Annual Forum, and are
addressed in part icular in priority area 10 on “ Inst itut ional Capacity” .

Som e countries have been m ore commit ted to adjust  their st rategic governance regime to
the requirem ents of the macro- regional st rategy than others. Aust ria has for instance set  up
a nat ional coordinat ion plat form supported by representat ives of relevant  m inist ries, the
federal levels, the social partners etc. to bring together the nat ional stakeholders involved in
the St rategy from  the chancellery to the Minist ry of Foreign Affairs etc.

4 .2 .3 . Governance

The Danube St rategy Policy and governance aspects are in great  part  built  on the

experience of the EUSBSR. The following figure provides a descript ion of the m ain layers
of EUSDR governance.

62 European Commission 2013b.
63 metis (2012):  Analysis of needs for financial instruments in the EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) –

Final Report , p. 18.
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Figure 5 : The governance m odel of the EUSDR

Source: EUSDR 2011

For the coordinat ion of each priority area the responsibility is of the EU Mem ber States

together with non-Mem ber States, regions and relevant EU agencies or regional

bodies. Non-m embers and regions are excluded from coordinat ion at  the EU level, act ions
considering security, serious and organised crim e. An addit ional role in coordinat ion is played
by the NCPs which are m onitoring the pract ical aspects of the act ions taken. The
Com m ission underlines that  governance of the EUSDR should be t rans-nat ional, inter-
sectoral and inter- inst itut ional, which in principle indicates using a m ult i- level governance
approach.

The EC coordinated the making of the policy in consultat ion with the HLG. As the execut ive of
the EU, the Commission prepared the Strategy in 2010 in consultat ion with all partner
count ries. Regarding the implementat ion of the Strategy, the Commission helps implement
the Strategy by facilitat ing and support ing act ions of the part icipat ing countries. I t
coordinates the implementat ion at  the policy level, assisted again by a HLG.

The NCPs coordinate and keep an overview of the part icipat ion of their country in the
implementat ion of the EUSDR including all 11 PAs. The role of the NCPs is to prom ote the
Strategy and inform relevant  stakeholders on the nat ional level of key developm ents. NCPs
also assist  the EC in its facilitat ion role.

4 .2 .4 . Relat ion to Cohesion Policy

Transnat ional cooperat ion has a considerable t radit ion in the Danube area, reaching back to
1996 with the CADSES Programm e. This was followed by CADSES I I  unt il 2007, when the
SEE was set  up with some geographical adjustm ents. From 2007-2013, the OP Cent ral
Europe and the OP South-East  Europe have financed projects in the EUSDR. 15 ETC
programm es are relevant  for the Danube Region amount ing to 1.15 billion Euros.

A major factor that  dist inguishes EUSBSR from the EUSDR is the use of ETC financial
inst ruments directed to non-EU countries, which prevails in the Danube Region. There is the
IPA and the ENPI . IPA has funded projects and init iat ives such as the Western Balkans
Investm ent  Framework, which gives priority to st rategy related projects.
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In 2013 the EC introduced the concept  of a t ransnat ional DANUBE programme for the 2014 –
2020 period. Geographically, the DANUBE Programm e area overlaps with the territory
addressed by the EUSDR, comprising also the Danube river basin. The Danube Transnat ional
Programm e m ay cont ribute to EUSDR by providing assistance to the governance of the
Strategy, either by support ing the act ivity of the PACs or by ensuring that  proper quality,
mature projects are prepared for the implem entat ion of the EUSDR goals. Moreover, the
programm e can enhance the sense of ownership by providing the plat form for
communicat ion among different  stakeholder represent ing the regional governm ental bodies
and civil society.

According to informat ion from the interviews, EGTC was not  really a topic in the Danube
Region st rategy. In the Danube programm e debate, the Hungarians suggested an EGTC to
allow m ore polit ical autonomy from their nat ional polit ical administ rat ion, but  in the daily
pract ice of EUSDR these approaches are not  widely used.

The EUSDR Laboratory Group (Lab Group)  and INTERACT Point  Vienna are relevant
networking plat form s within the Strategy. They bring together representat ives of EU
Cohesion Policy program mes, EC representat ives and interested PACs.

4 .3 . Conclusions

Com m on points

• Role of the EC

The EC has been the m ain driving force, in spite of the many well-established pre-exist ing
organisat ions in the Balt ic and Danube Region. The EUSBSR was the first  st rategy to be
adopted and it  has been a source of inspirat ion for the other MRS. However, m ethods and
solut ions cannot  necessarily be t ransposed to other areas, as they are adapted to specific
t ransnat ional policy-making landscape, with a large number of organisat ions and well-
established habits of cooperat ion for many count ries. Nonetheless the EC had to play a major
role ensuring that  the st rategy did not  lose its mom entum, and in the adjustm ent  of
object ives and targets. The act ive and st rategic role of DG Regio has been seen as a
necessary factor, and in general as an advantage by the PACs, despite its lim ited expected
role for the future.

The experience of EUSDR has confirm ed that  the role of the Comm ission is an essent ial
elem ent . Without  the Com mission, MRS are reduced to inter-governmental st rategies.
Mem ber States want  the Commission to remain m ore involved in the process. In the report
on the governance of MRS, the Com mission indicated that  it  wants to disengage from
implementat ion and expects t ransnat ional programm es to support  governance st ructures,
PACs, St rategy point  etc. The Commission has been present  in all polit ical, themat ic and
coordinat ing layers. The reason is that  it  is the only inst itut ion providing polit ical backing for
European cooperat ion. The European Council has pushed for the creat ion of a St rategy Point
as a coordinat ing layer that  replaces the st rong role of the Com mission. For the Danube
Region, this means that Member States have to cooperate st ill more closely and take over
st ronger polit ical leadership and responsibility.

• Difficult  assessm ent  of added value

The EUSBSR and the EUSDR funct ion as an umbrella for cooperat ion init iat ives, m ost  of
which existed before the st rategies were established. I t  is difficult  to assess whether the
strategies have influenced the nature or extent  of these init iat ives.
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This would require a counterfactual evaluat ion of the st rategies’ added-value based on
extensive interviews with involved actors and in-depth studies of individual processes. Also
the m odels developed to address the disparit ies between part icipat ing countries are st ill
relat ively young, and it  is difficult  to assess whether they will prove to have an added value.

• Com plexity of the internal governance

In the EUSBSR the high complexity in the governance st ructure cont ributes on the one hand
to a broad involvem ent  of actors but  may also cause som e confusion and reluctance to get
involved. Given the broad nature of the st rategy, complex implementat ion m echanisms have
been developed to take over responsibilit ies and carry through coordinat ion tasks. The
mult iplicity of actors, consist ing in a wide range of organisat ions, brings the risk that the
strategy could lose (a)  focus and (b)  the ownership and responsibility felt  by the single
stakeholders. I f the feeling of ownership, commitment  and responsibility towards the st rategy
declines, the ent ire st rategy is weakened. This leads to the quest ion whether the complexity
needed for the elaborat ion and the implementat ion of the st rategies is too high to be useful
since there are signs that  the commitment  of som e organisat ions is not  always as high as
might  be desirable or needed.

For the EUSDR it  is necessary to ment ion the issue of the accountability of the governing
bodies regarding the decisions taken in term s of macro- regional policy. For example, whereas
in Austria PAs are seen as t ransnat ional organs without  any direct  accountability to nat ional
m inist ries, in a country like Hungary they are direct ly accountable to the nat ional polit ical
layers.

The lack of involvem ent  of Member States ( in both st rategies) , and the lim ited commitment
at operat ional level, are ident ified as key challenges by som e PACs. The need for st ronger
and more reliable Steering Com mit tees for each Priority Area has been recognized as an
inst rument  to encourage improved commitm ent  of relevant  bodies in each Member State.
However, this can be challenging, e.g. in the case of Federal States such as Germany. Finally,
major quest ions with regard to the replicability of the model to other st rategies relate to how
to shield macro- regional governance from  electoral and polit ical cycles.

Regarding EUSBSR, the specific findings are the following:

• The EUSBSR has enhanced the visibilit y of Balt ic cooperat ion and facilitated

integrated, cross-sectoral act ion

The visibilit y was enhanced both internally (within the BSR)  and at  the European
level; it can be capitalised by encouraging individual actors and stakeholders to
support  projects addressing t ransnat ional opportunit ies and challenges; the EUSBSR
has also cont ributed to cross-sectoral m easures, especially when it  com es to
addressing the environm ental challenges in the Balt ic Sea; the high level polit ical
backing of the St rategy has encouraged e.g. actors from  the agricultural sector and
city authorit ies to develop pro-act ive policies to reduce em issions of pollutants;

• Cooperat ion and exchanges in the Balt ic Sea Region rem ain part icularly dynam ic

Notwithstanding the m ent ioned internal governance challenges for the EUSBSR, the
extent  and vitalit y of cooperat ion and exchanges in the Balt ic Sea is undeniable; the
different  seed m oney facilit ies are im portant  to ensure that  new ideas and init iat ives
are encouraged within these networks, so that  they rem ain fully in phase with
em erging t ransnat ional issues as well as with European and global policy agendas.
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Regarding EUSDR, the specific findings are the following:

• The EUSDR has been the test -bed of new approaches to European integrat ion

The replicat ion of the PAC/ NCPs m odel from  EUSBSR has been used as an
interest ing way to involve new Mem ber States and neighbouring count ries, m ost ly
by establishing new networks where there were no prior ; there is evidence that
nat ional coordinat ion works bet ter in count ries that  have set  up inter -m inisterial
working groups for coordinat ing EUSDR;

• Disparit ies between part icipat ing count ries

The invest igat ion has shown that  the St rategy cannot  do away with pre-exist ing
regional disparit ies; the m ain reasons are to be found in the unequal access to
resources by the part icipat ing count ries, in the di fferences in capacit ies and skills to
m ake use of exist ing opportunit ies but  also in the cont rasts in polit ical cultures;
especially the financial gap between the part icipat ing count ries in the EUSDR causes
irregular at tendance of the Steering and Working Groups, the Annual Forum  etc. ;
hence the quest ion is how to enable a bet ter absorpt ion of funds am ong new
Mem ber States and neighbouring count ries as well as the spread of capacit ies and
skills?

• The EUSDR has been the laboratory for the experim entat ion of new form s of

t ransnat ional part icipat ion and civil society networks

EUSDR has led to the successful com binat ion of the agendas of different  non -
governm ental interest  groups; the result ing “ local actor approach”  to part icipat ion is
considered one of the best  working cooperat ion networks in EUSDR; discussions
have already taken place on how to m ake this approach replicable to other MRS
such as the Balt ic Sea and the At lant ic st rategy ; nevertheless m ore involvem ent  of
the nat ional and regional actors is needed; in this context , it  is also im portant  to
state that  there has been a general dissat isfact ion with involvem ent  of MPs both
from  the EP and nat ional parliam ents in m eet ings and processes of the EUSDR;
part icularly from  the vantage point  of civil society actors, a further involvem ent  of
parliam ents in the process would be desirable to increase the accountabilit y of the
process;

• The absences of st rong pre-exist ing t ransnat ional linkages as well as the presence of

stark regional disparit ies call for a crit ical adapt ion of polit ical expectat ions on value

added

The t ranslat ion of NCP/ PAC governance generally worked in the case of EUSDR, and
was supplem ented by SGs as an addit ional governance item  of the St rategy ; the
absence of a st rong history of t ransnat ional networks in Danube Region (at  least
com parable to the level of EUSBSR)  has influenced the self -percept ion of
coordinat ing actors (m ost  of them  conceive them selves as state em ployees rather
than t ransnat ional agents) and also their knowledge and capacit y to m ake use of the
EUSDR as a t ransnat ional st rategy. This suggests that  in the case of EUSDR, the
added value of the st rategy needs to be evaluated also in term s of the building up of
such networks. PACs in the Danube area generally conceive network bui lding as
rem arkable im provem ent  in the way regional cooperat ion takes place as opposed to
before.
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5 . MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES I N

PREPARATI ON: STRENGTHS AND W EAKNESSES OF

THE STRATEGI ES FOR THE ADRI ATI C AND I ONI AN

REGI ON AND ALPI NE REGI ON

KEY FI NDI NGS

• EUSAIR and EUSALP, the MRS current ly in preparat ion, dem onst rate indeed how
m acro- regional cooperat ion is applied in very different  histor ical, polit ical and

socio- econom ic contexts. I n socio-econom ic term s, the dram at ic disparit ies am ong
the EUSAIR count ries are well known, whereas EUSALP is one of the European areas
featuring the highest  cohesion.

• I f the feasibilit y of the st rategies is considered, the possibility for the EUSALP

terr itories to access a ser ies of com plem entary financing tools has to be
em phasized. In the Alpine Region, well experim ented regional, cross-border and
t ransnat ional program m es are available and accessible by a wide range of stakeholders
and beneficiaries. EUSAI R count ries, regions and terr itories suffer on the cont rary a
significant ly high fragm entat ion, with dram at ic disparit ies corresponding to unequal

access to f inancing tools,  especially when the regional developm ent  is concerned.

• On the other side, if the necessity of the st rategy is concerned, the historical
opportunity to increase the coordinat ion of the exist ing cooperat ion inst rum ents in the
Adriat ic and Ionian area, m aking the nat ional and regional developm ent  program m es
share com m on targets, is easily recognizable. I n case of EUSALP, a sort  of cont inuity
between the exist ing terr itorial policies and the St rategy can be seen, with som e risks of
overlapping with the t ransnat ional cooperat ion tools.

5 .1 . Adriat ic I onian Region

The EUSAIR was the third macro- regional st rategy to be launched by the EC. EUSAIR is
expected to contribute to further integrat ion of the internal market , to the stability of the
area, to foster cooperat ion between EU and non-EU countries, assist ing part icipat ing
candidate and potent ial candidate count ries on their path towards the EU. Eight  countries
part icipate in the Strategy. Four of them are Member States (Croat ia, Greece, I taly,
Slovenia) , and four are non-EU Count ries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro,
Serbia) .

The Adriat ic Ionian Region is a funct ional area primarily defined by the Adriat ic and Ionian
Seas basin. Covering also an important  terrest r ial surface area, it  t reats the marine, coastal
and terrest rial areas as interconnected system s. Ports play a dominant  role throughout  the
territory due to the growing movements of goods, services and peoples owing to Croat ia’s
accession to the EU and with the prospect  of EU accession for other countries in the Region.
At tent ion to land-sea linkages also highlights impacts of unsustainable land-based act ivit ies
on coastal areas and marine ecosystems.
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The EU St rategy for the Adriat ic- Ionian Region (EUSAIR)  finds its origins in the “Adriat ic
Ionian Init iat ive (AI I ) ” 64 established at  the Sum mit  on Developm ent  and Security on the
Adriat ic and Ionian Seas, held in Ancona ( I taly)  on 19 th/ 20 th May 2000. The core issue of the
Declarat ion was to highlight  the fact  that  to prom ote polit ical and economic stability, thus
creat ing a solid base for the process of European integrat ion, st rengthening regional
cooperat ion was an important  step to achieve. In 2002, the Federat ive Union of Serbia and
Montenegro joined the Init iat ive, and after the referendum in Montenegro both States
preserved the status of Adriat ic Ionian Init iat ive part icipat ing countries. The Adriat ic Ionian
Init iat ive started out  with the intent  to provide comm on solut ions to com mon problem s, from
fight ing against  organised crim e to the need to protect  the natural environm ent  of the
Adriat ic- Ionian Sea. The most  favourable solut ion was considered to be concerted
cooperat ion, not  only among countries, but  also among local administ rat ions, civil society,
associat ions and all private and public stakeholders involved in the process of enhancing
sustainable developm ent  in the Region.

Along with the change of actors involved, cooperat ion itself gradually assum ed different
form s, including the establishment  of partnerships involving Adriat ic Ionian networks and fora
such as the Forum of the Adriat ic Ionian Chambers of Comm erce65, the Adriat ic Ionian Forum
of Cit ies and Towns66 or UniAdrion ( the Adriat ic I onian network of Universit ies) 67.

On the occasion of the 10 th anniversary of the Adriat ic I onian Init iat ive (May 2010) , the
Adriat ic I onian Council (AIC)  of the eight  Foreign Ministers issued a “Declarat ion on the
Support  to the EUSAIR”  which provided the future st rategy with the necessary
intergovernm ental anchorage68. Since then, every AIC has confirm ed the commitm ent ,
cohesion and convinced polit ical support  of the eight  Governm ents to achieve the comm on
object ive (Brussels Declarat ion under Montenegrin Chairmanship in 2011, Belgrade
Declarat ion under Serbian Chairmanship in 2012 and Brussels Declarat ion under Slovenian
Chairmanship in 2013) . The European Council took note of these polit ical indicat ions in the
Conclusions of the m eet ing of 22nd/ 23 rd June 2011, when Member States were invited “ to
keep working in collaborat ion with the Com m ission at  possible future m acro- regions with
part icular reference to the Adriat ic Ionian macro- region” . In its Conclusions on the Integrated
Marit ime Policy of December 2011, the Council of the EU expressed support  for the “on-going
work of Adriat ic and I onian Member States to enhance marit ime cooperat ion with non-EU
neighbours in the area within the framework of a macro- regional st rategy” 69.

On 30 th November 2012 the EC published “A Marit ime Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian
Seas” 70. Through the document , the count ries of the Adriat ic and Ionian area, acknowledged
to undertake a cooperat ion start ing from the sea, their main comm on natural asset . Thus,
needs and potent ial of sea- related act ivit ies in the marit ime area were assessed, and a
framework to m ove towards a coherent  marit ime st rategy was established. This st rategy was
the first  component  of the Adriat ic Ionian macro- regional st rategy.

64 http: / / www.aii-ps.org/
65 http: / / www.forumaic.org
66 http: / / www.faic.eu/ index_en.asp
67 http: / / www.uniadrion.net
68 Declarat ion of the Adriat ic I onian Council on the support  to the EU Strategy for the Adriat ic I onian Region. The

12 th Adriat ic I onian Council Ancona, 5 th May 2010.
69 Conclusions on integrated marit ime policy, 3139 th ENVIRONMENT Council meet ing, Brussels, 19 th December 2011.
70 European Commission (2012b): Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,

the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “A Marit ime Strategy for the

Adriat ic and Ionian Seas” , Brussels, 30.11.2012, COM(2012) 713 final.
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The process gained momentum when the European Council of 14 th December 2012 asked the
EC to present  a new EU Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Region before the end of 2014 71,
“subject  to the evaluat ion of the concept  of MRS” of June 201372.

On 21st October 2013, the EC presented the Scoping Paper for the public consultat ion. The
Scoping Paper included four proposed pillars for the st rategy, which later becam e the four
pillars of the Act ion Plan adopted in June 2014.

From 25 th October 2013 to 17 th January 2014, the EC act ively searched the cont ribut ion of all
those interested ( including Member States, non-EU count ries, regional and local authorit ies,
inter-governm ental and non-governm ental bodies, public organisat ions, enterprises, civil
society and general public)  prom ot ing a public consultat ion on the EUSAIR with the aim  to
reach relevant  stakeholders and to gather their ideas in order to make sure that  the St rategy
is realist ic in its start ing point , appropriate in its object ives and responsive to the real needs
of inhabitants of the Region.

On the 21st and 22nd January 2014 in an Opinion adopted in the Plenary Session of the EESC,
it  was acknowledged the need to include a st ronger social dimension in the EUSAIR, together
with the importance of policing and security for the progress and prosperity of the Adriat ic
and Ionian Region ( the EESC calls on the Council to increase FRONTEX’s budget  and power to
act) . Moreover, it  was underlined the fact  that  the Discussion Paper on an EU St rategy for the
Adriat ic and Ionian Region (August  2013) , “does not  adequately address the issues
surrounding irregular and illegal migrat ion flows. The EU must  make greater efforts in helping
the Adriat ic and Ionian Region to cope with the challenge of m igrat ion and to integrate
immigrants into society” 73.

In June 2014 the EC presented three official documents relat ing to the Adriat ic Ionian macro-
region:

(1) Com m unicat ion from  the Com m ission to the EP, the Council, the EESC and the CoR
concerning the EU St rategy for the Adriat ic and I onian Region74;

(2) Com m ission Staff Working Docum ent – Act ion Plan75;

(3) Com m ission Staff Working Docum ent – Support ive Analyt ical Docum ent 76.

The General Affairs Council endorsed the EUSAIR on 29 th September 2014 and so did the
European Council on 24 th October 2014. The launch conference of EUSAIR was held in
Brussels on 18 th Novem ber 2014.

71 Conclusions of the European Council, point n.26 (Regional Strategies), EUCO 205/ 12, 13 th/ 14 th December 2012.
72 European Commission (2013b): Report from the Commission concerning the added value of macro-regional

strategies, (COM(2013) 468 final.
73 Opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee on the EU Strategy for the Adriat ic and I onian Region

(EUSAIR) (exploratory opinion), ECO/ 359, point 1.6, Brussels, 21st January 2014.
74 European Commission 2014b.
75 European Commission (2014d): Commission Staff Working Document – Act ion Plan, Accompanying the document

“Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament , the Council, the European Economic and

Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions”  concerning the European Union St rategy for the Adriat ic

and Ionian Region, { COM(2014) 357 final} , { SWD(2014) 191 final} , Brussels, 17.6.2014, SWD(2014) 190 final.
76 European Commission (2014c): Commission Staff Working Document – Support ive Analyt ical Document ,

Accompanying the document “Communicat ion from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the

European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions”  concerning the European Union

Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Region, { COM(2014) 357 final} , { SWD(2014) 190 final} , Brussels,
17.6.2014, SWD(2014) 191 final.
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5 .1 .1 . Content

In June 2014 the EC, after the public consultat ion process, published the already m ent ioned
official Communicat ion concerning the EU Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Region77. The
cent ral just ificat ion of the Strategy is to prom ote sustainable economic and social prosperity
in the Region through growth and jobs creat ion, and by improving its at t ract iveness,
compet it iveness and connect ivity, while preserving the environm ent  and ensuring healthy
and balanced marine and coastal ecosystem s. Moreover, the EUSAIR is intended to
significant ly cont ribute to the EU integrat ion of the candidate/ potent ial candidate count ries in
the Region.

The Strategy is focused on areas of regional mutual interest  and it  is st ructured around four

interdependent  pillars, all having as horizontal principle climate change m it igat ion and
adaptat ion as well as disaster risk m anagem ent :

(1) Blue Growth;

(2) Connect ing the Region ( t ransport  and energy networks) ;

(3) Environm ental qualit y;

(4) Sustainable tourism .

Two cross-cut t ing aspects were also ident ified:

• Capacity-building, including com m unicat ion, for efficient  im plem entat ion and for
raising public awareness and support ;

• Research and innovat ion to boost  high-skilled em ploym ent , growth and
com pet it iveness. Cooperat ion within t ransnat ional networks can bring ideas t o
m arkets, and help develop new products and services.

The object ive of the first  pillar, Blue Grow th, which is expected to be coordinated by Greece
and Montenegro, is to drive innovat ive marit ime and marine growth in the Region by
prom ot ing sustainable economic developm ent  and jobs and business opportunit ies in the
Blue economy, including fisheries and aquaculture. To this end, the Strategy aims at
prom ot ing clusters involving research cent res, public agencies and private companies.
Coordinated fishery managem ent  will improve data collect ion, monitoring and cont rol. Joint
planning efforts and increased administ rat ive and cooperat ion capacity will improve use of
exist ing resources and marit ime governance at  sea basin level.

The object ive of the second pillar, Connect ing the Region, which is expected to be
coordinated by I taly and Serbia, is to improve t ransport  and energy connect ivity in the
Region and with the rest  of Europe. This pillar underlines the need to implement  inter- linked
and sustainable t ransport in the Region, through cooperat ion, in order to reduce bot t lenecks,
and develop infrast ructure network and regulatory fram ework. Coordinated monitoring of
marit ime t raffic and mult i-modal t ransport  will increase compet it iveness.

The object ive of the third pillar, Environm ental quality, which is expected to be
coordinated by Slovenia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, is to address environm ental quality
through cooperat ion at  the level of the Region. Enhancing environmental quality will
cont ribute to good environm ental status for marine and coastal ecosystems, reducing
pollut ion of the sea, lim it ing, m it igat ing and compensat ing soil sealing, reducing air pollut ion

77 European Commission 2014b.
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and halt ing loss of biodiversity and degradat ion of ecosystems. The benefits of cooperat ion
and joint  act ion here are several:  to preserve eco-regions spanning several count ries, to
ensure that  infrast ructure investm ents neither deteriorate the environment  and landscapes
nor increase pollut ion.

The object ive of the fourth pillar, Sustainable tourism , which is expected to be coordinated
by Croat ia and Albania, is to develop the full potent ial of the Region in terms of innovat ive,
sustainable, responsible quality tourism. Diversificat ion of tourism products and services,
along with tackling seasonality, will boost  business and create jobs. World-wide market ing of
an Adriat ic- Ionian “brand” of tourism products and services is expected to increase dem and.

In the sam e month of June 2014, the EC published the Act ion Plan of the Strategy78. The
Act ion Plan, accompanying the EUSAIR Communicat ion, describes the operat ional
components of the Strategy and elucidates on the indispensable linkage between the
object ives stated and concrete act ions undertaken to achieve these object ives. Covering the
four pillars and the related topics set  out  in the Com municat ion, it  lists a number of indicat ive
act ions and examples of projects assum ed to cont ribute to m eet  the needs ident ified in
relat ion to these topics. The Act ion Plan also underlines the importance of an integrated
approach taking into account  effects of each act ion on other policy fields. More concretely,
when implement ing these act ions, broad consultat ion of the bodies in charge of other policy
fields is required at  all levels of planning and decision-making.

The Act ion Plan is conceived to be rolling. This means that  new act ions may be added as
needs change over t ime while exist ing act ions are adapted as they move closer to
complet ion. I t  is st ructured so as to reflect  the four pillars as well as the topics selected under
each pillar. Accordingly, the Act ion Plan incorporates the following features:

• Pillars:  these address the core challenges and opportunit ies ident ified as being of
cent ral im portance for the Adriat ic- Ionian Region. They are at  the core of the
St rategy and are essent ial to the success of it s work, and how it  is com m unicated;

• Topics under each pillar:  these represent  the m ain areas where the m acro- regional
st rategy can cont ribute to im provem ents (either through tackling the m ain
challenges or through seizing the m ain opportunit ies) ;

• The support  of the pillars to the Europe 2020 St rategy.

For each pillar, the coordinat ing countries ident ified specific object ives and topics. For each
topic the Act ion Plan:

• Provides a list  of indicat ive act ions. An act ion is the intervent ion which count ries and
stakeholders carry out  in order t o address the different  topics. I t  can be a new
approach, an increased coordinat ion in policy m aking, policy review, support  t o a
process already engaged, a networking init iat ive, etc. An act ion m ay not  necessarily
require financing. All act ions should be understood without  prejudice to exist ing EU
com petences and requirem ents of the EU acquis;

• I ndicates, for each act ion, the indicat ive actors;

• I ndicates, for each act ion, the exam ples of possible projects:  the Act ion Plan is not
m eant  to list  specific projects. Proj ects are presented by way of exam ples to
st im ulate further init iat ives, as the St rategy progresses and as new ideas em erge,
and to illust rate what  is needed. Concrete projects to be im plem ented have to be

78 European Commission 2014d.
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ident ified by the coordinat ion m echanism  of the St rategy ; as a general rule, each
project  would have a lead organisat ion/ count ry and a deadline;

• Provides exam ples of targets by 2020.

The Act ion Plan, accompanying the Strategy, shall be implemented by m obilising and aligning
all available EU, internat ional, nat ional and private funding of relevance for the four pillars
and the specific topics ident ified under each pillar. To enhance the m onitoring, repost ing and
evaluat ion process, it  should be established a database including exist ing projects and
providing data, on the basis of which the necessity of possible projects can be just ified. For
the sake of comparability, m onitoring of the Act ion Plan will preferably make use of available
stat ist ical indicators from the European Stat ist ical System (ESS) . I f appropriate, stat ist ical
data collect ions and territorial analyses will furtherm ore make use of harm onised spat ial
definit ions (e.g. NUTS) and exist ing typologies for coastal regions (based on NUTS 3 regions)
and coastal areas (based on Local Administ rat ive Units) .

Result  indicators may relate to not  easily quant ifiably results (e.g. increased coordinat ion of
policies across nat ional boundaries) . Consequent ly, results indicators will not  exclusively be
variables to be m easured in quant itat ive terms. Depending on the context , they can also be
assessed in qualitat ive terms.

Targets are associated for result  indicators in order to convey a sense of direct ion to the
act ions/ project . However, these targets can be, at  best , approximate est imates subject  to
regular revision and adaptat ion in pace with the implementat ion of the Act ion Plan. Equally to
result  indicators, they m ay be set  in quant itat ive term s (e.g. at taching a quant ified value or a
range of quant ified values to the change expected)  or they may indicate, in qualitat ive term s,
the expected direct ion and pace of change as compared to a baseline situat ion.

5 .1 .2 . Actors

The st rategy appears as the product  of a process having involved inst itut ions and

stakeholders of European, inter-governm ental, t ransnat ional, cross- border,

nat ional, regional and local level. On the other side, the St rategy was designed and
finalised thanks to a fundamental role played by the European inst itut ions. The role of the
EC, as highlighted in the following paragraph, is expected to be fundamental also in the
implementat ion phase.

A key inst itut ional role in the st rategy making was played by the already m ent ioned Adriat ic

and I onian I nit iat ive. In term s of idea generat ion and consensus making, it  is also
important  to m ent ion the m assive work carried out  by the Forum  of Adriat ic and I onian

Cit ies and by the Forum  of Adriat ic and I onian Cham bers of Com m erce, which include
partners from seven countries (all EUSAIR countries apart  of Serbia) :  Albania, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Croat ia, Greece, I taly, Montenegro and Slovenia. In addit ion, UNI ADRI ON, a
university network across the Adriat ic- Ionian Region, offers an academic plat form to the
Strategy, covering scient ific areas like protect ion, cataloguing and promot ion of cultural
heritage, sustainable environm ent , cultural tourism and developm ent , econom y,
communicat ion, ports and economic relat ions.

Such a high level of involvem ent  of inst itut ional, territorial and sectoral stakeholders
represents a good basis for the consultat ion, which was conducted between 2013 and 2014.
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Based on the Discussion Paper developed by the Commission in close cooperat ion with the
NCPs from the eight  part icipat ing countries, it  included also an on- line consultat ion, launched
by DG Regional and Urban Policy on 25 th October 2013 and closed on 17 th January 2014, with
a total durat ion of 12 weeks.

5 .1 .3 . Governance

EUSAIR is a European macro- regional st rategy featured by a significant  part icipat ion of non-
EU count ries, with great  socio-economic disparit ies and evident  imbalances in their
inst itut ional and administ rat ive capacity, which require st rong and clear coordinat ion
provided at  the EU level, necessary to overcome diverging nat ional interests. Given the
strong predominance of differences and dissim ilarit ies, the coordinat ion of EUSAIR is a
part icular delicate process. A clear opportunity is represented by the lessons learnt  from the
previous MRS (both EUSBSR and EUSDR), sum m arised in the EC report  on the governance of
MRS, published one m onth before the Communicat ion on EUSAIR.

The role of the EC in EUSAIR will be the one of an independent  facilitator, providing EU

perspect ive and guaranteeing policy coordinat ion. I t is underlined that  the init iat ive is
financially neut ral for the EC, as a proof that  the MRS do not  imply addit ional costs. The lead
DG is DG Regional and Urban Policy, in close cooperat ion with DG Marit ime Affairs and
Fisheries, in considerat ion of the experience gained through preparat ion of the Marit ime
Strategy for the Adriat ic- Ionian Seas. In the init ial phase, the EC has ensured:

• Inter-service coordinat ion within Com mission Services:  m ainly DG Agriculture and
Rural Developm ent , DG Clim ate Act ion, DG Enlargem ent , DG Em ploym ent , Social
Affairs and Inclusion, DG Energy, DG Enterprise and Indust ry, DG Environm ent , the
Joint  Research Cent re, DG MOVE, DG Research and Innovat ion and the Secretariat -
General;

• An extensive consultat ion process:  from  the EUSBSR and EUSDR it  is possible to
not ice that  the polit ical acceptance of the act ions proposed was high, thanks to a
wide and open consultat ion process. Therefore, the Com m ission used the sam e tools
and the sam e approach when preparing the m acro- regional EUSAIR, i.e. m eet ings
with specifically-appointed NCPs, organising extensive stakeholder consultat ion,
including on- line public consultat ion and inter -service coordinat ion within
Com m ission services;

• A Com m unicat ion and an Act ion Plan:  the st ructure and organisat ion of both
docum ents reflect s lessons learnt  in the preparat ion and im plem entat ion of previous
MRS as well as m ain m essages from  the consultat ion process.

While the EC guarantees the policy coordinat ion, it will be the duty of the eight

part icipat ing countries to take care of the Strategy’s coordinat ion m echanism . Each
pillar of the mechanism should be made up by two coordinators from relevant  line m inist ries
and represent ing two countries (one EU and one non-EU), working closely with counterparts
in the Region, in consultat ion with the Com mission, relevant  EU agencies and regional
bodies. This involves securing agreem ent  on a plan associated to a t imetable, and ensuring
close contacts between project  prom oters, programm es and funding sources. I t  also involves
providing technical assistance and advice as required. This work is expected to be
transnat ional, inter-sectoral and inter- inst itut ional.

This model of coordinat ion, as proposed in the Act ion Plan, could be m odified by the Council.
A significant  support  by the EC in the coordinat ion of the St rategy is however expected in the
final model of coordinat ion.
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As illust rated in paragraph 5.1.1, the Strategy consists of 4 pillars, ment ioned below with
their respect ive coordinators:

• Blue Growth. Coordinators:  Greece and Montenegro;

• Connect ing the Region. Coordinators:  I taly and Serbia;

• Environm ental qualit y. Coordinators:  Slovenia and Bosnia-Herzegovina;

• Sustainable tourism . Coordinators:  Croat ia and Albania.

The NCPs are expected to have the lead in the coordinat ion and operat ional leadership. They
will meet  regularly to ensure cont inuous coordinat ion and good inform at ion flow. Albania,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Greece, Serbia and Slovenia appointed one NCP, whereas Croat ia, I taly
and Montenegro appointed two NCPs.

In addit ion, the part icipat ing countries ident ified Focal Points with regard to specific sectors
like Fishery;  Marit ime Affairs;  Transport , Environment ;  Tourism;  Regional Developm ent ;
Spat ial Planning;  Science, Educat ion and Sport ;  Compet it iveness;  Energy;  Cultural Heritage;
SMEs;  Labour;  Agriculture and Rural Developm ent ;  Blue Growth.

Im plementat ion of the EU Strategy for the Adriat ic- Ionian Region would be m onitored at
three levels:

• The first  level regards the put t ing in place of the necessary governance st ructures

(e.g. them at ic working groups, establishing responsible actors for the collect ion of
data, establishm ent  of com m unicat ion arrangem ents within the Region and contact
points for stakeholders) ;

• The second level consists of defining the targets for each act ion selected for
im plem entat ion. To this end, it  is m andatory first  to define baselines. When
evaluat ing the actual im pact  of the St rategy, a m edium - term  rather than a short -
term  perspect ive needs to be adopted;

• The third part  relates to result  indicators. I n light  of the baseline situat ion and the
defined targets, results indicators will need to be worked out  against  which progress
in achieving the St rategy’s overall object ives can be evaluated. This will be a
responsibilit y of the pillar Coordinators.

The part icipat ing countries will organise an Annual Forum in order to evaluate results and
elaborate, when appropriate, new approaches. The m onitoring and evaluat ion mechanism,
however, is not  sufficient ly defined, yet . Som e of the targets ( for instance related to tourism)
are clearly linked with the performances of the nat ional and regional programm es. This is the
reason why the external coherence of the nat ional and regional program mes with the macro-
regional st rategy seem s to be a crucial issue for the success of EUSAIR. On the other side, a
cont ribut ion to the increasing of the administ rat ive capacity in the m acro- regional area is
expected from  the t ransnat ional Adriat ic- Ionian Programm e 2014-2020.

5 .1 .4 . Relat ion to Cohesion Policy

At this stage, when the St rategy is not  implemented, yet , few key points regarding the
relat ion between EUSAIR and the Cohesion Policy can be indicated.
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There will be support  from the ETC to t ransnat ional and cross-border act ions contribut ing to
the achievem ent  of results envisaged by the St rategy. The publicat ion, in June 2014, of the
EUSAIR Communicat ion and Act ion Plan allowed the programm es, which were st ill in the
draft ing phase, to improve the coherence with the St rategy.

I t  is worth m ent ioning that  this is one of the elem ents, which the compulsory ex-ante
evaluat ion has to take into considerat ion.

The t ransnat ional Adriat ic I onian Cooperat ion Program m e corresponds to the macro-
regional area, as the maps below show.

Figure 6 : Maps of EUSAI R and of the Adriat ic I onian Cooperat ion Program m e

Source: EC Communicat ion on EUSAIR Source: Draft of Adriat ic and Ionian Programme of July 2014

I t  will guarantee the possibility to implement  t ransnat ional projects of macro- regional
interest . More specifically, this programm e should support  the governance and the
implementat ion of EUSAIR mainly under the Themat ic Object ive 11.

Cross-border cooperat ion is guaranteed by a series of program mes, which st rict ly belong
to the ETC when Member States are concerned, and are funded by I PA when candidate or
potent ial candidate countries belong to the area of cooperat ion. In spite of this coverage by
the EU funded programmes, an unequal access to the resources, which would be
necessary to finance the act ions necessary to reach the EUSAIR targets, is necessarily
foreseen in case of an area featured by such a fragm ent ed polit ical and socio-economic
landscape. In addit ion, it  must  be repeated that  for the achievem ent  of some of the
ambit ious EUSAIR targets, a st rong cont ribut ion from  the nat ional and regional programm es
seem to be necessary. This is for instance the case of the fourth pillar, where targets like
“50%  increase in tourist  arrivals from count ries outside the Region”  and “50%  increase in
tourism arrivals during the off- season period”  are m ent ioned. This aspect  affects the
possibility for all countries involved in the Strategy effect ively to cont ribute to its success.
Finally, as the stakeholders express high expectat ions from the Strategy without
showing a full awareness of the budgetary constraints, the unequal access to the financing
tools risks to becom e a negat ive factor in term s of consensus in the m id- term.

5 .2 . Alpine Region

The aim  of the EUSALP is to enhance cooperat ion and investm ent  to the benefits of all part ies
involved: states, regions, civil society stakeholders and European cit izens. Built  on the long
tradit ion and co-operat ion in the Alps, the st rategy is not  intended to duplicate exist ing co-
operat ion st ructures, but  to complem ent  them, with the object ive to enhance the
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at t ract iveness of the area in Europe, taking bet ter advantage of its assets and seizing its
opportunit ies for sustainable and innovat ive developm ent  in a European context .

Equally to the other MRS already started (EUSBSR, EUSDR) or almost  ready to start  (EU
Strategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Region) , this St rategy is based on the need to provide
coordinated responses to issues which can be bet ter handled together than separately. Thus,
the st rategy seeks to release the potent ial of the Alpine Region, through the encouragem ent
of part icipants to re- think new st rategies to increase the available opportunit ies of their
territory.

Current ly, the Strategy is st ill at  its init ial stage. For this reason, it  is not  possible to take into
considerat ion the implementat ion aspects or to assess the success of the St rategy itself.

5 .2 .1 . Content

The init ial central just ificat ion of the st rategy was to “ensure a sustainable developm ent  for
the fragile biotope and the economic and leisure area the Alps represent . This Strategy for
the Alps pursues the object ive that  the alpine regions assume their responsibilit ies in the
future st rategic orientat ion of such area and that  alpine regions will be represented in an
appropriated way in internat ional agreem ents and program m es ( i.e. Alpine Convent ion,
draft ing of st rategic bases in the territorial developm ent  program m es)” 79.

Progressively, the scope of the st rategy w as broadened. According to the ment ioned
Scoping Paper published by the EC in the occasion of the public consultat ion of m id-2014, the
m ain challenge of the st rategy should be to tackle the econom ic, social and

territorial im balances exist ing in the Alpine Region. In turn, this would help st imulat ing
an innovat ive and sustainable model of developm ent , able to conciliate the prom ot ion of
growth and jobs, and the preservat ion of natural and cultural assets in the area.

The St rategy will build upon three general act ion-oriented pillars:

• To im prove the com pet it iveness, prosperity and cohesion of the Alpine Region;

• To ensure accessibilit y and connect ivity for all the inhabitants of the Alpine Region;

• To m ake the Alpine Region environm entally sustainable and at t ract ive.

More specifically, since the st rategy will focus on defined areas of (macro- ) regional mutual
interest , the PAs and specific object ives selected should reflect  genuine commitment  to
working together to achieve comm on solut ions to challenges, or unused potent ials.

This will be at tained through the following 3  them at ic pillars:

Pillar 1 . Fostering sustainable grow th and prom ot ing innovat ion in the Alps: from

theory to pract ice, from  research centres to enterprises.

The Alpine Region const itutes the largest  European economic and product ive hub, with a high
potent ial for development . However, lack of economic, social and territorial cohesion is st ill
an issue. The m ain challenge to enhance homogenous development  is due to the presence of
the imposing mountain range which favours disparit ies am ong different  territories, making
the gap between rural and urban areas ext rem ely wide.

79 Common Declarat ion Adopted during the Summit of Regions, Strategy for the Alps, Mit tenwald, Bavaria, 12 March
2010.
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For instance, access to social and economic services st ill remains quite difficult  in rural areas
at  the core of the Alps, contrary to surrounding urban areas which develop m ore easily.

Thus, in order to bridge this gap and to improve cohesion, the st rategy seeks to support
innovat ive economic developm ent  in the Alpine Region. The benefits of engaging in a more
balanced m odel of development  through innovat ive approaches that  take into account  the
diversity/ specificity of Alpine territories are several, above which is the enhancem ent  of the
not ion of sustainability. The goal of the st rategy is indeed to show to Europe that  a
compet it ive economy can successfully combine prosperity, energy-efficiency, a high quality of
life and t radit ional values. This is facilitated by co-operat ion embracing a variety of economic
act ivit ies, in the dom ains of agriculture, industry, comm erce, tourism and other services.

The main priorit ies of this Pillar will be the following:

• To develop innovat ion and research capacity and t ransfer into pract ice;

• To im prove and develop support  for enterprises;

• To prom ote high levels of em ploym ent , with the aim  of ensuring full em ploym ent  in
the Region.

Pillar 2 . Connect ivity for all: in search of a balanced terr itorial developm ent through

environm entally fr iendly m obility patterns, t ransport  system s and com m unicat ion

services and infrastructures.

The Alpine Region is a major European crossroad. However, sustainable t ransport  system s
are a major challenge for the Region. Thus, a coordinated policy able to match the t ransport
needs of the macro- region, populat ion welfare and the equilibrium of (a part icularly fragile)
environm ent  is a priority for this St rategy. The not ion of connect ivity does not  only refer to
t ransport  system s, but  it  also embraces communicat ion infrast ructures and services
( including tourism). Although cit izens and business in the Alps are usually well connected, a
higher accessibility to ICT could further bridge accessibility gaps rem aining in the Region, as
well as cont ribute to a m ore sustainable m odel of developm ent .

The main priorit ies of this Pillar will be the following:

• To enhance overall t ransport  system s in term s of sustainabilit y and qualit y;

• To im prove sustainable accessibilit y for all Alpine areas;

• To bet ter connect  society in the Region.

Pillar 3 . Ensuring sustainability in the Alpine Region: preserving the Alpine heritage

and prom oting a sustainable use of natural and cultural resources.

One of the m ain features of the Alpine Region is its outstanding natural and cultural heritage.
Natural resources ( in part icular, clean and abundant  water, m inerals, a variety of landscapes
and great  biodiversity) , and st rong and diverse cultural life are major assets of this Region.
However, the use of natural resources ( like water or biomass) , and the exploitat ion of their
potent ial (such as energy sufficiency or regional capacity for energy storage)  are not  properly
carried out  in an environm entally friendly way. At  the same t ime, climate change could
part icularly affect  the Alpine Region in terms of availability of resources and threats to
populat ion. For these reasons, j oint  regional responses are necessary to establish efficient
managem ent  systems.
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The main priorit ies of this Pillar will be the following:

• To reinforce Alpine natural and cultural resources as assets of a high qualit y living
area;

• To st rengthen the posit ion of the Alpine Region as world-class in term s of energy
efficiency and sustainable product ion of renewable energy;

• To tackle potent ial threat , such as those of clim ate change, im proving Alpine risk
m anagem ent  including r isk dialogue.

5 .2 .2 . Actors

On 20 th December 2013 the European Council mandated the EC to prepare, in cooperat ion
with Member States, an EU Alpine Strategy by June 2015. Subsequent ly, the EC, states and
regions established a Steering Commit tee which would accompany the preparat ion of the
Strategy. The Steering Com mit tee (SC) is equally com posed of representat ives from Alpine
states and regions, and chaired by the EC. Two internat ional organisat ions/ st ructures are in
the SC as observers:  the Alpine Convent ion and the Alpine Space Program m e.

At the present  stage, the regions, the Member States (with France steering the joint process
of formulat ion of the St rategy) , the Alpine Convent ion and the Alpine Space t ransnat ional
cooperat ion Program me have significant ly contributed to the definit ion of the concept  of the
Strategy, whereas the European inst itut ions have defined the steps for the finalisat ion and
endorsem ent  of the St rategy.

The public consultat ion, launched by the EC from 16 th July unt il 15 th October, aim ed at
involving in this process a high number of significant  actors, gathering the stakeholders’
ideas and interests, in order to improve the capacity of the st rategy to answer real needs.

5 .2 .3 . Governance

Current ly there is no Act ion Plan yet , but  the public consultat ion will be useful to ident ify the
key actors concerned for bet ter co-operat ion and coordinat ion in the Alpine Region in the
next  years, contribut ing to clarify who should have, in the stakeholders’ view, ult imate
responsibility for achieving results under the new Strategy, and who should be the key
decision m akers.

Furtherm ore, the cont ribut ions were discussed in the occasion of the stakeholders’
conference, which was organised in Milan, on 1st/ 2nd December 2014, and  supported the
preparat ion of the EUSALP.

5 .2 .4 . Relat ion to Cohesion Policy

At this stage, when the Strategy is not  implemented, yet , only a general comm ent  on the
relat ion between EUSALP and the Cohesion Policy can be provided. The macro- regional area
is featured by a high socio- econom ic cohesion, even if imbalances between rural
mountainous area and urban areas are well recognizable. The two non-EU count ries,
Switzerland and Liechtenstein, do not  suffer of the lack of EU funded regional developm ent
programm es, as it  is the case of the non-EU countries belonging to EUSDR or (especially)  to
EUSAIR. In addit ion, the level of polit ical, social and econom ic cooperat ion in the

m acro- regional area is high.
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The already m ent ioned Alpine Space t ransnat ional programm e includes all countries involved
in EUSALP, and there are cross-border cooperat ion programm es covering Swiss territories:
Alpenrhein – Bodensee – Hochrhein, France-Switzerland, I taly-Switzerland. On the other
side, the Swiss referendum on mass immigrat ion of February 2014 may have a profound
effect  on EU – Switzerland relat ions.

5 .3 . Conclusions

Conclusions cannot  be drawn with reference to the implementat ion of the Strategies, to be
started already. However, it  is part icularly interest ing to com pare their concepts. The MRS

EUSAIR and EUSALP demonst rate indeed how this paradigm is applied in very different

historical, polit ical and socio-econom ic contexts. I f the number of count ries involved
(eight  in EUSAIR, seven in EUSALP) and the m ass of inhabitants (about  seventy m illions in
both cases)  are elements in comm on between the two MRS, there are other factors that
make EUSAIR and EUSALP significant ly diverge.

I f the recent  history is considered, it  is necessary to rem ind that  in the 1990s the Western
Balkans suffered a series of m ilitary conflicts. The post  war period was featured by an act ive
approach by the EU, in an at tempt  to stabilize the Region and eventually create a European
future for the countries that  were a result  of the breakup of Yugoslavia. As a m at ter of fact ,
EUSAIR is now composed by four non-EU count ries with the status of candidate or potent ial
candidate countries (Albania, Montenegro, Serbia, Bosnia Herzegovina) . The historical and
polit ical profile of EUSALP is totally different , with two non-EU countries (Switzerland and
Liechtenstein)  which are featured by high levels of inst itut ional and administ rat ive capacity,
allowing them to cooperate at  the sam e level with the EU countries. The role that  a m acro-

regional strategy can play in the tw o areas is therefore significant ly different .

EUSAIR is unanimously considered as a valuable opportunity for candidate and potent ial
candidate countries to work alongside EU members, in part icular contribut ing to the
integrat ion of the Western Balkans into the EU. EUSALP, which is not  called to take on this
kind of challenge, can on the other side rely on a m ore robust  fram ework of cooperat ion,
even if the effects of the Swiss referendum on mass immigrat ion (February 2014)  have st ill
to be understood and assessed.

In socio-economic term s, the dram at ic disparit ies am ong the EUSAI R countries are well
known, whereas EUSALP is one of the European areas featured by the highest  cohesion. This
evident  difference between the two st rategies can be interpreted in two ways. I f the
feasibilit y of the st rategies is considered, the possibility for the EUSALP terr itories to

access a series of com plem entary financing tools has to be em phasized. I n the Alpine
Region, well experimented regional, cross-border and t ransnat ional programm es are
available and accessible by a wide range of stakeholders and beneficiaries. EUSAIR count ries,
regions and territories suffer on the cont rary a significant ly high fragmentat ion, with dramat ic
disparit ies corresponding to unequal access to financing tools, especially when the regional
developm ent  is concerned. On the other side, if the necessity of the Strategy is concerned,
the historical opportunity to increase the coordinat ion of the exist ing cooperat ion inst rum ents
in the Adriat ic and Ionian area, making the nat ional and regional developm ent  programm es
share comm on targets, is easily recognizable. In case of EUSALP, a sort  of cont inuity
between the exist ing territorial policies and the Strategy can be seen, with som e risks of
overlapping with the t ransnat ional cooperat ion tools.
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Finally, it  is worth ment ioning that  both st rategies are featured by the presence of a

geographic indisputable elem ent , the Adriat ic and Ionian seas in the first  case and the
Alps, the dominant  mountain range in Europe, in the second one. Only in case of EUSAI R,

how ever, the m acro- regional st rategy w as specifically prepared by a sectoral

strategy. The Marit ime St rategy for the Adriat ic and Ionian Seas, adopted by the
Com mission on 30 th November 2012 and now incorporated into the Strategy, cont ributed
indeed to highlight  the opportunit ies of the m arit ime econom y – “blue growth” , land-sea
transport , energy connect ivity, protect ing the environm ent  and sustainable tourism.
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6 . MACRO-REGI ONAL STRATEGI ES UNDER

CONSI DERATI ON: THE STRATEGI ES FOR THE

CARPATHI AN REGI ON, NORTH SEA, BLACK SEA,

ATLANTI C ARC, THE W ESTERN AND EASTERN

PARTS OF THE MEDI TERRANEAN SEA

KEY FI NDI NGS

• The five MRS under considerat ion show  a very different  level of developm ent –
ranging from  m erely working papers in the case of the Carpathian st rategy to the
endorsem ent  process by the EP and Council in the case of the Black Sea and the
At lant ic Arc st rategies. However the speed of developm ent  slowed down considerably in
som e of the st rategies under considerat ion due to the geo-polit ical situat ion (polit ical
conflicts in the Middle East  and the Ukraine) .

• There are very heterogeneous approaches w ith respect  to the init ialisat ion of
the MRS taken. Ranging from  init iat ives of cit ies (At lant ic Arc)  over MRS carried through
by m ainly one Mem ber State (Carpathian, Eastern Mediterranean)  to the rather
“ t radit ional”  init iat ive of the EP or the Com m ission (Black Sea and North Sea) .

• I n all MRS under considerat ion there is a rather w eak orientat ion on com m on

regional needs. I f any com m on issues are to be found, environm ental concerns as well
as econom ic developm ent  across borders are the com m on denom inator.

• External re lat ions and terr itoria l cohesion are  hardly any dr ivers for the MRS in
quest ion, as som e are confronted with polit ical instabilit y (m ilitary conflicts, social and
polit ical unrest )  (Carpathian, Mediterranean East  and West , Black Sea) , which hinder
cooperat ion and which m ay not  be overcom e by the MRS them selves.

6 .1 . General descript ion of current  state of affa irs w ith the

st rategies

Carpathian

The Carpathian Region, featured by a large m ountainous range represent ing one of the m ost
important  biodiversity hotspots in Europe, would include territories belonging to four EU
count ries (Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia)  and to one non-EU country (Ukraine) .

The main challenge for the Carpathian Region is to manage those significant  changes in
econom y, accessibility and energy networks that  are necessary to achieve a sustainable
economic prosperity without  the loss of its natural and cultural characterist ics.

In 1993 the Carpathian Euroregion project  started, as a polit ical init iat ive supported by
Minist ries of Internat ional Affairs of the Republic of Poland, Hungary and Ukraine.

After ten years, in May 2003 the Fram ework Convent ion on the Protect ion and Sustainable
Development  of the Carpathians (Carpathian Convent ion)  was adopted and signed by seven
Part ies (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovak Republic, Ukraine) in
Kyiv, Ukraine, and entered into force in January 2006.
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In 2005 there was the first  presentat ion of the concept  of Carpathian Horizon 2020 in
Brussels (m eet ing with the Commissioner of Regional Developm ent ‐ D. Hübner) . In January
2013 the Karpacki Horizont  2020 Associat ion drafted a Working Document  regarding “The
Carpathian Euroregion Developm ent  Strategy” .

North Sea

I f developed, a macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region will most  probably see the
part icipat ion of eight  countries bordering the North Sea. Seven of them are EU countries
(Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom),
and one is a non-EU country (Norway) .

The key issues for the North Sea Region are marit ime cooperat ion and energy networks.
Other key issues may reflect  the st rategic priorit ies contained in the “North Sea Region 2020”
st rategy paper:  managing marit ime space, increasing accessibility and clean t ransport ,
tackling climate change, at t ract ive and sustainable communit ies, promot ing innovat ion,
excellence and sustainability.

In 2010, the CoR ( in Opinion CdR 99/ 2010)  called on Mem ber States to task the EC with
drawing up a Strategy for the North Sea-English Channel area with an emphasis on Marit ime
Policy, the environm ent , t ransport , indust ry and science.

In 2011, the North Sea Commission adopted the “North Sea Region 2020”  st rategy paper,
developed in consultat ion with its members and stakeholders, and dialogue with the EP. The
Strategy is completed by an Act ion Plan and a number of workplans.

In 2013, the EP approved a budget  of 250,000 Euros for a “preparatory act ion”  beginning in
2014 to “analyse the Region’s growth potent ial with a view to invest igate the added value of
having a future shared macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea area” . The “preparatory
act ion”  budget  will be used to finance a North Sea stakeholder conference scheduled for
2014. A second stakeholder conference may be organised in 2015.

I t  should be noted that  the “preparatory act ion”  does not  aim  to establish a m acro- regional
st rategy but  only seeks to examine the areas and sectors of comm on interest  and to explore
and build commitment  among stakeholders in order to provide a basis for decision on the
future development  and the creat ion of growth in the North Sea Region.

Black Sea

The Black Sea Region is a geographical area rich in natural resources and st rategically
located at  the junct ion of Europe, Cent ral Asia and the Middle East . I f developed, the macro-
region should cover territories of three EU countries (Greece, Bulgaria, Romania)  and of
seven non-EU count ries (Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Turkey) .

The key challenges for the EU St rategy for the Black Sea Region is to establish an area of
peace, democracy, prosperity and stability, founded on respect  for human rights and
fundam ental freedom s and providing for EU energy security;  the good governance, the rule
of law, promot ion of respect  of human rights, m igrat ion managem ent , energy, t ransport , the
environm ent , and economic and social developm ent  should const itute priority act ions.
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After the “Com municat ion from  the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament
– Black Sea Synergy – a New Regional Cooperat ion Init iat ive”  in 200780, the official process
of developing a macro- regional st rategy in the Black Sea Region st arted in 2011, when the
EP adopted the resolut ion on an “EU St rategy for the Black Sea” 81. In the last  three years,
the EU Black Sea st rategy has not  been elaborated, yet .

At lant ic Arc

The European At lant ic Arc is an extensive geographical area covering ter ritories of five EU
count ries ( I reland, United Kingdom , France, Spain, Portugal)  and four non-EU count ries
( I celand, Norway, Greenland, Faroe I slands) . The Faro Declarat ion of 1989 t ranslated in
pract ical term s the intent ion of the At lant ic Regions to cooperate, in order to address
comm on challenges and define an ident ity based on their marit ime and peripheral
characterist ics. This led to the creat ion of the At lant ic Arc Commission in the CPMR. Ten
years later, the cit ies decided to create a network, in order to enhance the local dimension of
this form of cooperat ion. The Conference of At lant ic Arc Cit ies was therefore created (Rennes,
2000) .

The comm on challenges of the At lant ic Arc Region are rooted in their:

• Marit im e nature:  the area is heavily depended on the sea, but  the sea is a fragile
area that  requires the prom ot ion of a sustainable developm ent  m odel;

• Their lack of connect ions with the European econom ic and polit ical cent res:  the
At lant ic Arc covers peripheral area but  with an close-knit  network of At lant ic
terr itories. Thus the accessibilit y and connect ivity within those terr itories is an
im portant  factor for the Region.

On 21st November 2011, the EC decided to consult  the EESC on the “Com municat ion from
the Commission to the EP, the Council, the EESC and the CoR – Developing a Marit ime
Strategy for the At lant ic Ocean Area” . On 24 th May 2012 the EESC adopted the opinion called
“EU St rategy for the At lant ic Region” .

On 13 th May 2013, with the “Com municat ion from the Commission to the EP, the Council, the
EESC and the CoR – Act ion Plan for a Marit ime St rategy in the At lant ic area – Delivering
smart , sustainable and inclusive growth” , the Commission invited the EP and the Council to
endorse the Act ion Plan for the Marit ime Strategy in the At lant ic area.

W estern Eastern parts of the Mediterranean Sea

Dramat ic inequalit ies – made obvious by the evident  phenom enon of em igrat ion – are a key
issue in the Region. The object ive of this st rategy should therefore be to create policies
helping countries in the Mediterranean Region to st rengthen their economic and social
relat ions, and to cooperate in resolving comm on problem s, allowing the Region to becom e
internat ionally compet it ive, prosperous, safe and environm entally sustainable.

80 European Commission 2007.
81 Strasbourg, European Parliament resolut ion of 20 th January 2011 on an EU Strategy for the Black Sea –

2010/ 2087(INI ) .
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On 22nd May 2012 (17 years after the Barcelona Declarat ion adopted at  the Euro-
Mediterranean Conference of November 1995)  Andreas Mavroyiannis, Deputy Minister to the
President  for European Affairs of the Republic of Cyprus, requested the EESC, on behalf of
the forthcoming Cyprus Presidency, to draw up an exploratory opinion on: “Developing a
macro- regional st rategy in the Mediterranean – the benefits for island Mem ber States” . On
the 12 th December 2012 the EESC adopted the opinion by 147 votes to 1 with 5
abstent ions82.

In parallel, in the same year 2012, the EP approved the report of EP Member François Alfonsi
on the evolut ion of EU MRS, ent it led “Present  pract ice and future prospects, especially in the
Mediterranean” . The report  endorses the macro- regional approach to territorial cooperat ion
policies between territories belonging to a services and working area, emphasizes the
importance of the Mediterranean as a decent ralised area of cooperat ion and, and indicates
the opt ion to design three dist inct  macro- regions:  one in the western Mediterranean, another
in the cent ral Mediterranean — known as the Adriat ic- Ionian macro- region — and the third in
the eastern Mediterranean. A st ructured m echanism for coordinat ion between these possible
macro- regions is also proposed.

In the last  two years the building process of the Mediterranean macro- region seem s to mark
a slowdown, probably due to the fact  that  the Mediterranean Region remains a breeding-
ground of polit ical instability and armed conflict , with undesirable loss of life, destruct ion of
property, and consequences for business and t rade, as well as for the environm ent .

6 .2 . Em erging issues/ problem s/ difficult ies

Carpathian

At the present  stage, the concept  of the St rategy is not  clearly related to definite needs or
ident ified actors/ sub- territories. On the basis of the Working Docum ent  regarding “The
Carpathian Euroregion Developm ent  Strategy” , there are four key challenges:

• To create environm ent  prom ot ing innovat ion and enterprise developm ent ;

• To enable the developm ent  of social and hum an capital in the Region;

• To enhance uniform  developm ent  of all areas in the Region and im proved access to
it ;

• To enhance inst itut ional interrelat ions within the area and to increase m ovem ent  of
ideas and know-how.

Even if the official st rategy has st ill not  been presented, on the basis of the Working
Docum ent  regarding “The Carpathian Euroregion Developm ent  St rategy”  the st rategy is
expected to be focused on:

(1) Econom ics, t o overcom e the wide disparit ies (and hence realize the high potent ial)
in research and product ive innovat ion;

82 ECO/ 332 A macro-regional strategy in the Mediterranean, Brussels, 12 th December 2012 “OPINION of the
European Economic and Social Commit tee on Developing a macro-regional strategy in the Mediterranean – the
benefits for island Member States (exploratory opinion for the Cyprus Presidency)” .
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(2) Accessibilit y, with the im provem ent  of networks, for  ending t he energy isolat ion of
parts of the Region, and ensuring sustainabilit y of t ransport  m odes and the
sustainable developm ent  of the cit ies being sub- local developm ent  cent res as well as
rural areas;

(3) Creat ion and reinforcem ent  of internal inst itut ional relat ions between part icular
areas in the Region and actors, and stakeholders support ing the developm ent  of the
Region.

I t  must  be emphasized that  this possible macro- regional st rategy is based on an extended
cooperat ion with an important  neighbouring country, Ukraine, which is following a gradual
progress towards polit ical associat ion and economic integrat ion with the EU. This aspect
could represent  a specific elem ent  in term s of the St rategy’s added value.

North Sea

Many Member States are current ly hesitant  or neutral about  com mit t ing to a macro- regional
st rategy for the North Sea Region. I n general, nat ional governm ents are less interested than
regional authorit ies. There is som e regional interest  in Germany, the Netherlands and the UK
(e.g. Scot land) . There is some support  in Sweden but  it  is not  such an act ive driver for the
macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region as it  was for the Balt ic Sea Region. Norway
is generally posit ive towards a macro- regional st rategy for the North Sea Region but  is of
course not  an EU m ember.

Furtherm ore, at  the present  stage the concept  of the st rategy is not  clearly related to definite
needs or ident ified actors/ sub- territories. Marit ime cooperat ion and energy networks are
current ly considered to be two of the key issues.

This macro- regional area is featured by an ext rem ely high level of socio-economic cohesion,
and includes only one non-EU count ry, Norway, which joined the EEA in 1994. The
cont ribut ion to the enlargem ent  policies is therefore low, and this could suggest  to evaluate a
sectoral st rategic approach in spite of a macro- regional one.

Black Sea

At the present  stage, the concept  of the St rategy is not  clearly related to definite needs or
ident ified actors/ sub- territories. The EP Resolut ion (20 th January 2011)  underlines that , given
the st rategic importance of the Black Sea Region for the EU and the rather lim ited results of
the Black Sea Synergy, the new st rategy for the Black Sea Region should be launched to
enhance the coherence and visibility of EU act ion in the Region. This new st rategy should be
an integral part  of the EU’s broader Foreign and Security Policy vision.

This area, however, has become part icularly unstable with concrete cases of conflict  between
Ukraine and Russia. This mat ter of fact  requests to reconsider the orientat ion of the EP
Resolut ion, which indicates as main st rategy’s object ive the establishment  of an area of
peace, democracy, prosperity and stability, founded on respect  for human rights and
fundam ental freedoms and providing for EU energy security. In this view, the good
governance, the rule of law, prom ot ion of respect  of human rights, m igrat ion m anagem ent ,
energy, t ransport , the environm ent , and economic and social development  should const itute
priority act ions. In the current  geopolit ical context , it  seems necessary to assess with care if
the macro- regional paradigm can st ill be considered as the m ost  appropriate, or if it  risks to
be adopted at  a too early stage.
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At lant ic Arc

At the present  stage, the concept  of the St rategy is not  clearly related to definite needs or
ident ified actors/ sub- territories, even if the EESC opinion underlines that  the marit ime
dimension could be a key feature of this area. I t s shared economic, technological and cultural
heritage includes indeed act ivit ies such as fishing, shipbuilding, the m etallurgical industry,
engineering, research and science, ports, t rade and marit ime t ransport . In part icular, the
EESC opinion considers that  the At lant ic area comprises a variety of regions with their own
developm ent  challenges, whose unity and specific features are rooted in their marit ime
nature and global outreach and their lack of connect ions with the European economic and
polit ical centres.

I t  must  be noted, however, that  the At lant ic Area is featured by a significant  level of
cohesion, even if som e disparit ies em erge when Portugal is considered. Finally, as this
possible macro- region includes only one candidate country ( I celand) , its cont ribut ion to the
enlargem ent  policies has to be considered as not  part icularly high.

W estern Eastern parts of the Mediterranean Sea

The Mediterranean area is featured by dramat ic inequalit ies, which are clearly represented by
the evident  phenom enon of m igrat ion, including illegal immigrat ion with related health risks
for the m igrants and significant  security problems for the European count ries. Som e
count ries are experiencing dram at ic conflicts (e.g. Syria, the Palest inian Authority, I srael) ,
and others present  unstable polit ical condit ions (e.g. Egypt) , with the evident  difficulty to
design a m acro- regional prospect . According to the experience gained in EUSBSR and
EUSDR, the part icipat ion in a macro- regional st rategy requires indeed not  only peaceful
condit ions, but  also a good level of inst itut ional and administ rat ive capacity. On the one
hand, the great  dem ographic and economic potent ial of the Mediterranean area suggests
exploring new forms of cooperat ion in the area. On the other hand, it  seems that  a macro-
regional project  can be designed only in the long term .
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7 . POLI CY CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMENDATI ONS

KEY FI NDI NGS

• From  the vantage point  of post -2013 Cohesion Policy , a classificat ion of a Mem ber State
can build on a close evaluat ion of cohesion need as well as the ability to im plem ent

ETC as an inst rum ent  of social, econom ic and terr itorial cohesion on the level of the
m acro- region.

• The analysis suggest  three different  sets of MRS;  ( 1) MRS as potent ial inst rum ents

of EU Foreign Policy (Mediterranean;  Black Sea) ;  (2) MRS as potent ia l inst rum ents

for tack ling uneven developm ent (EUSDR;  EUSBSR;  Adriat ic- Ionian;  Carpathian) ;
and finally, (3) MRS as potent ial inst rum ents for the exploitat ion of terr itor ial

synergies (EUSALP;  At lant ic Arc;  North Sea) .

• The three approaches m apped out  can be linked to one m ain evaluat ive criterion
respect ively; integrat ion and coordinat ion in the case of Foreign Policy-oriented
MRS; tackling regional disparit ies and prom ot ing terr itor ia l cohesion in the case
balance-oriented MRS;  and finally, im proved value for m oney for synergy-oriented
MRS. There are two evaluat ive criteria that  cannot  be applied to all approaches to
m acro- regional cooperat ion ( im proved value for m oney & tackling regional

disparit ies and prom ot ing terr itor ia l cohesion) .

• For the new st rategies that  are current ly under considerat ion, the EP could play an
im portant  role in som e type of pre- assessm ent  of polit ica l and financia l needs and

abilit ies w ith regards to ETC to form  the basis for further invest igat ion into the
feasibilit y of a m acro- regional approach. This could be perform ed for all st rategies on
the basis of a select ive appropriat ion of the different  criteria for added value exist ing .

• The st rengthened support  for the t ransnat ional cooperat ion st ructures in the
im plem entat ion of MRS that  the Parliam ent  current ly delivers becom es all the m ore
crucial in the upcom ing years. This would just ify a closer invest igat ion concerning

the budgetary assistance to t ransnat ional cooperat ion that  the Par liam ent  can

provide in the upcom ing years.

• The not ion of condit ionality in t rans- nat ional cooperat ion as well as the

usefulness of EGTC should be studied in closer detail in the com ing years.

7 .1 . Horizontal conclusions on different  m acro- regional

approaches

Having studied EU macro- regional st rategies conceived, prepared and implemented, the
object ive of the following chapter will be to derive horizontal conclusions from  a cross-
analysis of MRS in relat ion to Cohesion Policy and ETC. Start ing from a classificat ion of
macro- regional approaches we will dist inguish between different  policy orientat ions of MRS.
On the basis of this, we shall derive a set  of policy conclusions and recommendat ions as well
as roadm ap for the EP to support  the developm ent  of new MRS in the near future.

Classifying m acro- regions from  the vantage point  of social, econom ic and terr itorial

cohesion

From the vantage point  of post -2013 Cohesion Policy, a classificat ion of MRS can build on a
close evaluat ion of cohesion need – defined as a reduct ion in socio-economic and territorial
disparit ies through territorial cooperat ion – as well as the ability to im plem ent ETC as an
inst rument  of social, economic and territorial cohesion on the level of the macro- region.
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Need for reduct ion in socio- econom ic disparit ies

Figure 7 : Macro- regional st rategy areas and discont inuit ies in GDP per Capita ( 2 0 0 8 )

Source :  ÖIR 2014

Figure 7 assembles exist ing, prepared and projected MRS on the background of an illust rat ion
of cross-border discont inuit ies in GDP per capita in Europe. I t  shows that  the Europe of

m acro- regions is built  on important  cross-border discont inuit ies in wealth between
count ries. Where discont inuit ies in GDP per capita on NUTS 1 level are somet imes negligible

( Alpine &  North Sea) , there is set  of st rategies where imbalances in wealth are slight ly
more accentuated ( At lant ic Arc, Danube &  Balt ic) .
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Finally, there exists also a set  of macro- regions that  show considerable discont inuit ies in
GDP per capita dist ribut ion. Among those we can find the Adriat ic- I onian Strategy, and
the proposals for Carpathian, Mediterranean and Black Sea Strategies. I t  is fair to
assume that  the higher the discont inuity between count ries within a MRS, the greater the
need for territorial Cohesion Policy. Likewise, we deem  it  rat ional to state that  where such
discont inuit ies are negligible or non-existent , there is relat ively lit t le added value for fostering
MRS as an inst rum ent  in the reduct ion of disparit ies.

This does not  suggest  that  there is no other added value to be ext racted from a macro-
regional approach, for where disparit ies do not  play such big of a role, or can only be tackled
at  too high of a cost , other problems like the relat ionship w ith external neighbours or
the fostering of grow th and com pet it iveness may take precedence. Typically, at  the
level of the Alpine Space, there are major cohesion issues at  the sub- regional level, linked to
specific development  condit ions of alpine comm unit ies. For the m om ent , it  will be useful to
st ick to the descript ion of cohesion as the reduct ion of disparit ies, but  we will come back to
these other dimension at  a later stage.

Ability to im plem ent

The ability to implement  territorial cohesion on the level of the macro- region is both to be
conceived as a financial ability and an inst itut ional capacity and polit ical com m itm ent

to deal with the com plexity of territorial cooperat ion. Financial ability has an equity

dim ension – the equal ability to access financial support  from Cohesion Policy funds and
ETC programm es – and an efficiency dim ension – the absorpt ion rate of funds put at the
disposal of Member States. From the equity dimension, it  is worth not ing that  not  all macro-
regions illust rate the sam e degree of accessibility to Cohesion Policy funds and ETC
programm es. I n som e of the proposed macro- regions, almost  all part icipat ing count ries have
access to a m ix of Cohesion Policy financing and t ransnat ional program mes ( At lant ic, North

Sea, Alpine and to som e degree Carpathian) , whereas in others a large degree of
prospected part icipat ing states could not  benefit  from access to funding ( Adriat ic I onian,

Mediterranean &  Black Sea) . In m any ways this equity issue finds its origins in the status
of count ries in a MRS – that  is the difference between m em ber, pre-accession and non-EU
Mem ber States. The figure below maps access to cohesion funds and ETC program m es
available (equity)  to GDP per capita discont inuit ies (cohesion need)  am ong macro- regions.
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Figure 8 : Cohesion need and equity in access to cohesion and ETC funds

Source: ÖIR 2014

This graphic illust rates the grounding paradox of macro- regional policy as a Cohesion Policy
and territorial cooperat ion policy inst rument :  those macro- regions that  would be m ost  in
need of policy intervent ion are also those that  have least  access to the funds put  at  the
disposal of this endeavour, and vice versa. This point  raises important  quest ions with regards
to the equitability in access to cohesion and ETC financing among MRS. Proposals for
MRS in the Mediterranean and Black Sea are part icularly threatened by the m eagre
prospects of stable financing for projects out  of the defined pots, difficult ies that  may have
been encountered in EUSDR and EUSBSR but  risk to accentuate in the new st rategies
current ly discussed. Based on the experiences of exist ing MRS, the Adriat ic- I onian

Strategy can be considered a test -bed for the t reatm ent  of MRS that  display a high need of

socio-economic cohesion but  barriers in access to financing inst rum ents. Their success in
financial term s seems to depend on the capacity of other financial inst ruments, such as the
European Neighbourhood Inst rument , to make up for the gap hereby ident ified. On the other
side, we can see that  a close observat ion of the Alpine Strategy could be of use to
understand the logic of MRS in contexts with lit t le need of socio-economic cohesion and low

barriers in access to finance. The graphic also shows that  the two first  st rategies, EUSBR and
EUSDR, are in many ways to be conceived as authoritat ive case studies represent ing the
wealth of equity issues that  can be encountered among the proposals that  are out  there.

The equity dimension is not  to be confused with the efficiency dim ension, but  these two
aspects are deeply correlated83. We think it  is fair to assum e that  the lack of co- financing
capacity among certain Mem ber States which influences absorpt ion is to a great  extent
dependent  on available budgetary resources, and therefore GDP discont inuity, but  polit ical
and organisat ional reasons – that  is the way that  states choose to administer funds on a
nat ional level – cannot  be totally excluded as a reason without  examinat ion of a
counterfactual.

83 For as Müller et  al. has shown “on average, only 52.8%  of the funds allocated per Member State were actually
paid out in the Danube Region, whereas the average was about 61.2%  in the total EU”  and “one of the reasons of
the low absorpt ion rates in the Danube Region is that co‐financing capacity was not available”  (2014 pp. 221).
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This suggests that  financial equity and efficiency dimensions with regards to certain new MRS
( Mediterranean, Adriat ic- I onian, Black Sea) should play a relat ively more important  role
in st rategy formulat ion than in the case of others ( North Sea, At lant ic &  Carpathian) . To
be m ore precise, the form er st rategies will need to closely think of possible alternat ives to
and linkages with exist ing ETC and Cohesion funds, whereas the lat ter are under dissim ilar
pressure in this regard.

Inst itut ional capacity will refer to the capacity for collect ive act ion for territorial cooperat ion
among the Member States. This factor may both be defined in term s of the sheer num ber of

actors and states involved in the st rategy’s implementat ion. We deem it  rat ional to assum e
that  the number of states involved in the st rategy can be conceived as an indicator for the
complexity of ETC governance in an MRS. This is due to the sheer amount  of coordinat ion
act ivity and heterogeneity in approaches to be expected. I t  is also just ified by the pre-
eminent  role that  nat ional governm ents already occupy and will occupy in the future
according to Commission’s latest  proposal concerning the governance of MRS. Figure 9 below
represents MRS not  according to their size in populat ion, but  to the amount  of nat ional
coordinators involved in st rategy implementat ion. The sm allest  MRS tend to involve about  5
members ( Carpathian, North Sea) while the biggest  will involve over 10 nat ional
administ rat ions ( EUSDR, EUSBSR, Black Sea) . The case of the Mediterranean Strategy
deserves special at tent ion since it  aims to potent ially involve almost  four t imes as many
nat ional authorit ies as the smallest  new MRS.

Further, inst itut ional capacity could also be evaluated in terms of experience in European

transnat ional cooperat ion. This factor has been defined in terms of the average
part icipat ion in ETC program m es per state in a MRS. Evident ly, this definit ion ignores the
wealth of cooperat ion st ructures, m echanisms and methods that  are and go beyond the m ere
logic of the programm es. But  in the absence of an accurate descript ion of this term , and
part icularly with the prospect  of an ever greater need for interact ion between ETC and MRS,
we believe it  is fair to use it  as a proxy for such experience. We may therefore argue that  the
larger in size and the less experience there is with ETC, the m ore complex the ant icipated
governance of t ransnat ional coordinat ion in a given MRS.

Consequent ly, Figure 9 is illust rat ion of a gap in the ant icipated complexity of territorial
cooperat ion. We may dist inguish between three sets of MRS as a result  of this mapping of
size onto state type;  (1)  those that  exemplify a low degree of coordinat ion complexity
( At lant ic Arc, North Sea, Alpine and Carpathian) ; (2)  those that  exhibit  a moderate
degree of coordinat ion complexity ( Adriat ic I onian, EUSBSR and EUSDR) ; and finally,
those for which a high degree of coordinat ion complexity can be ant icipated ( Mediterranean

and Black Sea) . I t  will again be important  to emphasize that neither of the tw o

aforem ent ioned criter ia are sufficient  to describe the effect iveness of MLG w ithin a

m acro- regional space , but  that  they may be conceived as a proxy for assessing the
complexity of collect ive act ion in the absence of a bet ter way to conceive this.
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Figure 9 : MRS size and experience w ith adm inistering ETC

Source: ÖIR 2014

A policy m odel of m acro- regional cooperat ion

The result  of the cross-analysis of cohesion need, access to funds and complexity of territorial
cooperat ion can be seen in Table 2. The table categorizes exist ing, prepared and considered
MRS according to the factors defined above.

Table 2 illust rates that  MRS are inst rum ents addressed to quite contrast ing contexts and
needs in terms of territorial cooperat ion. The analysis suggests three different  sets of MRS;
( 1 )  MRS as potent ial instrum ents of EU Foreign Policy ( in red, Mediterranean;  Black
Sea) ; ( 2 )  MRS as potent ial instrum ents for tackling uneven developm ent ( in green,
EUSDR;  EUSBSR;  Adriat ic- Ionian;  Carpathian) ;  and finally, ( 3 )  MRS as potent ial

inst rum ents for the exploitat ion of terr itorial synergies ( in blue, EUSALP;  At lant ic Arc;
North Sea) . Evident ly, all MRS analyzed combine elem ents of Foreign Policy, reduct ion of
disparit ies and sustainable growth/ compet it iveness. However, we will argue that  som e
strategies are from their very st ructural disposit ion inclined towards one class rather than
another. This does not  exclude that  MRS change and t ransform upon these st ructural
characterist ics. For instance, it  is possible to imagine that  st rat egic focus shifts from one
posit ion to another, or is bet ter placed at  the interst ice between the grounding posit ions we
have t ried to discern. An interest ing case is EUSAIR which embodies both an important
Foreign Policy (conflict  history in the Balkans) and reduct ion of territorial disparit ies
dimension. Or North Sea and Alpine Strategies, where Foreign Policy elem ents com bine with
the creat ion of synergies through regional development . This can be seen in Figure 10.
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Table 2 : Cohesion need and ability to im plem ent  ETC

Source: ÖIR 2014

The result  is a model that  combines the three policy orientat ions of MRS, Territorial Synergy,
Territorial Balance and Foreign Policy in a t riangular way. The policy model out lined above
does not  suggest  what  approach should be followed, as this is evident ly always determ ined
by part icular local needs. Rather the m odel suggests what  goals MRS can best  achieve on the
basis of exist ing potent ials for territorial cooperat ion. I t  suggests that  resources should be
invested in the reduct ion of economic disparit ies, where such resources are available. In the
case of the Mediterranean, there is considerable need for such reduct ion, but  in the absence
of sufficient  ETC and Cohesion Policy resources, other inst rum ents would need to be
mobilized in order to achieve a balancing out  of uneven developm ent  if desired. However, if
this cannot  be achieved, it  may be worthwhile invest ing in the more Foreign Policy related
aspects of MRS.

MRS Cohesion N eed Access t o funds Com plexit y of ETC

Moderate Moderate Moderate

Moderate Moderate Moderate – High

Considerable Moderate Moderate

Marginal Good Low

Marginal Good Low

Considerable Bad High

Considerable Good Low – Moderate

Marginal Good Low

Considerable Bad HighMedi-
ter ra-
nean

Nor th Sea

Carpathian

Black
Sea

At lant ic Arc

Alpine

Adr iat ic-
I onian

EUS
BSR

EUSDR
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Figure 1 0 : MRS Policy orientat ion Triangle

Source: ÖIR 2014

From  policy orientat ion to added value of MRS

The EC84 ident ified the following fields in which MRS in general could create added value:

• Results in term s of proj ect s, act ions, decisions, networks;

• Im proved policy developm ent ;

• Im proved value for m oney;

• Greater integrat ion and coordinat ion;

• Tackling regional inequalit y and prom ot ing terr itorial cohesion .

The above out lined policy model suggests that  this set  of evaluat ive criteria cannot  be applied
in an indiscrim inate manner to the MRS approaches at  hand. This can be seen from Table 3
below that  categorizes the evaluat ive criteria as suggested by EC according to three
approaches deduced from the policy model.

84 European Commission 2013b.
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Table 3 : MRS policy m odels and added value

Main evaluat ive

criter ion

Other evaluat ive criter ia No evaluat ive criter ion

Foreign

Policy

Greater integrat ion
and coordinat ion

Results in terms of projects, act ions,
decisions, networks

 Improved policy development
Tackling regional inequality and

promot ing territor ial cohesion

Im proved value for
m oney

Territorial

Balance

Tackling regional
inequalit y and
promot ing territor ial
cohesion

Greater integrat ion and coordinat ion
Results in terms of projects, act ions,

decisions, networks
 Improved policy development
 Improved value for money

Territorial
Synergy

 Improved value for
money

Results in terms of projects, act ions,
decisions, networks

 Improved policy development
Greater integrat ion and coordinat ion

Tackling regional
inequalit y and
prom ot ing territor ial
cohesion

Source: ÖIR 2014

The table above suggests the following findings in terms of evaluat ion of added value of MRS.
First  it  may be pointed out  that  each of the three approaches mapped out  can be linked to
one main evaluat ive criterion; integrat ion and coordinat ion in the case of Foreign Policy-
oriented MRS; Tackling regional disparit ies and prom ot ing terr itorial cohesion in the
case balance-oriented MRS;  and finally, I m proved value for m oney for synergy-oriented
MRS. The table also suggest  that  there are two evaluat ive criteria that  cannot  be applied to
all approaches to m acro- regional cooperat ion. While Foreign Policy-oriented MRS can do
something to foster greater integrat ion and cooperat ion, it  will be difficult  to imagine that
they can be judged on the basis of the improved value for m oney that  they deliver. On the
other hand, we may very well think that synergy-oriented st rategies have their primary
raison d’êt re in the improved value for m oney that  they achieve. They should not , however
be judged in terms of their propensity to tackling regional inequalit ies and promot ing
territorial cohesion. Generally though, as can be seen from  the table, all MRS can be
evaluated in term s of greater integrat ion and coordinat ion, improved policy developm ent  and
results of som e way or the other in term s of projects, act ions decisions and networks.

7 .2 . General m essages and recom m endat ions for the

preparat ion of new  m acro- regional st rategies

Based on the horizontal conclusions from case study analysis it  is possible to generate a set
of general m essages and recomm endat ions for the preparat ion of new MRS.

The general policy recommendat ions are form ulated in terms of their ability a) to foster

effect iveness to im plem ent ETC regulat ion for MRS and b) to generate greater

efficiency in com binat ion betw een ETC/ CP and MRS. Potent ial policy measures are
addressed to policymakers of European and nat ional/ local levels. These recomm endat ions
follow from case study analysis and recomm end measures for three different  phases;  (1)  the
stage of conceiving of and test ing the feasibility of macro- regional approach to a territorial
problem;  (2)  the stage of preparing the making of a macro- regional st rategy; and finally, (3)
the stage of implem ent ing MRS. In all cases it is be possible to formulate general and class
specific recomm endat ions for measures.
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Figure 1 1 : MRS policy orientat ions for st rategies in considerat ion, preparat ion and

im plem entat ion

Source: ÖIR 2014

As the figure above illust rates, the exist ing proposals and manifestat ions of MRS are at  quite
different  stages in policy developm ent . Our hypothesis is that  the further we move away from
the core of the t riangle, the more manoeuvring radius there is for influencing st rategy
developm ent  and vice versa. We can see that  certain macro- regions are in what  we call
concept ion phase;  this is the case of Mediterranean, Black Sea, Carpathian, At lant ic Arc and
North Sea. Others are current ly prepared but  not  yet  in implementat ion; this is the case of
Alpine and Adriat ic- Ionian. Finally, we have the two cases of EUSDR and EUSBSR which are
in implementat ion.

Table 4 : Logic of conclusions

Addressee Stage of MRS MRS Class Type Dom ain

– European
inst itut ions

– Nat ional
govern-
ments, local
and regional
actors

– Conceptu-
alizat ion

– Preparat ion
– Implemen-

tat ion

– Foreign-
oriented

– Synergy–
oriented

– Balance-
oriented

– Efficiency
– Effect iveness
– Other

– Feasibilit y of the MR St rategy
– Consultat ion process
– Choice of object ives
– Adm inist rat ive organisat ion

Financial Fram ework
– Interact ion between MRS and

other sectors
– Use of new OPs ( incl. ETC OPs)
– Monitoring and Evaluat ion

Source: ÖIR 2014

MRS

Policy

Triangle

EUSDR

Carpathian

Adr iat ic-
I onian

Medi-
ter ra-
nean

Black
Sea

At lant ic Arc

Alpine

Nor th Sea

EUS
BSR

Foreign policy

Territorial BalanceTerritorial Synergy



Policy Department  B:  Structural and Cohesion Policies

89

MRS Concept ion phase

The conceptualizat ion stage is the t ime period that  precedes the call by the EC’s
Com municat ion calling for the elaborat ion of a macro- regional st rategy. The main aim  of this
phase is to establish the need, feasibility of and major aim  in applying a macro- regional
st rategy to a problem within a given territory. I t  builds on exist ing proposals for a territorial
st rategy or definit ions of territorial problem, be it  foreign, balance or synergy related.

Table 5 : Recom m ended m easures for concept ion phase

Recom m endat ion Type W ho to
im plem ent?

MRS Class
Affects

MRS should be an instrum ent

that  gives priority to the

inclusion of a  set  of actors

featuring a heterogeneous level

of socio- econom ic developm ent

– for that  m at ter need for socio-

econom ic cohesion and ability

to access ETC need to be
assessed.

Effect iveness EC, Council and EP Balance-
oriented

Carpathian

Evaluat ion of polit ical, regional

stability needs to precede
strategy form ulat ion.

Effect iveness EC, Council and EP Foreign-
oriented

Evaluat ion of grow th and

synergy potent ials needs to
precede st ra tegy form ulat ion

Effect iveness EC, Council and EP Synergy-
oriented

At lant ic
Arc

North Sea

Link Act ion Plan and division of

tasks to a clear pre- assessm ent

of financial needs and ability for
strategic coordinat ion.

Efficiency EC, Council and EP All

Source: ÖIR 2014

To guarantee the financial viability of potent ial st rategy implem entat ion it  is recomm ended to
link potent ial act ions, themat ic priorit ies and division of tasks to a clear pre- assessm ent of

financial needs and ability for strategic coordinat ion for m acro- regional

cooperat ion. This suggests that  where financial need is too high to be covered by available
inst ruments so that  ability for st rategic coordinat ion is seriously hampered, applying a
macro- regional approach should be quest ioned. Such assessment  should be performed for all
classes of st rategies by the EC. On the Member States side the sectoral policies should get
more involved.

In the light  of our analysis such feasibility test can take different  form s and derivat ives
depending on the class of macro- regional cooperat ion. Proposals for balance-oriented macro-
regions should be closely analysed in terms of the type of socio-economic disparit ies and
their ability to address these through ETC and other form s of financing.

Medi-
terra-
nean

Black
Sea
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Proposals for Foreign-oriented macro- regions could be preceded by a rigorous assessment  of
polit ical, regional stabilit y. Evaluat ion of growth and synergy potent ials could precede
proposals for synergy-oriented m acro- regions.

MRS Preparat ion phase

The preparat ion phase starts with the EC’s Communicat ion calling for the developm ent  of a
macro- regional st rategy for a defined area. The m ain aim  of this phase is to create the
groundwork for the establishment  of a st rategy, the main pillars, choice of object ives, in a
vert ically and horizontally coordinated consultat ion process.

Table 6 : Recom m ended m easures for preparat ion phase

Recom m endat ion Type W ho to

im plem ent?

MRS

Class

Affects

I nit ia l consultat ions should be given

m ore t im e and resources in order to
achieve a bet ter coverage of interests.

Effect iveness EC All

Form ulat ion of nat ional proposals

should be aligned to the st rategic

context  provided by MRS, EU2 0 2 0 ,
2 0 1 4 - 2 0 2 0  program m ing period etc.

Other Nat ional
authorit ies

All

Civil society actors should find a

coordinated posit ion w ith local and

regional authorit ies already in the

consultat ion phase to im prove upon
their  bargaining posit ion.

Effect iveness Regional and
local actors

All

Organise nat ional consultat ion

conferences prior to the  consultat ion
period launched by the EU

Effect iveness Nat ional
authorit ies

All

Social and econom ical disparit ies

should be considered as a key
object ive.

Effect iveness EC Balance-
oriented Adriat ic-

I onian

The creat ion of grow th and

com pet it iveness through terr itorial

synergies should be considered a key
object ive

Effect iveness EC Synergy-
oriented Alpine

The developm ent  of cooperat ion

structures and the greater

coordinat ion of exist ing ones should

be considered a key object ive

Effect iveness EC Foreign-
oriented Adriat ic-

I onian

Focus clearly on few  object ives Effect iveness EC All

Source : ÖIR 2014

Recom m endat ions are part icularly addressing consultat ion phase and choice of object ives. A
part icular problem emerging from the case studies of exist ing st rategies is the scope of the
consultat ion process and its ability to cover a great  deal of the interests present . I nit ial
consultat ions should be given m ore t im e and resources by the EC in order t o achieve a
bet ter coverage of interests. At  the sam e t im e, civil society actors should find a coordinated
posit ion with local and regional authorit ies already in the consultat ion phase to im prove
upon their bargaining posit ion . Nat ional authorit ies could help by organizing nat ional
consultat ion conferences prior to the consultat ion period launched by the EU, in order to
fort ify accountabilit y on the nat ional level.
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For what  concerns the formulat ion choice of object ives, nat ional posit ions should be aligned
to the st rategic context  provided by other MRS, EU2020, 2014-2020 programming period etc.
As has been pointed out  in several evaluat ions, potent ial Act ion Plans need to clearly focus on
a set  of achievable object ives. According to specific classes, key object ives could vary. For
balance-oriented and Foreign Policy-oriented st rategies in preparat ion, such as the Adriat ic
Ionian, social and economical disparit ies and the developm ent  of cooperat ion st ructures and
the greater coordinat ion of exist ing ones respect ively should be considered as key object ives.
For synergy-oriented st rategies such as Alpine, the creat ion of growth and compet it iveness
through territorial synergies should be considered a key object ive.

I m plem entat ion of MRS

The implem entat ion phase starts as soon as the proposal for an MRS is formally accepted by
EP and European Council. The main aim  of this phase is the execut ion of the object ives laid
out  in the Act ion Plan.

Recom m ended m easures address potent ials for the bet term ent  of mult i- level governance
(MLG) and the m ore efficient  coordinat ion of funding to realize projects.

A couple of m easures could be useful to increase the effect iveness of implementat ion
structures on nat ional, regional and local level. Based on the exist ing experiences in Aust ria
and Sweden it  may be advisable to coordinate act ivit ies within governm ent  through a
nat ional actor plat form , including relevant  m inist ries, local and regional layers and civil
society. Nat ional authorit ies should further bet ter inform NGOs about  the decisions of the SGs
and give them enhanced possibility to comm ent  on them . Regional and local actors on the
other side should foster the creat ion of regional and local representat ion st ructures (on the
model of CDCR) . Their act ivit ies should be from the very outset  included in the program m e of
the MRS Annual Forum  (on the model of the Part icipat ion Day piloted in June 2014 in
Vienna) .

The coordinat ion of ETC programm es and MRS can build on the t ransnat ional model of
INTERACT points, tested in the exist ing MRS. However, as especially the case study of
EUSDR has shown, efforts by INTERACT are more often than not  const rained by fluctuat ions
in personnel as well as underlying differences in the nat ional administ rat ion of MRS and ETC.
Where old Member State countries do generally have separate administrat ive st ructures for
ETC and MRS, in most  new Member States these two are generally highly integrated. Polit ical
fluctuat ions in new Member States have shown to have a significant  effect  on the
administ rat ion of MRS and the composit ion of SGs. Another aspect  of this issue has been the
relat ive degree of power of PAs within their nat ional jurisdict ion. A basic recomm endat ion for
nat ional authorit ies is to ensure the cont inuity of the t ransnat ional cooperat ion st ructures as
well as to watch on their equal capacit ies to part icipate in meet ings, and communicate the
work within their own nat ional jurisdict ions85.

85 “There is a strong case (as argued in the Barca Report)  that territorial cooperat ion allocat ions should be
condit ional on a support ive polit ical/ policy framework being established by the part icipat ing Member States to
demonstrate that the EU programme is part  of a wider strategy of cross-border or transnat ional cooperat ion
( including complementary act ions – potent ially smaller projects – financed wholly by the Member States) and that
it  has the polit ical commitment and resources of Member State authorit ies at nat ional, regional and local levels.”
(EP 2012 pp. 133).
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To guarantee the effect ive implementat ion of the st rategy, nat ional authorit ies need to
ensure cont inuity beyond the changes in their staffing of public authorit ies. A crucial quest ion
relates to the degree of control that  can be exercised over these bureaucrat ic fluctuat ions.
The opt ion of using an EGTC for the administ rat ion of t ransnat ional coordinat ion within MRS
could be an inst rument  for shielding PAs from nat ional polit ical powers. However such step
would be a clear cont radict ion of the rule of “no new inst itut ions” , and raises further
quest ions about  the financing and openness and flexibility of such ent ity.

The opt ion of making the administ rat ion of MRS dependent  on ETC only has been quest ioned
on the basis of a grounding contradict ion between the sectoral logics of t ransnat ional
programm es and the cross-sectoral approach of MRS. As Böhm e (2013) suggests, MRS
should be looking for funding beyond what  is available for ETC and Cohesion Policy, to avoid
clash between different  priorit ies of MRS and OPs. This includes the potent ial alignment  of
ETC with the European Neighbourhood Inst rument  in the case of Foreign Policy-oriented
strategies. For balance-oriented MRS, it  could be allowed to use the ERDF to finance “basic
infrast ructure”  in the framework of a major cross-border or interregional project  carried out
in partnership with one or m ore other Region(s)  from a different  category86.

To ensure the bet ter coordinat ion of different  EU St ructural Funds cooperat ion needs to start
at  the level of the Com mission. An inter-service group on macro- regions between different
DGs of the Commission should be set  up to ensure bet ter alignment  of funding st reams. The
geographical and them at ic alignment  of t ransnat ional program m es and macro- regional
cooperat ion spaces is to be further cont inued. In this context  it  is however crucial that  the EC
issues guidelines87 on how CSF funds can be used to implement  projects in the framework of
the m acro- regional and the sea basin st rategies. Further, it  may be important  for future
st rategies to clarify the way in which funding from the different  sources can be used in
combinat ion.

The technical assistance of the EP to the PAs as well as the pilot  projects financed have been
crucial to the kick-start ing of MRS implementat ion and should therefore be cont inued.
However, given the disparit ies in resources between different  count ries it  may be advisable to
make the am ount  of financial contribut ion dependent  on the financial need of PAs. For macro-
regional projects with very high European added value it  may be advisable, as CPMR (2013)
suggest , increasing the pre- financing rates.

86 http: / / www.spat ialforesight.eu/ t l_files/ files/ editors/ dokumente/ Brief-2013-3-130710.pdf
87 Commission Implementing Regulat ion (EU) No 288/ 2014 of 25 th February 2014 (http: / / eur- lex.europa.eu/ legal-

content/ EN/ TXT/ ?uri= uriserv: OJ.L_.2014.087.01.0001.01.ENG ), based on art icles 15(2)(a) ( ii) , 27(3) and
70(2)(b) of the Common Provisions Regulat ion.
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Table 7 : Recom m ended m easures for im plem entat ion phase

Recom m endat ion Type W ho to

im plem ent?

MRS Class Affects

Foster the creat ion of regional and local
representat ion st ructures ( on the m odel CDCR)

Effect iveness Regional and
local actors

All

Coordinate act ivit ies w ithin governm ent  through

a nat ional actor plat form , including relevant

m inist ries, local and regional layers and civil
society.

Effect iveness Nat ional
author it ies

All

I nclude local and civil society act ivit ies in the

program m e of the MRS Annual Forum  ( on the

m odel of the Part icipat ion Day piloted in June

2 0 1 4  in Vienna)

Effect iveness Nat ional
author it ies

All

NGOs should be inform ed about  the decisions of

the SGs and have the possibility to com m ent on
them

Effect iveness Nat ional
author it ies

All

Ensure cont inuity in the im plem entat ion bodies

beyond the change in the public authorit ies staff

Effect iveness Nat ional
author it ies

All

Set  up of m acro- regions Task force betw een

different  DGs of the Com m ission to ensure bet ter
alignem ent  of funding

Efficiency EC All

Guidelines on how  CSF funds can be used to

im plem ent  projects in the fram ew ork of the
m acro- regional and the sea basin st rategies

Efficiency EC All

Clarify the w ay in w hich funding

from  the different  sources can be used in

com binat ion, and sim plificat ion of the procedures

concerning the m obilisat ion of funds that  operate
w ith different  m anagem ent  m ethods

Efficiency EC All

Earm arking of t ransnat ional cooperat ion funds

for MRS – the financing of day to day

im plem entat ion – adjusted to degree of
developm ent  of m acro- region.

Efficiency EC All

Alignm ent  of t ransnat ional cooperat ion spaces
and MRS

Efficiency EC All

Budget  for technical assistance to k ick -start

im plem entat ion process should be cont inued, but

should be proport ionate to financial need of
Mem ber States.

Efficiency EP All

Exam inat ion of potent ia l a lignm ent  of priorit ies

of European Neighbourhood I nst rum ent  w ith
MRS

Efficiency EC Foreign-
or iented

Allow  the so- called “m ore developed regions” to

use the ERDF to finance “basic infrast ructure” in

the fram ew ork of a m ajor cross- border or

interregional project  carried out  in partnership

w ith one or m ore other Region ( s)  from  a
different  category.

Efficiency EC Balance-
or iented

Nat ional coordinat ion of terr itorial cooperat ion

and MRS should be done through cent ralized
stakeholder plat form  on the m odel of I NTERACT

Efficiency Nat ional
author it ies

All

Pre- financing for m acro- regional st ructural

projects rather than to count ries.

Effect iveness EC All

Source: ÖIR 2014

EUS
BSR

EUSDR
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7 .3 . Recom m ended policy m easures for  the European

Parliam ent  to assist  developm ent  of future m acro-

regional st rategies

On the basis of the analysis provided in the report  and the recomm endat ions from chapter
7.2, a roadm ap and advice for the EP can be designed to assist  the effect ive implem entat ion
of new MRS in the next  coming years.

In contrast  to the EC, who has been largely driving exist ing macro- regional processes, the
influence of the EP and of nat ional parliaments on preparat ion and implementat ion of MRS
has been less evident  from the case studies. While in some st rategies the Parliament  has
been a forerunner, with others it  has been lagging behind. Som e actors have expressed their
regret  concerning the lim ited involvem ent  of the EP and nat ional parliamentarians at
meet ings such as the Annual Forum. These findings suggest  som e general steps that  could
be taken by the EP in the upcoming years. These relate to the way that  the EP formally
intervenes as an observer and com m entator in the preparat ion and im plem entat ion

of MRS. For the new st rategies that  are current ly under considerat ion, the EP could play an
important  role in some type of pre- assessm ent of polit ical and financial needs and

abilit ies w ith regards to ETC to form the basis for further invest igat ion into the feasibility
of a macro- regional approach. This could be perform ed for all st rategies on the basis of a
select ive appropriat ion of the different  criteria for added value exist ing.

Figure 1 2 : Opt ions for future regulatory and m onitoring act ivit ies

Source :  ÖIR 2014
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At the sam e t ime, the provision of technical assistance to the PAs as well as the various pilot
projects init iated by the EP have been marked out  as highly significant  for the developm ent
of the exist ing st rategies. In the context  of ever scarcer resources, the “ three no’s”  provision
and more MRS on the horizon, there remains a general uncertainty about  the ability of the EP
to deliver on the call for more substant ial financial aid to emerging t ransnat ional st ructures
out  of this budget . In their communicat ion on the governance of MRS, the Commission has
expressed its wish to step back from the supervision of day- to-day implementat ion of m acro-
regional cooperat ion, leaving a gap that  should at  best  be accom modated by nat ional
authorit ies. There is a risk that  with the lesser involvem ent  of the Com mission, MRS will be
even m ore vulnerable to the polit ical fluctuat ions on the Member State side illust rated in the
case studies on EUSDR and EUSBSR. This m eans that  the st rengthened support  for the
t ransnat ional cooperat ion st ructures in the implementat ion of MRS that  the Parliament
current ly delivers becomes all the more crucial. In all evidence, this would just ify a closer

invest igat ion concerning the budgetary assistance to t ransnat ional cooperat ion

that  the Parliam ent  can provide in the upcom ing years.

As a major defender of t rans-nat ionalism and the interests of civil society in territorial policy,
the REGI  Commit tee has been arguing for a place-based, mult i- level governance approach to
post-2013 Cohesion Policy. As has been pointed out  elsewhere, MLG in this context  is not  to
be confused with the absence of top-down control funct ions related to the European added
value that  t ransnat ional cooperat ion could provide. The Parliament  “envisages reinforced
governance arrangem ents through st ricter coordinat ion and cont ractual relat ionships” 88. The
quest ion that  has been t ried to be answered in this study is under what  condit ions the future
of macro- regional cooperat ion can deliver upon the greater need for a territorialisat ion of
EU2020, as well as the need for condit ionality, incent ives and m inimum standards for
Mem ber States/ regions, suggested by this approach89. As regards the Mem ber States, there
is a t radit ional resistance to st r icter cont ractual relat ions and cent rali sed cont rol, preferring
instead a less binding and m ore devolved governance fram e. I f NCPs and PAs interviewed
frequent ly pointed to the lit t le experience with the EGTC approach as a major just ificat ion for
their small interest  in using it  with MRS, some t ransnat ional actors nevertheless see a greater
need for a condit ionality of som e sort . This suggests that  the not ion of condit ionality in t rans-
nat ional cooperat ion as well as the usefulness of EGTC should be studied in closer detail in
the coming years to reinforce the territorial contractualist  view of Cohesion Policy supported
by DG REGIO and the REGI  Commit tee in the past .

88 European Policies Research Centre (2011): Comparat ive Study on the visions and opt ions for Cohesion Policy

after 2013. pp. 29.
89 European Policies Research Centre 2011, pp. 31.
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