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THE FUTURE OF TERRITORIAL COHESION: STATE OF THE ART AND ELEMENTS 
FOR DEBATE 

 

Introduction Organisation guidelines and working programme  
 
Boguslaw Sonik, Vice-president of the ENVI Committee, Chair of the Intergroup 
 
Opening of the meeting, current political stakes and objectives of the Intergroup 174. 
 
Nicolas Evrard, Executive secretary of the Intergroup 174, AEM 
 
Presentation of ongoing activities, logo proposition and ideas for an agenda on various 
policies with territorial impact.  
 
Fiorello Provera , MEP  
 
Complementary remarks on general framework and ideas on concrete implementation of 

the article 174 in order to achieve a frame programme : obtain financial and legislative 

support in favour of specific territories, especially in order to encourage efforts in the field 

of energies, infrastructures, services etc.  

It would be interesting to enhance a legislative initiative from the European Commission – 

directive or regulation. In this sense, the European Parliament should launch such initiative, 

with the support of other MEPs and related Committee, through a parliamentary resolution.  

 



  Intergroup Mountains, Islands, Sparsely populated Regions 

ARTICLE 174  - SPECIFIC TERRITORIES  

 

What opportunities for specific territories ?   
 

Patrick Salez, DG REGIO, European Commission 
 

ü What opportunities for specific territories ?   

« Opportunity » is a very appropriate term. Territories benefit from a large number of 

geographic, socio-economic and institutional characteristics which define their potential and 

serve as a basis for their endogenous development. This is a positive way of approaching 

them, instead of pointing out their handicaps. In the same way, several contributions to the 

Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion have also underlined the idea of encouraging territories 

in valorising their capital, rather than compensating their handicaps.   

 According to the Territorial Cohesion Objective, we can think about 5 ways of addressing 

territorial specificities:  

Á Choose the most appropriate scale/intervention to address their specific 

needs (cf. 2nd   Round Table )  

Á Give priority to some thematic actions, for target territories 

i.e. ERDF, art. 10 which gives priority to 4 themes to face geographic characteristics: 

accessibility, cultural heritage, natural resources and tourism. Nowadays, it is necessary to 

identify the priorities and joint them to the “EU 2020” strategy and its objectives : 

knowledge based economy, green growth, social and territorial inclusion. Even if the key 

terms of the EU 2020 are “energies” and “climate change”, regarding the cohesion 

objectives, the main issue remains accessibility to services of general interest.  

Á Cooperation between territories. The link between territories is more 

important than their area; it is opportune to work on creating networks and 

exchange good practices.   

Á Work on political organisation and governance, by valorising political and 

territorial coherency. The European Commission makes progress in this way 

and creates more direct relations between different DGs; an inter-services 
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group has also been established, and there is a strong progress on integrated 

maritime policy and development of various macro-regional strategies.   

Á Focus on a better knowledge of territories, through precise studies; give 

priority to qualitative features rather than quantitative. The development 

potential reveals a trajectory, corresponding to territorial development; it's a 

matter of understanding development process in various types of specific 

territories.  

ü What scale of action ?  

The analysis on multilevel governance is very relevant for specific territories, as they don't 

correspond to basic administrative or political scales; already existing and appropriate 

cooperation structures can encourage existing territorial links.  

Tour de table of associations supporting the Intergroup 174: AEM, CPMR-IC, ESIN, 
EUROMONTANA, INSULEUR, NSPA. 
 
AEM- European Association of Elected Representatives from Mountain Regions, Nicolas 

Evrard, General Secretary  

The debate on territorial specificities dates from 90's and has been developed through 

various reports, studies and consultations. Since the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion, 

this debate has become more concrete thanks to the Lisbon Treaty, as an important legal 

basis (article 174). For AEM, it is a matter of structuring an added value of a European 

position on mountain territories. What about the legitimacy of a concrete European action 

on such territories? It is a matter of coherency and of a better coordination of policies with 

territorial impact, by taking into account territorial specificities, not only within the 

Cohesion Policy.  

Furthermore, it is a matter of contribution of mountain territories to European strategies.  

Regarding the “EU 2020”, environment and demography oriented strategy, it remains very 

interesting for the territories in their diversity, reinforcing the link between population and 

its environment. 
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AEM proposes 2 levels of action: 

Á Adaptation of policies in a coherent way at mountain massif level 

Á Gathering local actors at valley level, within a cooperative, operational network 

CPMR – Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions, Island Commission, Carol Thomas - 

EU Policy Officer 

We try to move this debate forward in a more functional way, in a way that looks relevant 

for islands. From the beginning, the Territorial Cohesion appears as a political concept, very 

much based on political choices that we make and allows us to think about introducing the 

territorial cohesion objective at different policy scales. We also look at the impact on 

different sectors and policies and the equity of what is delivered at the territorial level.  

Key references: 

Á Cross - sectoral implementation of EU policies  

Á Scale of action, governance and coordination of policies across territories 

Territorial Cohesion is a shared political concept. It is not only about territorial assets, but 

also about choices and policy coordination across different scales and development of 

indicators that highlight real differences.  

More specifically, CPMR Island Commission drafted a specific contribution to the Green 

Paper. The starting point is how to allow island inhabitants to benefit from different EU 

services. Insularity is only one aspect of the challenge that they have to face. Another aspect 

is: what added value brings the territorial cohesion to these territories?  

Island areas are very diverse: huge diversity in terms of size, assets, resources, etc. At the 

same time, this diversity can act as a strength. This is one of the key argument of the Island 

commission.  

The key issue in this reflection is the choice of indicators/criteria. How the differences are 

being appreciated. There is a great diversity, but chosen indicators do not reflect all 

realities; such as GDP, employment rate, etc. Furthermore, It is impossible to compare 



  Intergroup Mountains, Islands, Sparsely populated Regions 

ARTICLE 174  - SPECIFIC TERRITORIES  

 

islands between them. So the question is: how to measure territorial realities with relevant 

indicators? And how to develop those indicators? 

By recognising these differences, it is important to look at various instruments and also the 

management tools coordinating the different scales. How to bring them together is one of 

the key issue.  

The DG Regio Working Paper is a step forward in recognition of specific features and 

territories. But it includes a number of shortcomings, summed up by the critical note of 

CPMR on this matter. We are strongly afraid that the Working Paper might be used in the 

future development of the financial framework.  

The analysis provided by the Working Paper is based on the NUTS 3 level which makes 

disappear a number of islands and mountain areas from the maps. Hopefully, ESPON study 

on territorial Diversity will refine the Working Paper but it still proves the enormous amount 

of work needed. We still have a long way to go in order to understand the specific features 

and territories.   

ESIN - European small islands network, Pierre Philippe Jean - Director 

Regarding islands, there is a clear difficulty as a result of their isolation. Moreover, it is 

impossible to take into account every little island. They represent a minor part of the 

European population – from 300 et 500 000 inhabitants, even if their grouping provides 

some visibility.  

A lot of policies have a direct territorial impact on islands, such as fisheries, agriculture or  

transport.  

A lack of territorial cohesion is daily remarkable and it is necessary to integrate this reality 

among European priorities.   

If we talk about projects, analysis or ideas, we should claim for an approach which would 

avoid negative consequences on local communities, coming from decisions taken at 

European level, especially in the matter of fisheries or transport. It is similar in the matter of 

governance - the management of Leader programme raises some difficulties in terms of 

geographic continuity.  
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The integration of small islands in the statistic system remains very important as well; they 

are not taken into account at NUTS 3 level. It is necessary to give visibility to these micro-

territories, which would be a sign of recognition of the richness of European territories.   

Euromontana, Alexia Rouby - Director 

Mountains bring benefits to the whole Europe, being very rich in their diversity. Beyond this 

diversity, there is a number of shared assets and challenges, which should be addressed 

through a strong cooperation and shared solutions.  

In this regard, Euromontana considers that the article 174 remains a great opportunity:  it 

recognises and reinforces the value of the diversity, contrary to the previous homogeneous 

approach. There are a lot of ways of contributing to the global territorial development and 

valorising their role as a “laboratory” for the whole EU.  

The territorial cohesion is one of the elements of progress. It is an opportunity to adapt 

regional development policies and draft appropriate strategies.   

Euromontana has proposed 15 concrete actions to implement territorial cohesion objective, 

such as coordination between various DGs of the European Commission, territorial impact 

assessment, development of multilevel governance principles... 

The question of indicators is also an important matter and the ESPON TeDi study would 

certainly contribute to this analysis.   

INSULEUR, Carine Piaguet – EU Policy Officer 

The territorial cohesion objective is considered with a great interest within our network, as 

an objective combining both competitiveness and solidarity. Islands suffer from their 

geographical situation and the territorial cohesion should bring an appropriate approach to 

face their challenges.  

Compensatory measures are not the unique way to reduce territorial disparities. Every time  

a policy or legislation is being drafted, a specific attention should be paid to these specific 

territories.  This should be done through an impact assessment or an integrated frame in 

favour of adapted management of island territories, through a transverse approach in 

definition of policies and management of island territories.  
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It would also be opportune to adapt traditional indicators, use specific indicators for 

territories, in order to measure more precisely their accessibility and fragility.  

NSPA -Northern Sparsely Populated Areas, Stein Ovesen – EU Policy Officer 

NSPA is a network gathering 14 regions which share common objectives and are very 

proactive in raising awareness on sparsely populated regions. The network works on 

European policies and provides a platform for exchanging good practices. 

There is a number of common challenges, shared with other territories, such as accessibility, 

depopulation, etc. We also share the will to change from compensatory requests based on 

handicaps to valorisation of assets. 

Our vision for 2020: we want regions with functional job market, increase their 

competitiveness, develop green technologies and contribute to sustainable development 

guidelines. 

We are eager to develop further the territorial cohesion objective, support the availability of 

funds to all regions and reinforce multi-level governance. Our common goal is based on 

global competitiveness and benefits for all citizens.   

Boguslaw Sonik, MEP 

All these contributions reveal a strong richness and diversity. We have a very important role 

in valorising it. Even if the European Union is very attentive to minorities, we talk about 

territories which are often marginalised during the political debates. It is necessary to 

underline their ambitions, encourage them to grab their opportunities and contribute to the 

“EU 2020” strategy.  It is necessary to find relevant answers and adapted solutions to their 

challenges.  

Michel Dantin, MEP  

All contributions fit perfectly to the purpose of the article 174. Specific territories disserve to 

be taken into account within public policies. These territories should grab their 

opportunities and follow the guidelines proposed by Mr. Salez, develop them and go even 

further. Regarding communication issues and territorial continuity, specific measures should 

be adapted, not only within a programming period.  
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What scale of political action ?  
 

What scale is appropriate for action? At what scale the EU can act by respecting territorial 

assets and adapt policies which go further than a simple programming period ?  This is one 

of the topics of the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion and the DG Regio analysis   

Patrick Salez, European Commission, DG Regio 

It is important to insist on opportunities, because the debate has been organised in this 

sense. It is still necessary to find appropriate ways to face constraints. Some ideas has been  

proposed for the previous programming period of the cohesion policy, but they haven't 

been selected by Member States.  

Questions related to scales of action :  

Á It is necessary to identify the problems to address at the moment of choosing the 

scale of action. In the matter of spatial planning, there is a number of approaches, at 

different scales – functional scale,  public authorities scale, indicators scale, political 

scale. 

These scales do not correspond to various needs of specific territories.   

Á The definition of territories remains sometimes difficult. If it is clear for islands, the 

delimitation is more complicated for mountains or sparsely populated regions.  

Á The choice of indicators to define realities.  

Non appropriate indicators lead to approximation; this is very remarkable for example in the 

Working Paper. How to approach territorial diversities by using NUTS 3 level ? In order to 

avoid approximation, it is necessary to refer to  more qualitative analysis and trajectory 

analysis. The ESPON study should also bring an interesting analysis.  

Á The scale of action 

Regional level remains the most common reference. Nevertheless, territorial cohesion 

proposes some different scales: 
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Á Superior : multi-regional level-  example of multi-regional programmes in 

France which gather mountains or river basins; this approach should be 

developed  

Á Inferior : infra-regional level – Analysis on a functional territory;  

Difficulty: this scales reflect daily constraints, which are different from one country to an 

other: Germany: metro-poles, France- job basins, UK – travel to work areas etc. Approach: 

go closer to address constraints.  

Difficulty for the cooperation: functional territories can be defined by priority topics, such as 

urban – rural relations and public services.  

Á Macroregions : approach at massif or basin level  

I.e. Baltic Sea, Danube strategy 

According to this analysis, there is a question of a coincidence between a level of territorial 

cooperation and a level of functional cooperation.  

Example : « Alpine Space » programme, firstly based on geographic criteria. During the 

negotiations between Member States, a question on target territory has been raised – it is 

not the same as the geographic space. For example, the Alsace Region is a part of the 

“Alpine Space” programme, even if it wouldn't have been a part of it from a strictly 

geographical point of view.  

Moreover, there is a matter of the link between approaching territorial specificities at the 

most appropriate scale and the EU 2020 guidelines.  How to link them in a coherent way ? It 

is necessary to address territorial diversity by keeping a coherent link with European 

strategies.  

Nicolas Evrard : SG AEM, Analysis on “approach at massif level” by structuring a 

macroregional strategy for the Alps  

One of the analysis of mountain territories and the scale of action: intervention at 

multiregional and infra-regional level. It is interesting to have a look on the maps of the 
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NORDREGIO 2004 study and its analysis on massifs. The most important idea is to develop 

the territory and reinforce the link between inhabitants and their environment.  

There are various political actions with a real European sense.  

Examples 

Á POMAC, POIA : operational programs for the Central Massif and for the Alps, 

with their inter-regional dimensions  

Purpose: coherency between  the French national policy  « Loi montagne » 

and regional and European policies   

Á Pact of Apennines (Tuscany) and the use of ESF in addressing depopulation, 

employment, transports  

Á Working Communities 

Á Alpine Convention, Carpathian Convention 

Á Analysis on Mediterranean mountains, supported by insular regions  

State of the debate: the Mittenwald declaration, following the meeting of ministers of 

environment, on the 12th of March 2010, which proposes some guidelines in favour of a 

macroregional strategy for the Alps, complementary to the current analysis on the Alpine 

Convention. It is a matter of encouraging the integration of authorities and cooperation 

networks by sharing a common preoccupation, which would be a major progress regarding 

the multilevel governance and would improve the efficiency of public policies in the context 

of reduced budget and environmental emergency.  

We can refer to all these tools for action and political tools which have an interesting place 

in the European debate.  

Marc Carbalido, Vice-president of the Midi Pyrenees Region, Representative of the  CTP- 
“Communauté de Travail des Pyrénées” 
 
The CTP analysis has been firstly based on 4 themes : infrastructures and communications, 

education and technological development, youth and sport, sustainable development. It has 
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a very strategic role as a Managing Authority of the programme INTERREG IV A Spain – 

France - Andorra. Furthermore, the CTP encourages exchange of good practices and 

develops a common analysis on Pyrenees massif and its realities.  

In its contribution to the consultation of the Committee of the Regions on the “EU 2020” 

strategy, 3 main points have been underlined to find the most appropriate level of action.  

Á Political legitimacy  

Á Former participation 

Á Efficiency of action at the chosen scale, regarding the objectives  

For the territorial approach, it is necessary to take into account the cross-border dimension 

at the moment of drafting transnational objectives; border institutions are eager to take 

part in this process. National objectives should integrate also a cross-border adaptation. In 

this sense , the European Commission should stress on the necessity of cooperation 

between national and regional or local authorities. This partnership would bring a more 

territorial basis and a more appropriate scale of action. We could think about territorial 

agreements and such partnership would be considered since the beginning.  

Coherent geographical areas disserve specific procedures. The CTP points out the necessity 

of an ambitious cohesion policy. The role of mountain territories remains a sufficient reason 

to get useful tools to defend their ambitions continuously. Even though they benefit from 

various assets, it is necessary to overcome permanent natural handicaps.  

It is interesting to notice the work of Climate Observatory: after 20 years of cooperation, 

several topics are addressed at massif level, thanks to the shared enthusiasm of all partners. 

Moreover, a cross-border hospital has been built in Pyrenees, thanks to an agreement 

covering an area from Bask Country to Catalonia.  

The cohesion policy should be based on the most relevant area.  
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NSPA, Stein Ovesen 

Our network has a proactive dialogue with DG Regio and also thinks about being considered 

as a functional region. We are trying to define our territories and think about the added 

value of such approach. The debate is being structured right now.  

CPMR – Island Commission, Carol Thomas 

What is a relevant territorial scale for action? What exactly is that we need to address? The 

territorial cooperation is an interesting tool that allow us to address a number of concerns.  

The current operational programs do not allow us to address global issues that we face: at 

which level of territory do we act ?  

The idea of macroregional strategies can be explained by the fact that the Cohesion 

Programmes are not appropriate to address all realities. Nevertheless, macroregional 

strategies are not the only response. 

A lot of actors think about developing a macroregional strategy. At the end of our debate, 

we can ask weather all concerns can be addressed in the same way - they can’t. We should 

be clear about what we expect from this approach. Nevertheless, CPMR is very supportive 

of macroregional strategies and thinks about taking advantage from these propositions. We 

develop our own reflections on this issue, which will also be discussed in Gijón during a 

specific workshop.  

Patrick Salez, DG Regio :  

The CTP is an interesting example of combining cooperation and cultural identity. It is 

important to abandon the compensation and act differently in favour of specific territories. 

Example : by developing services of general interest, important territorial constraints are 

also being addressed. 

The EU 2020 strategy does not refer much to local and regional authorities. This aspect will 

be addressed during a meeting of General Directors in charge of Spatial Planning which will 

take place on the 10th of May, an occasion to raise a position to make the strategy more 

territorial.   
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