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30a Assembleia-Geral da Comissão das Ilhas da CRPM  
Açores, Portugal – 20 e 21 de Maio de 2010 

 
 

DECLARAÇÃO FINAL 

Reunidas nos Açores por ocasião da 30a Assembleia-Geral da Comissão das Ilhas da CRPM (Conferência das 
Regiões Periféricas Marítimas), as seguintes autoridades regionais insulares europeias: 
 

Azores (PT), Balears (ES), Bornholm (DK), Canarias (ES), Gotland (SE),  
Hiiumaa & Saaremaa (EE), Isle of Man (UK), Madeira (PT), Orkney (UK), Outer Hebrides (UK), 

Shetland (UK), Sicilia (IT),  
 

Agradecem, antes de mais, ao Governo dos Açores e à sua população o acolhimento reservado durante os 
seus trabalhos. 

Adoptam a declaração seguinte, bem como as declarações anexas, e : 

- registam que, na comunicação «EUROPA 2020», a Comissão inscreve entre as suas principais 
prioridades a promoção de uma «economia hipocarbónica, eficiente em termos de recursos e competitiva» 
promovendo, ao mesmo tempo, «uma economia com altas taxas de emprego que assegure a coesão social e 
territorial»,  

 
- manifestam o seu apoio total a estas pretensões, para as quais podem contribuir de forma diversa e, pelo 

menos, utilizando as possibilidades oferecidas pela sua geografia, pelos recursos naturais do solo ou 
mares adjacentes, ou pela força que emana da riqueza e diversidade das suas identidades,  

 
- crêem que, para que as ilhas colham os benefícios de uma «estratégia para um crescimento inteligente, 

sustentável e inclusivo», como expresso na estratégia EUROPA 2020, é fundamental inscrever o 
desenvolvimento sustentável tão estreitamente quanto possível no conceito de coesão territorial. Com 
efeito, o desenvolvimento sustentável só fará sentido para as ilhas e seus habitantes se, por seu turno, 
favorecer a coesão territorial com o resto da União Europeia,  

 
- consideram que a União Europeia deveria reconhecer, no âmbito do artigo 174° que estabelece a coesão 

territorial, que se afiguram necessárias medidas especiais para permitir às ilhas aproveitar plenamente 
as oportunidades que o desenvolvimento sustentável oferece,  

 
- entendem que o conceito de «atractividade», sublinhado no relatório preliminar do estudo 

«Euroislands» do programa ESPON, consubstancia a principal problemática das ilhas, que tem menos a 
ver com a prosperidade face ao resto da Europa e mais com a atractividade das ilhas para reter os 
habitantes e as actividades económicas. O conceito de atractividade está estreitamente associado a outras 
noções como a acessibilidade, o fornecimento de infra-estruturas (sobretudo nos sectores da saúde e da 
educação) e de serviços de interesse público (como a energia, a água, as comunicações, os transportes, 
etc.), a qualidade do ambiente, as condições de vida satisfatórias e a promoção de uma identidade 
cultural sustentável,  
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- recordam que, para integrar o objectivo de coesão territorial nos objectivos de desenvolvimento 
sustentável, importa definir um enquadramento adequado, o que significa, na prática, que:  

 
a) é oportuno avaliar as realidades das ilhas – humanas, económicas, sociais, ambientais – mediante 
instrumentos estatísticos mais bem adaptados ao nível da ilha, que é o único espaço funcional 
pertinente para estas entidades geográficas,  
 
b) a legislação europeia deve examinar as situações das ilhas com uma certa flexibilidade, através de 
melhores mecanismos de governação,  
 
c) as políticas europeias devem reconhecer as consequências das características específicas das ilhas 
(pequena dimensão, afastamento e isolamento, ambiente natural e cultural particularmente rico mas 
vulnerável) e os custos suplementares frequentemente induzidos pela insularidade, a fim de garantir 
que sejam suportados pelos instrumentos financeiros em conformidade com o princípio da 
proporcionalidade,  
 

 
E, em especial: 
 

No domínio da política regional: 
 
• desejam que a futura proposta da Comissão relativa à política de coesão pós-2013 incorpore os 

pontos acima indicados e apoiam as conclusões da assembleia quanto ao «reconhecimento da 
insularidade na política regional europeia» organizada pelo governo das Baleares sob a égide da 
Presidência espanhola, em 26 de Abril de 2010 [ver a Declaração das Baleares «Propostas para 
melhorar o tratamento territorial insular no âmbito da política regional europeia» - anexo 1 p. 9],  

 
• subscrevem as críticas tecidas na nota relativa ao documento de trabalho da Comissão sobre a 

situação dos «territórios específicos» e convidam a DG REGIO e o EUROSTAT a conceber 
instrumentos de análise mais bem adaptados [ver o documento «NOTA CRÍTICA sobre o Documento de 
Trabalho da Comissão Europeia (DGREGIO) «Os territórios com características geográficas particulares» 
(02/2009)» (anexo 2 p. 13) e, mais adiante, na p. 5 a resolução correspondente], 

 
• apelam à futura política de coesão para que integre a dimensão insular aquando da definição do 

nível de intervenção, quer ao nível dos espaços funcionais, quer ao nível das macrorregiões, 
 

• consideram uma etapa positiva a criação pela Comissão Europeia de um grupo interserviços para 
examinar a problemática da coesão territorial, nomeadamente a situação dos territórios com 
desvantagens permanentes e graves, e manifestam o desejo de serem consultadas por este grupo. 

 
No domínio da energia e da mudança climática na Europa: 
  
• expressam os seus agradecimentos à DG ENER da Comissão Europeia e ao Parlamento Europeu 

pelo apoio dado através do projecto ISLE-PACT e aplaudem as ambições deste último [ver, mais 
adiante, na p. 4 a resolução correspondente]. 

       
No domínio do transporte:  

 
• expressam ainda os seus agradecimentos à DG MOVE da Comissão Europeia pela sua cooperação 

no âmbito do seminário sobre a cabotagem marítima insular, realizado na ilha de Bornholm em 18 e 
19 de Fevereiro de 2010, e aprovam as conclusões do Seminário de Bornholm [ver as conclusões do 
seminário – anexo 3 p. 25].  

 
Contexto ambiental e riscos naturais 

 
• chamam a atenção das autoridades comunitárias para a extrema fragilidade das ilhas em matéria 

ambiental, bem como para o grau de exposição elevado de muitas delas aos riscos naturais (riscos 
vulcânicos, sísmicos, fenómenos climáticos extremos, etc.), cujo impacto é frequentemente agravado, 
tanto no plano humano como económico, pelo isolamento destes territórios e pela concentração das 
suas populações em espaços confinados.  
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Apelam ao Conselho, ao Parlamento Europeu (em especial aos intergrupos «Territórios insulares, 
montanhosos e zonas de fraca densidade populacional» e «Mares e zonas costeiras») e à Comissão Europeia 
no seu conjunto, bem como ao Comité das Regiões e ao Comité Económico e Social para que apoiem as 
propostas seguintes.  
 

Aprovada por unanimidade 

∴ 
 
 

RESOLUÇÕES ANEXAS 
 

RESOLUÇÃO SOBRE O PROJECTO ISLE-PACT 
(apresentada pelas Hébridas exteriores) 

 
As autoridades regionais insulares europeias, reunidas nos Açores em 20 e 21 de Maio de 2010: 
 
• Consideram que têm simultaneamente um dever moral e um interesse vital em contribuir activamente 

para os esforços destinados a reduzir as emissões de gases com efeito de estufa propostos pela União 
Europeia,  

 
• Crêem dispor do potencial necessário para surtir um impacto significativo nos esforços da UE 

destinados a combater as causas da mudança climática, não só favorecendo uma melhor utilização dos 
recursos energéticos nos próprios territórios, mas também desenvolvendo o potencial de energias 
renováveis, por vezes considerável. Convém encarar este potencial como um dos seus principais trunfos, 
tanto do ponto de vista económico como ambiental, e como um meio para a concretização do objectivo 
de coesão territorial definido no artigo 174° do Tratado. 

 
• Reconhecem que a finalidade do Pacto das Ilhas é promover esforços no sentido de ultrapassar o 

objectivo definido pela UE para 2020, reduzindo as emissões de CO2 nos respectivos territórios em, pelo 
menos, 20%. 

 
Para tanto, é necessário: 
 

- Conseguir o empenhamento político das autoridades insulares participantes a fim de atingir os 
objectivos do «Pacto das Ilhas», um acordo voluntário similar ao Pacto dos Autarcas, que promove a 
sustentabilidade ao nível das comunidades insulares, 

- Planificar: 
�  a preparação e a execução de planos de acção de energia sustentável para as ilhas, 
�  a elaboração, o financiamento e a execução de projectos financiáveis («bankable 

project»),   

- Mobilizar a sociedade civil e outros parceiros fundamentais ao nível das ilhas para participar no 
desenvolvimento de planos de acção e dos correspondentes projectos financiáveis,  

- Levar a cabo diversas acções para promover estes planos de acção e a sua execução. 
 

Declaram que, para assegurar tal empenhamento, esperam das autoridades europeias e nacionais que: 

- Suportem, sobretudo no âmbito da futura política de coesão, os custos suplementares associados à 
construção de infra-estruturas bem como à execução de políticas, quando tenham lugar em 
territórios isolados e afastados como as ilhas,  

- Apliquem activamente as disposições do artigo 170° do Tratado da União Europeia relativas às 
redes transeuropeias e à necessidade de ligar as ilhas e regiões periféricas às regiões mais centrais da 
Comunidade,  

- Tenham em conta as disposições do artigo 349° do Tratado da União Europeia tal como se aplica às 
regiões ultraperiféricas,  



DECLARAÇÃO FINAL & RESOLUÇÕES – AÇORES, MAIO DE 2010 – P. 5 

- Considerem o facto de, nestes territórios que, por definição, dispõem de espaços limitados, a eleição 
de vastas zonas no contexto das regulamentações ambientais poder restringir sobremaneira o 
desenvolvimento de programas de energias renováveis e que, havendo conflito,  estas autoridades 
apliquem uma abordagem equilibrada em que a redução das emissões de CO2 seja prioritária. 

 
Execução  
 
A Assembleia-Geral anual de 2010 da Comissão das Ilhas da CRPM:  

I. aprecia os esforços envidados pelo Conselho das Hébridas exteriores e pela ISLENET para a 
obtenção de um financiamento da iniciativa do Pacto das Ilhas por intermédio do projecto europeu 
co-financiado ISLE-PACT, 

II. com base nos pontos precisados na presente resolução, apoia a iniciativa ISLE-PACT e recomenda 
vivamente aos seus membros que a subscrevam e apoiem activamente o Pacto das Ilhas. 

 
Aprovada por unanimidade 

 

∴ 
 
 

RESOLUÇÃO A FAVOR DE UM SISTEMA DE INDICADORES 
ESTATÍSTICOS PARA A COESÃO TERRITORIAL 
(Resolução apresentada pelo Secretário Executivo da Comissão das Ilhas) 

 

É admissível que o PIB seja utilizado na repartição orçamental entre Estados, já que reflecte a produtividade 
económica, a qual incide, em princípio, nos recursos fiscais e, por conseguinte, nos meios 
financeiros, embora se revele necessário atenuar o seu rigor… sobretudo para os pequenos Estados insulares. 

 
No entanto, o PIB não pode ser o único indicador de desempenho económico e de progresso social, mesmo 
agregado aos valores de desemprego. Vão nesse sentido as reflexões da Comissão Europeia e de vários 
Estados-Membros nos trabalhos em curso sob o título «Para além do PIB».  

 
Foram igualmente levados a cabo numerosos trabalhos para criar indicadores destinados a aferir a dimensão 
ambiental e a durabilidade dos desempenhos económicos e sociais das políticas públicas (saúde, carácter 
renovável dos recursos, vínculo social…). 

 
Contudo, muito está ainda por fazer na definição dos indicadores de coesão territorial. Afora alguns 
estudos em curso, conduzidos nomeadamente pelo programa ESPON e certos organismos nacionais, poucos 
trabalhos têm como objectivo a investigação de indicadores da dimensão territorial de um sistema coerente.  

 
Até à data, os dados estão raramente disponíveis a um nível territorial que não seja as NUTS e a sua falta 
pressupõe a utilização de dados agregados sem grande valor operacional como no «Documento de trabalho 
da Comissão sobre os territórios com características geográficas particulares».  

 
No tocante aos territórios com características geográficas particulares, como as ilhas, os indicadores devem 
reflectir sobretudo as restrições territoriais, sem correlação directa com a situação económica e social, como a 
acessibilidade (dimensão, isolamento, frequência e custo dos transportes, disponibilidade de serviços 
públicos e privados…), os recursos naturais (água, energia) e, mais em geral, o ambiente natural e cultural 
(vulnerabilidade do território à poluição, importância das zonas protegidas, património…). 

 
No caso dos territórios com características geográficas particulares pouco conhecidos como sistemas, e no 
contexto do agravamento das desigualdades territoriais, impõe-se um trabalho metodológico de análise e de 
recolha de informação, não só ao nível das NUTS, mas também ao nível dos espaços funcionais (a zona onde 
as pessoas vivem, trabalham, têm acesso aos serviços… ) ou, por outras palavras, a ilha e/ou arquipélago, ou 
mesmo, mais abaixo na escala, as montanhas afastadas do litoral… 

 
Em matéria de atractividade dos territórios com características geográficas particulares, importa pensar na 
criação de um «sistema de informação» a fim de dispor não só de dados mas também de meios para definir 
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um sistema de indicadores que permita estabelecer e avaliar políticas adaptadas a territórios, analisados 
como sistemas.  

 
Ao nível da ilha por exemplo, espaço funcional significativo, sendo o objectivo dispor de um grupo de 
indicadores correspondentes às prioridades políticas, convém elaborar uma lista ilustrativa e não exaustiva:  

 
- transporte/infra-estruturas: grau de acessibilidade a uma gama de serviços, dimensão da 

população servida… 
- auxílios estatais: importância do mercado de proximidade, reflexão em função das 

flutuações sazonais… 
- ambiente: índice de vulnerabilidade, 
- energia: dependência energética, potencial de desenvolvimento da REN, etc. 
 

A reflexão sobre a atractividade destes territórios e a melhoria do seu conhecimento estatístico são as 
condições indispensáveis para assegurar eficácia às políticas comunitárias nestes territórios mediante uma 
flexibilidade e uma justa proporcionalidade devidamente ponderadas.  

 
A Comissão das Ilhas da CRPM pretende avançar «para além do PIB e das NUTS» e solicita à Comissão que 
disponibilize os meios para a implementação de um «sistema de informação» sobre os territórios com 
características geográficas particulares que permita medir, avaliar e apreciar mais cabalmente as realidades 
insulares.  

 
Aprovada por unanimidade



DECLARAÇÃO FINAL & RESOLUÇÕES – AÇORES, MAIO DE 2010 – P. 7 

 
 

DECISÕES ADMINISTRATIVAS 
 

Eleição da Mesa Política 
 (Lista eleita nos Açores, em Maio de 2010) 

 

 
 

• Presidente 
 
AÇORES 
Carlos CÉSAR, Presidente do Governo Autónomo dos Açores (PT) 
 

• Vice-Presidentes 
 
ITÁLIA 
Raffaele LOMBARDO, Presidente Regione Siciliana (IT) 
(Suplente do Presidente na Mesa Política da CRPM) 
 
GRÉCIA – Por nomear 
 
FINLÂNDIA – Por nomear 
 
ESPANHA 
Francesc ANTICH I OLIVER, Presidente Govern de les Illes Balears (ES) 
 
DINAMARCA 
Willi GROSBØLL, Mayor, Bornholms Regionskommune (DK) 
 
ESTÓNIA 
Hannes MAASEL, County Governor (EE) 
 
FRANÇA – Por nomear 
 
SUÉCIA 
Eva NYPELIUS, County Mayor, Gotlands Kommun (SE) 
 
MALTA – Por nomear 
 
REINO UNIDO 
Alex MAC DONALD, Convener, Western Isles (UK) 

∴ 

 
Próxima Assembleia-Geral 
 
ASSEMBLEIA-GERAL DA COMISSÃO DAS ILHAS 
A 31a Assembleia-Geral da Comissão das Ilhas terá lugar na Primavera de 2010 em Saaremaa (EE) a convite 
de Toomas KASEMAA, Governador da Região. 
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Regional policy is the main EU instrument for helping island territories to overcome their structural disadvantages 
and exploit their development and growth potential. Nevertheless, it needs to be improved in order to enable the 
islands, which are legally part of the internal European market, to fully benefit from it in both economic and social 
terms. A number of possible improvements are set out below. 
 
1. Better assessment of the impact of insularity, and introduction of a more adapted framework 
 
Regional policy reform must be accompanied by the creation of an integrated EU framework for addressing the 
disadvantages faced by European island territories in terms of development and competitiveness and allowing 
them to exploit their potential. It is therefore essential that all EU measures and policies with an impact on 
European islands and island Member States should be preceded by impact assessments that take account of 
insularity. Such impact assessments would contribute to the introduction of an integrated framework under which 
European policies could, where necessary, be adapted to the specific circumstances of island territories. This 
approach would help to avoid conflicts between policies and would also boost EU cohesion and growth by 
strengthening the role of islands. 
 
2. Widening eligibility criteria based on per capita GDP 
 
During the 2007–2013 programming period, per capita GDP was the only indicator used for determining regions’ 
eligibility under regional policy objectives. This fails to take full account of the complexity of the notion of 
cohesion. The per capita GDP indicator insufficiently reflects the diversity of social, environmental and territorial 
circumstances, and does not take account of aspects such as innovation and education. New indicators must 
therefore be developed and used for determining regions’ eligibility under certain instruments. 
 
In the case of islands, the use of GDP as a criterion does not give a satisfactory insight into their real situation and it 
sheds no light on the ways in which islands differ from the rest of the EU territory. New indicators, using more 
pertinent statistical data, need to be developed to provide a more faithful picture of the islands’ development 
needs and a more satisfactory insight into the situation of regions with permanent geographical disadvantages. 
 
Highly territorialised statistical information is vital for understanding what is happening in the EU’s islands, for 
identifying disparities and structural inequalities. Extra resources are therefore needed to gather data and develop 
appropriate indicators. Island territories should be considered as separate statistical units. 
Particular care should be taken to avoid the situation, not uncommon, where islands situated geographically close 
to the mainland are included in a larger statistical unit at Nuts 2 level. As a result, their territorial situation, 
objectively quite distinct from that of the larger unit, is inadequately reflected. In many cases, archipelagos or 
islands themselves constitute a Nuts 2 or even Nuts 3 region.  
 
Failing the classification of an island at Nuts 2 level, it is essential that the territorial situation of the island be 
assessed using the nearest statistical level for which data are available (for example, Nuts 3 level should be used 
to take account of an island’s per capita GDP, rather than amalgamating the island with the neighbouring 
mainland). 
 
3. Special consideration for European island regions 
 
Article 174 of the Treaty, which establishes the objective of economic, social, and territorial cohesion, recognises 
that islands suffer from a severe and permanent natural handicap. It also states that particular attention should be 
paid to islands in actions to reduce the backwardness of the least favoured regions. In view of their various 
handicaps, especially their remoteness or small size, islands are least favoured regions from a territorial point of 
view and also often in economic and social terms. Cohesion Policy should address the situation of the islands not 
just through Regional Policy, but also using other EU policies that have a significant territorial impact on the 
development of these regions. 
 
In addition, particular attention should be paid to islands that suffer from not one but several of the handicaps 
mentioned in Article 174. These include mountainous islands or those with a very low population density. The 
same should apply to archipelagos, which are affected by double or multiple insularity because they suffer 
additional disadvantages owing to their limited geographical size and the fact that they are made up of many small 
islands. Attention should also be drawn to the situation of numerous offshore islands, which are affected by the 
acute handicaps of micro-insularity. This exacerbates the disadvantages brought about by insularity and local 
people find it increasingly difficult to access a number of services. 
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European regional policy and other EU policies, besides acknowledging insularity should recognise that the 
resulting handicaps have a cost, and that where there are multiple geographical disadvantages, this cost is even 
higher. This recognition should lead to resources being made available in proportion to the severity of the 
disadvantages, the ultimate objective being to offer these territories development opportunities that are 
comparable to those given to all other European territories.  
 
An additional characteristic of most of the European islands is that, as well as being islands, they are also 
peripheral regions situated on the EU’s external borders. This geostrategic dimension should be given utmost 
consideration, for these territories are often exposed to the risks inherent in such a situation: proximity to conflict 
zones, exposure to clandestine immigration or various kinds of trafficking, vulnerability to accidental or deliberate 
marine pollution, etc. By implementing a policy of territorial cohesion that enhances the prosperity of these island 
territories and supports local people, the EU will also help to strengthen the security of its borders, and thus its 
own stability. 
 
It is also important to note the significant contribution made by islands to the diversity of the Union both in 
environmental terms (habitats, endemic species, etc.) and in cultural terms (languages, architectural heritage, 
gastronomy, traditions, etc.). Special efforts should be made to protect this ethno-diversity and biodiversity, a 
heritage which in addition to its great intrinsic value also holds the key to ensuring sustainable development. 
 
4. An integrated and flexible approach to the situation of island territories 
 
An integrated (policy, legal, financial) framework should be introduced for dealing with the European islands. 
This framework should be sufficiently flexible to take account of the wide diversity of island situations. 
 
The European islands undeniably reflect a wide diversity of situations, in terms of geographical size, demography, 
remoteness, availability of natural resources, climate, history and political context; but each individual island is 
also unique. The same measures and the same solutions cannot be uniformly applied to all the islands without 
taking this diversity into account. 
 
However, it is also true that, in spite of this great diversity, being a remote and small territory is a factor that 
distinguishes islands from other European regions. Islands are vulnerable economically and ecologically; they are 
also places where the interactions between economic, energetic, social and environmental factors tend to be 
particularly rapid and severe and especially sensitive in view of the challenges of the climate change. 
 
Perhaps more than other territories, what the islands need is an integrated approach that applies both horizontally 
(through a cross-sector approach involving the main policies that have a territorial impact, such as the common 
agricultural policy, rural development policy, common fisheries policy, national aid, etc.) and vertically (involving 
the regional, national, and EU dimensions). 
 
At EU level, a first step towards such an integrated approach would be the setting up of an “inter-services” 
group within the European Commission with responsibility for the islands or more generally for all territories 
which suffer from severe and permanent natural or demographic handicaps. 
 
The complexity and diversity of island situations also calls for a certain flexibility with regard to these territories in 
terms of EU legislation and policies. The framework could be based on accepting the principle that measures 
adapting EU legislation can be applied to islands, provided that such measures help boost the territorial 
cohesion of the EU or comply with the proportionality criterion, and do call into question the bases of EU 
policies, or significantly disrupt the functioning of the single market. 
 
One example would be the case of the guidelines for national regional aid, which authorise the granting of 
operating aid to offset part of the additional transport costs borne by firms. This measure, currently authorised 
only in regions with a low population density or in the outermost regions, could be extended to island regions 
without causing any specific distortions – the amount of aid being by definition in proportion to the costs borne. 
 
5. Applying the proportionality principle in order to enhance territorial cohesion 
 
It cannot be denied that as the process of European integration has progressed, insularity has to a certain extent 
come to be acknowledged as far as regulations are concerned. Examples of this are however somewhat uneven, 
and although some of them are worth underlining (in the field of maritime transport for example) we can hardly 
speak of a coordinated effort. It is on the other hand clear that in financial terms this recognition has been very 
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limited. While many islands have at some time benefited from structural policies, this support has usually been 
allocated on the basis of EU-wide criteria (in particular per capita GDP) and not on the basis of a recognition of 
their objective situation. 
 
In many cases, however, the costs of implementing public policies are unquestionably higher in island regions (and 
even more in mountainous islands or archipelagos) than on the mainland. Importing goods or services, the absence 
of scale economies, geographical handicaps, etc. generally mean higher costs. It therefore seems legitimate that, 
since the implementation of the same policy has a higher cost, these extra costs should be taken into account by 
EU policies, in line with the proportionality principle. 
 
Article 170 of the Treaty, on the Trans-European Networks, underlines the need to link island and peripheral 
regions with the central regions of the Union. With a view to increasing the resources available for the trans-
European transport, communication and energy networks, it seems legitimate that in order to comply with the 
obligations of the Treaty, proportionately higher resources should be made available for projects concerning 
islands regions. 
 
6. A review of cross-border cooperation rules is needed 
 
The 2007–2013 programming period recognised European islands as being eligible for cross-border cooperation for 
the first time, under the regional policy territorial cooperation objective. This was due to the acceptance of 
maritime borders. Nevertheless, the introduction of a rule stipulating that there should be a maximum distance of 
150 km between maritime border regions has meant that some islands have been excluded and cannot apply for 
cross-border cooperation projects. Similarly, although some European islands lie on EU’s external borders, they 
have been excluded from cross-border cooperation under European neighbourhood policy. 
 
These restrictions fail to take account of the fact that the sea is a natural barrier that separates territories 
irrespective of the distance between them. This fact, along with the characteristics that islands share with many 
cross-border regions, such as limited accessibility, isolation and remoteness from the main economic centres of 
activity, justifies dropping distance-related criteria in maritime areas when it comes to classifying a maritime 
region as a border region or releasing the island regions of the said restrictions. Where it would be necessary to 
establish some kind of limit, it would be more appropriate for maritime and island regions for the cross-border 
territory condition to be applied at maritime basin level.  
 
Conclusions 
 
If the reformed cohesion policy adopts these recommendations, it will only be fully effective in overcoming the 
disadvantages resulting from insularity if it is part of an integrated framework for EU policies for island territories. 
Only such a framework would be able to address all relevant issues faced by these territories consistently, and 
avoid possible conflicts between policies. This integrated framework should include the following fields: 

- transport,  
- education and work,  
- research, technological development and innovation, 
- competition and industrial policy,  
- the environment, energy and water, 
- agriculture and fisheries, 
- health care systems,   
- migration, 
- culture.  

 
All EU measures and incentives in these fields of action should be preceded by island territory impact assessments 
to ensure that EU measures and policies are better adapted to their specific, shared circumstances. 
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Anexo 2 
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CRITICAL ANALYSIS 
of the European Commission (DG Regio) Working Paper on 

Territories with Specific Geographical Features (02/2009) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“There are two ways of obtaining an average temperature of 37.2°C. You can either take your 

temperature with a thermometer or you can put your head in the oven and feet in the freezer and then ask 

a statistician where the 37.2° midpoint is.” 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Whatever reservations one might have about the working paper published by the European Commission’s DG 
Regio devoted to statistical data on territories with specific geographical features, or whatever criticisms one 
might have, the mere fact that it exists should be considered in a positive light. Until relatively recently, there were 
considerable gaps in EU statistical analysis, particularly regarding territories described as having “specific 
features”, whose specific circumstances have long been purely and simply ignored. 
 
To illustrate this situation, which goes back a long way, we will refer to the resolution adopted by island regional 
authorities in 1989 at the annual conference of the CPMR Islands Commission in the Azores [see Appendix 1]. This 
noted that even the situation of relatively large regions, such as the French overseas departments (the “DOM”), 
Madeira, the Azores and several Greek islands, was “little or even not at all” mentioned in statistical data 
published by the EU. So praise is due for the extensive work done over the last 20 years by Eurostat,1 and 
sometimes also by DG Regio,2 and occasionally the island regions themselves,3 to which the Working Paper on 
Territories with Specific Geographical Features seems to be the latest addition. 
 
Which territories are they?  
 
The remit of this study seems to have been determined by the terms of Article 174 of the Consolidated Treaty as 
drafted for the Lisbon Treaty [see Appendix 2]. This stipulates that, with regard to action for disadvantaged 
regions, “particular attention shall be paid to … regions which suffer from severe and permanent natural or demographic 
handicaps such as the northernmost regions with very low population density and island, cross-border and mountain regions.” 
 
There are two ambiguous points here. Firstly, the text of Article 174, which seems to have been drafted rather 
hastily, has, for politically expedient reasons, included border regions in the list of regions suffering “severe and 
permanent natural demographic handicaps”, even though borders are evidently created as a result of human 
intervention and not brought about by nature.4 The distinction is important, because, while humans can rapidly 
remove a border and in the end eliminate its effects, it is, except in rare cases, totally impossible to flatten a 
mountain or join an island to the continent. Without seeking to deny the existence of specific problems in border 
regions, the phenomenon cannot be described as being “severe and permanent” in the same way as insularity, 
mountain environments, and even desertification due to extreme climate conditions. 
 
Secondly, Article 174 of the Treaty very clearly uses the expression “severe and permanent natural or demographic 
handicaps”, which is totally unambiguous (even though its applicability to all situations could be contested). This 
terminology is still completely absent from the Commission’s working paper, which has nevertheless been 
produced in accordance with the provisions of this the Treaty (though it had not been ratified at that stage). The 
study just refers to “specific geographical features” and carefully avoids talking about any sort of “handicaps”, thus 
suggesting a desire to reduce the scope of the provisions of Article 174 as much as possible.  
 
This remark is even more relevant to the case of the outermost regions, which are curiously included in the scope 
of this study though, since the Treaty of Amsterdam, those regions have their own Treaty article, due to the specific 
complexity of their situations which cannot be equated to mere “particular characteristics”.  Their classification in a 
document focusing on territories with “particular characteristics” is meaningless, and conflicting with the spirit of 
the Lisbon Treaty which confirmed the differences of these territories with the outermost regions through 
dedicating separate articles to them.  The part focusing on the outermost regions in this working document of the 
Commission is thus beside the point, and the references to the outermost regions in this paper are there only to 
“caricature” the results of the methodology used by the authors of the document. 

 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 For example, the publication of the book ”Portrait of the Islands” in 1994. 
2 The funding of a series of statistical studies on the situation of island, outermost and mountain regions in 2003. Various studies 
are also underway in the framework of ESPON. 
3 Among other things, the work of the Eurisles Network, with the support of various national and regional statistical offices, in 
the Recite Programme. See also the paper “Off the Coast of Europe” produced by the CPMR Islands Commission. 
4Although the two factors may mutually strengthen each other, in cases where a strip of sea or mountain range marks the 
separation between the territories of two or more states. 
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We can now deal with the main content of the paper by setting out two types of criticism: 
 

� 1) The analysis of specific territories5 is limited by persistent gaps in EU statistical analysis. 

� 2) The analysis is not based on the objective reality of the territories examined, but has been conducted from 
the point of view of current EU legislation. 

 
We shall examine the exact scope and utility of this working paper, and the way it might influence the preparation 
of future EU policies, particularly future cohesion policy. 
 
 
 
1°) ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC TERRITORIES IS LIMITED BY PERSISTENT GAPS IN EU STATISTICAL 
ANALYSIS 
 
Faced with the limits of the EU statistical system, the working paper has adopted an approach based on the highest 
common denominator, namely the NUTS III statistical level. Although this is clearly a pragmatic approach, it is 
also very simplistic. 
 
We should remember that for a very long time it was extremely difficult to obtain statistical data on territories 
described as “specific”, even at NUTS II level. Furthermore, the fact that some figures are now available at NUTS 
III level undeniably constitutes a step forward. It is easy to understand the technical reasons that led the author of 
the paper to use this level of the nomenclature, because much economic and social data would have no longer been 
available at a more detailed level. It was therefore necessary to strike a satisfactory compromise between the need 
to come down to a statistical level that “fitted” territories as best as possible, and the need to find comparable data 
at EU level, and even quite simply to find any data at all. 
 
There is an inherent contradiction in the NUTS definition. On one hand, EU statistical analysis cannot increase the 
number of statistical territorial units ad infinitum, and it thus requires that they have a minimal size (between 
150,000 and 800,000 inhabitants for NUTS III level). On the other hand, territories’ specific geographical, historical 
or administrative characteristics are unrelated to maximum levels of population.6 This contradiction can only be 
resolved politically and it is furthermore significant that in 2003, under pressure from the European Parliament, EU 
legislation on statistical classifications finally included a reference to the specific situation of islands and outermost 
regions.7 
 
In the specific case of the Commission’s working paper, the decision to use NUTS III level is understandable 
because of the lack of immediately available alternatives. This has nonetheless generated a whole range of 
problems, for example: 
 
� The paper uses the NUTS III level as the unit of reference, and attributes a given geographical feature to it only 

if it is of a dominant nature (for example, over 50% of the population must live in mountain areas if it is to be 
classified as mountainous, the entirety of the statistical unit must be insular if it be classified as an island, etc.). 
Even though this is a rational method, it still eliminates several territories which are undeniably mountainous 
or insular, just because they are incorporated within a wider NUTS III region.  

 

                                                 
5 To adopt, with the reservations mentioned, the expression used by the Commission. 
6 An example is the Åland Islands, an autonomous region in Finland, whose status is guaranteed by an international agreement. 
Because of their autonomy, the islands are classified as a fully-fledged NUTS II region, even though they only have a 
population of about 25,000. Åland thus inevitably has one of the highest per capita GDPs in the EU, which is baffling, as this 
sort of indicator is normally used for assessing a country’s productivity, and there is a high risk of distortion when it is applied 
at such a small scale.  
7 Regulation (EC) No 1059/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May 2003 on the establishment of a 
common classification of territorial units for statistics (NUTS), Article 3(2): “In accordance with the regulatory procedure 
referred to in Article 7(2), individual non-administrative units may however deviate from these thresholds because of particular 
geographical, socio-economic, historical, cultural or environmental circumstances, especially in the islands and the outermost 
regions.”  
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� The repercussions of the methodology used are particularly spectacular for mountain areas. The exclusion of 
all NUTS III areas with less than 50% of their population living in an area considered as being topographically 
mountainous purely and simply eliminates a substantial proportion of European mountain ranges. A glance at 
the map of NUTS III areas considered as being mountainous according to these criteria shows, for example, 
that much of the Alps, the Abruzzo mountains, or the Pyrenees have quite simply disappeared. For a more 
detailed analysis on the issue of mountain territories, please refer to the note (see appendix) focusing on these 
territories, drawn up by AEM (European Association of Elected Representatives from Mountain Regions) 
and validated by Euromontana. [Voir Appendix 3]. 

 
 

 

 
 

ON THE LEFT: Nuts III « mountainous areas » as defined in the  commission’s working paper.  

ON THE RIGHT: European mountainous areas as viewed by a UN (Unep) Map. 

 
 

 
� Similarly, regarding islands, several thousand coastal islands off Sweden, Finland, Estonia, Denmark, Holland, 

Scotland, Ireland, Brittany, Italy and Greece and so on have thus been eliminated. All these islands are 
evidently part of the continental NUTS III areas and no longer appear. Their overall population is of course 
very small at national and EU level, but these people are no less affected by the constraints of insularity, which 
are exacerbated by the micro-insularity phenomenon. 

 
� In the same vein, regarding archipelagos, individual islands have been eliminated (except in the case of the 

biggest archipelagos, such as the Canaries or the Balearic Islands). However, the issue of “double insularity” in 
archipelagos should not be dismissed. This is clearly an aggravating factor in terms of communication, access 
to services and market size. 
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ARCHIPELAGIC REALITY: 

 

 

The Aegean Islands (5 NUTS III 

areas), with less than 500,000 

inhabitants, cover an area similar to 

than of Germany from North to 

South, with its 80 million people. 

 
 
� Paradoxically, the use of the NUTS III level leads to an artificial increase in the number of islands making up 

homogenous groupings. The paper thus shows that there are 56 island regions in Europe (in fact 56 NUTS III 
areas located in islands) while in fact the EU only has 24 island regional authorities and three island states. To 
cite just one example, Corsica, which is subdivided into two NUTS III areas (Haute-Corse and Corse du Sud), is 
thus “deconstructed” into two islands, irrespective of the geographical reality. In the case of this region, it 
would no doubt have been more appropriate to adopt a territorial approach that differentiates the largely 
deserted mountain area in the island’s interior from the coast, where the main cities and the majority of the 
population and economic activities are located. 

 

 
 

Corsica is artificially deconstructed  

into two NUTSIII areas 

The reality of Corsica: a mountainous island, 

will costal and mountainous municipalities. 

 
These examples clearly demonstrate that the NUTS classification as it is currently used is a very imperfect and even 
unsatisfactory tool for understanding the situation of these territories. 
 
Furthermore, one of the apparent objectives of this study was to undertake a cross-analysis of the impact of diverse 
geographical characteristics (for example the situation of mountain areas or sparsely-populated mountain areas, 
etc.), but the result is most disappointing because of the absence of a more detailed and better adapted statistical 
level of analysis. It is ultimately difficult to assess the combined or intensified influences of several geographical 
characteristics when a substantial part of the territories is not taken into consideration or cannot be distinguished 
from the outset. 
 
More broadly, we will also examine the utility of undertaking comparisons, and above all of determining statistical 
averages, by including in the same category territories which may share a particular characteristic but are 
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otherwise totally different and unrelated. For example, what is the point of asserting that the population of 
territories with a low population density has slightly increased when this is based on the average between 
Amazonian Guyana (where the population is growing) and Lapland (where the number of inhabitants is on the 
decrease). A superficial analysis of this average might lead one to conclude that the situation of territories with a 
low population density is improving, whereas both Guyana and northern Scandinavia are facing difficulties that 
require very different remedies. 
 
 
 
2°) THE ANALYSIS IS NOT BASED ON THE OBJECTIVE REALITY OF THE TERRITORIES EXAMINED BUT 
HAS BEEN CONDUCTED FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF CURRENT EU LEGISLATION. 
 
We have seen that the use of the NUTS III level has automatically removed a large proportion of mountain areas, 
all coastal islands and the majority of individual archipelago islands from the analysis of territories with specific 
geographical features. Perhaps this is justifiable because no better instruments existed and necessity determined 
the rules. However, this argument can scarcely be used in other aspects of study, where the definitions selected are 
not founded on the real situation of these territories, but on certain provisions within EU policies. 
 
This is the case for border regions defined as NUTS III areas which are eligible for cross-border cooperation 
programmes under the ERDF Regulation. This corresponds to all of the Union’s internal land borders and some of 
its external borders. For maritime borders, only regions where the border is less than 150km away are taken into 
account. Regions neighbouring EFTA member countries or those covered by the ENPI and IPA instruments are 
also concerned. 
 
The result is rather extraordinary, and some of the most spectacular examples are cited below. In the 
Mediterranean, the application of this rule means that archipelagos such as the Balearic Islands are not considered 
as either internal or external EU borders or even maritime borders (the same applies to the Palermo area in Sicily) 
... which will certainly surprise anybody who has even a basic knowledge of the history and geography of the 
Mediterranean area. In the north of Europe, the same thing applies to the Orkneys, Shetland and Outer Hebrides 
archipelagos, which would certainly have surprised the Vikings, who used these islands in their conquest of the 
Atlantic and Europe’s western fringe from as early as the ninth century. 
 
The case of the outermost regions is even more extraordinary. While the Commission’s working paper concedes 
that Fuerteventura, Gran Canaria and Lanzarote in the Canary Islands are clearly EU external borders, they are the 
only outermost regions to be given this privilege, presumably due to the Sahara sand storms that reach their 
shores. However, this classification does not apply to the rest of the archipelago, or to Madeira and the Azores, 
which can no doubt put the fact that they are not borders at all, even maritime borders (something of which King 
Henry the Navigator of Portugal was clearly unaware), down to their noteworthy isolation in the middle of the 
Atlantic. The top prize goes to the French overseas regions, because none of the DOMs (the island of La Réunion in 
the middle of the Indian Ocean or Guyana between Brazil and Surinam) are considered as EU external borders, 
whereas they are all quite extraordinarily labelled as being “internal borders” (but might this just be a word-
processing error?).8 
 
Such bizarre statements make it easy to lampoon the paper. They nevertheless raise an extremely serious problem: 
can one accept that territorial realities are assessed by the yardstick of provisions drawn from EU regulations, even 
though this results in manifestly false assertions? Would it not be better, yet again, to use more suitable definitions 
or criteria? 
 
This intention is clearly present in the working paper, and it should be emphasised that a positive effort is made to 
grasp the nature and intensity of certain territorial features that are very characteristic of the territories studied, 
such as their environment and degree of accessibility. Not having the methodology or data that have been used to 
draw up such indicators, we will refrain from criticising them here. Nevertheless, one might ask whether these 
indicators have really taken local realities into account? Is it understood that it is difficult to measure the 
accessibility of a service just using the distance in kilometres? A mountain road is not same thing as a motorway on 
the plain, and leaving minor islands to go to hospital, a university or an airport can be much more time-consuming 

                                                 
8 Although this assertion can nevertheless be fairly (and probably unintentionally) made in the case of the island of Saint Martin in the 
Guadeloupe archipelago, which has a French zone and a Dutch zone. 



 

DECLARAÇÃO FINAL & RESOLUÇÕES – AÇORES, MAIO DE 2010 – P. 19 

and difficult than just crossing a bridge. While it is true that the indicators used refer to a time “over” 30, 60 or 90 
minutes, for some territories the difference can be measured in several hours and even days. 
 
This caution is justified by the fact that most studies on the accessibility of territories take little or no account of the 
impact of insularity: the total absence of road and rail links, the overdependence on air transport, and the 
prevalence of maritime transport which operates in conditions that can in no way be compared to road transport 
(in terms of frequency, waiting times for loading and unloading, etc). In the case of outermost regions, air transport 
is essential, especially for passenger transport outside the region. In such a context, a comparison based for 
example on a weighted index combining road, rail and air traffic data serves no purpose. 
 

 

 

 

APPARENT AND 

REAL DISTANCES: 

 

Statistical indicators 

must reflect the fact that 

distance in kilometres is 

not akin to remoteness. 

This map reflects the 

real crossing time to a 

selection of islands 

(waiting time, loading 

and unloading, 

navigation…) and 

reposition them  in 

relation to a symbolic 

point located in the EU 

centre (here, 

Maastricht). 
 
 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS:  
 
THE NEED FOR A TERRITORIAL APPROACH TO TERRITORIAL ISSUES, AND A SPECIFIC APPROACH FOR 
TERRITORIES WITH SPECIFIC FEATURES 
 
The Commission’s working paper concludes that: 
 
“The main implication of such observations is that the categories of specific territories are far from constituting homogenous 
groups of regions. Moreover, for regions facing difficulties, the disadvantage syndrome is generally made up of several types of 
constraints which are not systematically the same within a given category of territory. It follows that it is difficult to use such 
categories as a reference for setting up specific regional development programmes. In fact, such an approach is likely to be 
ineffective. The wide range of differing situations and performances within each category instead calls for a case by case 
approach where policy interventions are specific to the local context rather than to a given type of territory.” 
 
Firstly, there was absolutely no need for a study just to learn that there are extremely varied situations in given 
categories of territories: Guyana is not Lapland, Ushant is not Sicily, and the hills of the Highlands are not the high 
peaks of the Alps, and so on. However, is the purpose to establish balanced classifications of homogenous groups 
needing standard policies? Or is it not, on the contrary, to acknowledge the diversity of European territories, 
including in its extremes, and to understand the need for a flexible approach on this issue within EU policies. 
 
The paper’s conclusions are correct when they state the need for a “case by case” approach, but they are extremely 
contentious when they deny the utility of specific development programmes. But perhaps an effort should be made 
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to avoid interpreting the term “specific development programme”, which is used in a negative manner in this 
paper, as the implementation of a single and same policy for all specific territories, or each category of specific 
territories. This would effectively mean denying the diversity of their problems and thus prevent the development 
of appropriate solutions. 
 
So it would no doubt be best to replace the term “specific development programme” with “specific framework”, in 
other words the creation of a framework (legal, political, financial) permitting EU policies to intervene in these 
territories with all the flexibility they need in order to respond on a case by case basis to their strengths and 
difficulties and enable them to exploit their opportunities in the best way possible. 
 
This approach can evidently not be used independently from the principle of proportionality, and the key question 
in the debate on territorial cohesion, and more specifically in the approach to be adopted for “specific” territories 
is: how far can one go when implementing the principle of flexibility? Up to what point can derogations be made? 
The answer to these questions is fundamentally political, but it must be based on certain criteria. Which ones? This 
is where the nature and degree of detail of the indicators used for assessing specific territorial features become very 
important. 
 
The Commission’s working paper shows that, even in a document on territories with specific geographical 
features, the use of genuinely territorial indicators such as accessibility or the environment is rare. Yet again, 
emphasis is given to analysis using traditional indicators such as per capita GDP or unemployment levels, which 
are respectively in the economic and social field. Paradoxically, the implementation of territorial cohesion, which is 
newcomer to EU policies in comparison to economic cohesion and social cohesion, must continue to use the same 
indicators, rather than develop its own evaluation criteria. It is scarcely surprising that people start talking at cross 
purposes: some people talk about accessibility and vulnerability, while others respond by talking about 
unemployment and GDP.  
 
All this suggests the need for a complete overhaul of the way the situation of these territories is dealt with. 
 
Is it at all costs necessary to seek to compare their situation to that of the rest of the EU if, in doing so, we have to 
use instruments which ignore or distort their realities.  
 
Now the Treaty acknowledges the existence of “territories with specific features” (not to mention “territories with 
severe and permanent natural demographic handicaps”, as well as the outermost regions), should the statistical system 
not itself be adapted to them, or at least permit different approaches? 
 
So, instead of having a European comparison that is of limited use because it is based on simplified indicators or 
frameworks, should priority not be given to an approach based on specific indicators and on functional areas?  
 
The questions raised here are clearly of the greatest importance for territories with the most pronounced specific 
geographical or demographic features, and, as Article 174 of the Treaty recommends, they should be given 
“specific attention”. However this in no way excludes the adoption of the same sort of approach for other EU 
territories, such as peripheral or coastal areas for example. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Resolution adopted unanimously by the Annual Conference of the CPMR Islands Commission, held in the 
Azores on 19 May 1989 
 

ON THE RECKONING OF THE ISLANDS DIMENSION BY COMMUNITY STATISTICS 

Being aware of the importance of statistical data in the framing of Community policies, the island regions of the 
EEC wish to express their concern about the existing statistical approach to their problems. 

1°) They are, firstly, concerned that, for one reason or another, many of them are either little or even not at all 
mentioned in statistics published by the Community. Such is the case with the French D.O.M., Madeira, the 
Azores, the Scottish archipelagos or numerous Greek islands. Such is the case, even more so, with the smaller 
coastal island communities because there often accurate difficulties are hidden by their integration to neighbouring 
mainland units. 

Such a situation is prejudicial to the individual situation of the European islands, but is also detrimental to the 
efforts, which are being undertaken to achieve a global understanding of the situation of the islands, and of their 
capacity to integrate in the Single European Market. 

Consequently, the European Island regions ask the EEC Commission to extend, as soon as possible, its publication 
of statistical data to all the aforementioned regions.  

2°) Moreover, the island regional authorities notice that when data is published, it reflects often poorly their special 
position within the Community  

- either because data which has been processed at national or at Community level becomes - through 
unavoidable technical readjustments - too imprecise to describe their true condition without distorting it;  

- or because the statistical measurements which could illustrate their unique socioeconomic situations have 
not been created, or not been used.  

Consequently, the island regions wish to ask the Commission's appropriate services and Statistic National 
Institutes to collaborate with them on the following programme: 

- to study the means of improving Community, National and Regional Statistics on Island Regions; 

- to study which specific statistical measurements would enable a satisfactory understanding of the islands 
socio-economic conditions, and allow a following of their evolution;  

- to set up a specific statistical programme which shows the priority action fields and the necessary 
resources. 

���� 
 

APPENDIX 2 
 

Article 174 
(ex Article 158 TEC) 

 
In order to promote its overall harmonious development, the Union shall develop and pursue its actions leading to 
the strengthening of its economic, social and territorial cohesion. 
In particular, the Union shall aim at reducing disparities between the levels of development of the various regions 
and the backwardness of the least favoured regions.  
Among the regions concerned, particular attention shall be paid to rural areas, areas affected by industrial 
transition, and regions which suffer from severe and permanent natural or demographic handicaps such as the 
northernmost regions with very low population density and island, cross-border and mountain regions. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

THE SITUATION OF MOUTAIN TERRITORIES  
 

AEM’s Contribution  
 
 

CRITICAL ANALYSIS 
on the Working Paper of the European Commission (DG Regio)  
on Territories with Specific Geographical Features (02/2009) 

 
Is the choice of the NUTS 3 level relevant?  

 Regarding mountain regions, the matter of delimitation is not a relevant problem. There are more 
appropriate paths which can contribute to adoption of a more adequate and comprehensive scheme. Instead of 
using the NUTS 3 level, as it is done in the Working paper, AEM suggests to use the NUTS 5 level to consider 
mountain regions. DG Regio could also refer to other EU related papers and develop a more appropriate model. 
Concretely, we can propose three of them:  

- Since the Directive 75/ 268, an upland zoning has been used to consider less favored areas , in the 
framework of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). More precisely, this zoning was designed to 
determinate eligible zones for Compensatory Allowances for Natural Handicaps (CANH), according to the 
transposition of the directive into the French law. 

This measure is currently being reformed (in the framework of the Rural Development Policy 2007 – 2013). It 
reinforces a strict delimitation of mountain territories. According to this framework, a major part of EU Member 
States (or Regional Authorities) could define their mountain orientated public policies.  
The zoning has been based on geo topographical indicators (slope and altitude) and leans on two main 
classification levels:  NUTS 5 level (municipalities) and “agricultural field” level. This classification exists in all 
Member State.  

- Moreover, DG Regio has asked the Nordregio Institute for a study on mountain areas in Europe, in January 
2004 (appendix 1 of the working paper in the “topographic definition” section). Several positive and 
negative regards of the Nordregio study have largely been discussed, especially the overemphasis on the 
climatic criteria regarding the topographical indicators. However, it is important to underline that this 
study provided a list of mountain municipalities (NUTS 5) according to this large delimitation. (because 
of the emphasis on the climatic criteria recommended by DG Regio, the study defined sparsely populated 
Scandinavian territories as mountain regions).  

Nordregio’s study help us to understand better realities of mountain ranges (massifs)and their diversity.  

- Finally, the European Environment Agency (EEA) is prepares a study on land use in mountain regions9. It 
is supposed to deliver additional information on the territory’s reality. There are other similar on-going 
studies, including ESPON’s study on territorial diversity.  

These three leads demonstrate how the mountain classification proposed by the working paper is problematic and 
paradoxical. The attempt of DG Regio to provide a general delimitation makes disappear specificities of each 
mountain region  which are so important in order to achieve the “territorial cohesion objective”. This “special 
delimitation ” of mountain territories has an even worse collateral damage: it erases a half of EU mountain regions! 
The leads previously listed prove that the European Commission has already existing tools far more adequate 
than the one used in the Working paper.  

 Moreover, previous leads are based on more local statistic indicators, notably using the NUTS 5 level.  

Certainly, it was necessary to find a balance between an appropriate statistic level, well adapted to territories, and 
to find similar features at European level. Nevertheless, it is necessary to have precise geographical information 
                                                 
9 'Integrated assessment of Europe's mountain areas', EEA, to be delivered in June 2010. 
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and indicators at European level. In fact, this is a real weakness of European institutions: DG Regio should consider 
that the topography of European mountains and islands  have not been significantly modified since 2004. As a 
consequence, 2003 and 2004 previously quoted study is still highly relevant in today’s debate, at a geographical 
level.  

A paradoxal use of non relevant criteria to define political attention 

 Additionally to the debate on indicators (NUTS 3 or NUTS 5), the Working paper introduces a 
demographical criteria (social cohesion) which is arbitrary and questionable. It blurs any attempt of coherent and 
operational reading. This mix of demographical and geographical indicators is particularly irrelevant when it 
comes to identify the specific stakes regarding EU mountain regions.  

The omission of NUTS 3 entities with less than 50% of the population living in the area topographically considered 
as mountainous simply makes disappear a substantial part of EU mountain massifs. A quick look at “NUTS 3 
mountain areas” map shows that an important part of Alps, Abruzzos, Carpathians, Greece, Massif Central, 
Cantabrian Mountains, and Pyrenees simply disappears! 

Mountain habitants often move to close valleys or piedmont, in order to benefit from industries and particular 
know how developed in mountains, to access to commercial intersections or to benefit from transport connections. 
This concentration develops larger agglomerations and then makes disappear the mountain area from the 
classification! Even if mountain characteristics have a strong influence on their organization, economic activity, 
culture or environment.  

This analysis also works for every NUTS 3 entity which has been developed in valleys (what is historically the case 
in several mountain ranges).  

To sum up, there is a high amount of specific cases for which  the classification proposed by the working paper 
does not fit. This proves a notable incoherence that would eventually lead to irrelevant public policies, since an 
important part of the EU specific territories would not be considered as such. 

By ignoring an important part of the EU mountain regions, some of them have to face a double negative effect. 
Mountain habitants that have most suffered from isolation and moved to piedmont or valleys are then not 
considered as being a part of mountain region anymore! 

A necessary adoption of new criteria: towards a “mountain massif” policy 

 Besides the proposition of irrelevant indicators, the Working paper fails to consider mountain territories 
properly by trying to consider them the same way as previous EU programs or European policies did. By doing so, 
the DG Regio disregards important territorial links between mountain territories.   
 
More than 50% of border areas are mountain areas as well. We should not forget that during the last 150 years, 
European borders have notably changed and that European cooperation programs aim to blur the border effect 
and to consolidate the transnational character of territories. Therefore, it is imperative to consider the strong 
organic links that shapes mountain territories. Instead of considering them with inadequate indicators, the 
European Commission should privilege a specific approach based on topographic indicators in order to define 
better “territory- orientated” policies. The European Commission should also take into account macro-regional or 
intraregional cooperation.  

 Regarding mountain territories, AEM proposes an innovative European approach which is inspired by the 
French legislation and its “Mountain Law”(1985): The “mountain massif” policy. This law argues that “mountain 
zone and its contiguous zones form a single geographical and economical entity, which constitutes a massif”.  

Such a perception is far more coherent and suitable. Mountain territories are not only stricto sensu mountain areas. 
There are fully linked to valleys and piedmont, especially on economic and administrative level. The “massif 
approach” offers a much more subtle perception of the territorial cohesion in mountain regions. By doing so, it is 
far more adequate than the classification adopted by DG Regio’s Working paper.  

Mountain territories should not be considered apart from their natural and historical reality. A “massif territory” 
includes the links gathering both urban and rural dimensions, natural and zones, valleys and mountain, piedmont 
and massif. 
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AEM recommends the DG Regio to adopt a more locally – based  classification (NUTS 5) to delimit European 
mountain regions. If valleys are historically, economically and naturally linked to piedmont and to their 
contiguous plains, all of them form a coherent territory (a “massif”) that must be listed as a single mountain 
territory in order to benefit from a coherent and adapted financial and legislative framework.  

For example in Alps, we count 60 million habitants, if we consider valleys, towns and metropolitan areas, but it is 
reduced only to 15 to 20 million habitants following the Working paper. In this case, we can’t develop a macro-
regional approach (i.e. macro regional strategy for the Alpine region). As a result, the alpine case is a perfect 
example to illustrate the debate on the appropriate level to use in European territories-orientated policies.  

 
Conclusion: 
According to our analysis, the classification adopted by the DG Regio Working paper turns out to be strongly 
inadequate for mountain territories. This analysis proposes more relevant leads and puts in the European 
Commission’s hands all the necessary tools in favor of innovative mountain - oriented territorial cohesion policy. 
Such an innovative policy would definitely be a new and major step towards territorial cohesion, based on 
multilevel governance principles. 
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Anexo 3 
 

 

CPMR ISLANDS COMMISSION WORKSHOP ON TRANSPORT 
 

18/19 February 2010 
 

BORNHOLM, DANEMARK 
 

 

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Introduction 
 

Organised jointly by Bornholm Regionskommune and by the CPMR Islands Commission, the workshop on island 

transport held in Bornholm on the 18/19 February 2010 has gathered representatives from 12 island regions
10
, 3 

national authorities
11
, various organisations and shipping operators

12
 as well as the European Commission DG 

TREN. 

 

Apart from a presentation of the recent evolution of air transport legislation, the workshop essentially focused on 

maritime transport issues, and in particular on the Commission’s 5
th
 Report on Maritime Cabotage.  The situation 

of various island regarding maritime services was highlighted by presentations from the Azores, Balearic Islands, 

Corsica, Sardinia, Sweden and Scotland. 

 

EU maritime cabotage legislation: an example of governance for the islands? 
  

The EU’s unofficial motto is “Unity in Diversity”, and this expression seems to be tailor made to describe the 

condition of islands in general, and of island transport in particular. 

 

Indeed, EU Islands present an extreme variety of situations when it come to the latter, ranging from access to small 

inshore islands, a few miles distant, to maritime routes to the Outermost Regions crossing a whole Ocean. The 

same diversity applies to the size of population serviced, the local weather conditions, the nature of traffic flows, 

etc. 

 

As may be expected, transport problems vary in nature and in magnitude from one island to another, and even from 

one route to another, and so does the way they are dealt with, and the solutions which are found. 

 

Thus, whilst the Balearics will complain of the insufficient level of competition, if not the existence of quasi-

monopolies on some routes, Corsica will highlight some of the adverse effects of strong competition for the public 

purse. Bornholm will describe how the reshaping of its maritime services has led to the loss of 300 jobs, when the 

UK will highlight the safeguard measures existing in case of transfer of undertakings. Sardinia will explain that its 

strategy rests upon joint public/private partnerships, when Sweden will favour separate tendering for the provision 

of vessels and the provision of services…  

As to who should oversee maritime services, solutions are equally diverse. For some, ferry services should be under 

the remit of national authorities, for others under regional ones. However, there are cases where one level of 

government wishes to take over more responsibilities, others where its does not, and cases where the matter is still 

being hotly debated. 

                                                 
10

 Gotland, Bornholm, Saaremaa, Shetland, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, Argyll & Bute, Azores, Balearics, Sardinia, Corse, 

Guadeloupe, Martinique. 
11

 Denmark, Sweden, Ireland. 
12

 INSULEUR, Nordic Ferry Services, Caledonian MacBraynes. 
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Against this near infinite variety of situations lies the EU’s “Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 of 7 December 

1992 applying the principle of freedom to provide services to maritime transport within Member States (maritime 

cabotage)”, of which roughly 300 words deal with the specific issue of Islands Cabotage, essentially to enable the 

imposition of Public Service Obligations (PSOs) or Public Service Contracts (PSCs) on island routes. 

 

It is quite remarkable that this very succinct framework has, to this day, worked reasonably well to address such 

complex, diverse, and case-by-case issues as the provision of maritime services to island communities
13
. This is 

undoubtedly due to the fact that the Regulation has been applied with a certain degree of pragmatism and flexibility 

by the European Commission, and that whilst the body of the Regulation itself has remained unchanged, it has 

nevertheless evolved through a succession of Interpretative Guidelines or Communications
14
, not to mention the 

influence exerted by a number of rulings from the European Court of Justice. 

 

By setting-up a broad framework of derogation, with sufficient leeway to adapt to local situations, the 

Maritime Cabotage legislation may be considered as an example on how EU law and policies can be adapted 

to island conditions while abiding by the fundamental goals laid out in the Treaty.  It is a noteworthy 

illustration of the type of practice which should be followed in the field of European governance and, in 

particular, in the way territorial specificities should be dealt with. Similar mechanisms should be applied in 

other fields of EU policy which are of key interest to islands, or to territories beset by permanent and severe 

geographic and demographic constraints, as defined by Article 174 of the Treaty.  

 

Of course, having praised this legislative framework does not mean that the Cabotage Regulation, or more 

generally that EU legislation on maritime transport, are above criticism, or that there is no need for further 

adaptations or improvements.  On the basis of the discussion which took place in Bornholm in February 2010, the 

Islands Commission of the CPMR would henceforth wish to make the following recommendations. 

 

i) ANAV Ruling 
 

The European Commission has confirmed the applicability to island cabotage services of the ANAV Ruling (Case 

C-410/04 Judgment of the Court (First Chamber) 6 April 2006; i.e.: 

 

“Articles 43 EC, 49 EC and 86 EC, and the principles of equal treatment, non-discrimination on 
grounds of nationality and transparency do not preclude national legislation which allows a public 
authority to award a contract for the provision of a public service directly to a company of which it 
wholly owns the share capital, provided that the public authority exercises over that company control 
comparable to that exercised over its own departments and that that company carries out the essential 
part of its activities with the controlling authority.” 

It is understood that tendering may not be required if the aforesaid conditions are met. However, a degree of 

uncertainty exists about the full implications of ANAV Ruling (e.g.: is it applicable to the provision of services at 

national, regional or local levels?). 

 

It would be useful if precisions about the impact and applicability of the ANAV Ruling were provided in a 

future Communication by the Commission. 
 

 

                                                 
13

 The EU has two small island states (Malta and Cyprus), 24 island regions, and literally thousands of small inshore islands. 

14  Communication on the interpretation of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92,  Brussels, 

22.12.2003, COM(2003) 595 final; Community guidelines on state aid to maritime transport, 17.1.2004, 

Commission Communication C(2004) 43 (2004/C 13/03); Communication updating and rectifying the 

Communication on the interpretation of Council Regulation(EEC) No 3577/92, Brussels, 11.5.2006,  

COM(2006) 196 final. 
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ii) Maximum contract period for PSC 
 

The issue of the maximum duration of a PSC raises conflicting views with, on one  hand, the need to foster 

competition, and, on the other hand, the necessity for operators to be guaranteed a sufficiently long period of 

stability. The prevailing view seems to be that the present 6 year limit is somewhat too short, considering the time 

required for the depreciation of a vessel, the variations of the second-hand market for ships, as well as 

miscellaneous uncertainties (evolution of fuel prices, of capacity requirements, of environmental legislation or of 

technologies, etc). 

 

As a consequence, the Islands Commission would like to recommend that the possibility of applying longer 

maximum contract durations, of up 12 years, be accepted by the Commission, if it can be demonstrated that 

shorter maximum durations are  a hindrance to efficient tendering, considering the characteristics of a route 

and of its economy. 
 

 

iii) Simplified procedure 
 

The EU islands would welcome effort by the European Commission to simplify the tendering procedure which is 

considered as both lengthy and expensive, especially for the smaller island routes. 

In that respect, the possibility for small island routes (<300,000 pax/y) to apply a simplified procedure with simple 

calls for expression of interest should be reconsidered: 

- to take into account the implications of seasonality when the yearly traffic figures are distorted by the high 

volume of passengers during a relatively short tourist season, whereas traffic remains relatively low during 

the rest of the year,  

- to avoid duplication of counting when an island is a transit island to other islands, and traffic figures are 

accumulated on that island. 

 

One solution could be to increase the 300,000 pax/y threshold. Another one would be to accept as 

complementary criteria the level of permanent population of an island, so as to enable the smaller islands to 

apply this simplified procedure. 

 
iv) Public service on an international route 
 
Most of the European islands are, by nature, border regions, and would benefit greatly from the development of 

regular services to other member states or to third countries (the latter point being of special importance in the case 

of the outermost regions).  However, the economic viability of such services is often uncertain, or at least a long-

term affair, which raises the need for the imposition of PSO or the conclusion of PSC. 

This point has, to a certain extent, been taken on board by EU maritime legislation, which has (in the Commission 

Communication C(2004)43, article 9) accepted that PSO or PSC would be acceptable on an international transport 

service if there was an “imperative need”. However, the term “imperative need” has not been clearly defined so far. 

 

Considering that the EU is presently endeavouring to develop the Motorways of the Sea, and that one of the 

goals of the MoS is “to improve access to peripheral and island regions and states”, it seems logical that the 

possibility to apply either a PSO or a PSC on an international service serving an island be broadened. 

 

This could be achieved: 

 

- either by deleting the expression “imperative need”;  

 

- or by defining a service answering an “imperative need” as one which would: 

a) allow an island to take advantage of its geographic proximity to another member state or third 

country; 

b) contribute towards integrating an island or archipelago into the Motorways of the Sea; 

c) help to meet the specific needs of the outermost regions. 
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v) EU financial support for international routes servicing islands  
 
Decision No 884/2004/EC of 29 April 2004 amending Decision No 1692/96/CE on the Community guidelines for 

the development of the trans-European transport network, provides in its Article 5, the possibility for Europe to 

finance projects of common interest for the trans-European motorways of the sea network. This support is provided 

through temporary start-up aids, whose duration is limited to two years. 

 

This mechanism should be broadened to provide temporary support for member states wishing to 

implement PSOs/PSCs on an international service serving an island. 

 

This could be achieved by amending the aforesaid legislation through the following provision:  

 

- [the EU] may also provide financial aid to a member state which, under the terms of Council Regulation 

(EEC) No 3577/92 on maritime cabotage, has concluded  public service contracts or imposed public services 

obligations on an international route serving one or more of its islands, on condition that the aim of such 

obligations is to include the islands concerned in a broader network of motorways of the sea. This aid will be 

granted for a maximum of (X) years with a ceiling of (X)%.” 
 

The framework of the Motorways of the Sea legislation should also be extended to cover the situation of the 

outermost regions. 

 

vi) Use of structural funds 
 

The possibility to use structural funds for the purpose of purchasing vessels servicing islands has sometimes been 

accepted, sometimes rejected, depending of the programming period. 

 

The main objection regarding the use of structural funds seems to be the risk of distorting competition, should a 

mobile infrastructure ever be used on a different route, and provide unfair support for an operator. 

 

However, it may be argued such risks are non-existent if the ownership of the vessel remains in public hands, either 

by dissociating the vessel ownership from the provision of service (which would be open to tendering), or because 

the service is run  by the public authority itself as a concession, under the terms of the ANAV Ruling.  

 

Under such terms, the possibility to use structural funds to purchase vessels so as to provide lifeline services 

to islands should be explicitly allowed in the framework of the next programming period. 

 

 

vii) Need for further studies on island cabotage 
 

In spite of their best efforts to share information, the European islands consider that there is a dearth of comparative 

data on the provision of cabotage services to islands. 

This makes it very difficult for public authorities to assess the terms proposed by operators, be it in terms of fares 

or in terms of subsidy, and to appreciate if they benefit for a reasonable deal considering the state of the market. 

 

It would be very much appreciated if the European Commission could:  

- undertake a comparative study on the provision of island cabotage services, whose purpose would be to 

provide some benchmarking on the average cost of running services according to a typology of situations 

- set up a database providing updated information on the existing PSO and PSC in force in the various EU 

islands, and providing basic information on the level of public subsidy, on the level of fares, as well as on the 

characteristics of the route.  

 


