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1. STRUCTURAL AND COHESION POLICIES: CATALYSTS 
FOR GROWTH 

1.1. The prosperity and cohesion of the European Union must be 
reinforced 

 
In autumn 2011 the European Union is about to decide on the framework that will guide its 
action between 2014 and 2020 while facing an important financial and economic crisis the 
development of which is not predictable. 
 
The difficulties in recent years have in particular resulted in the loss of almost seven million 
jobs1, and unemployment is the primary concern of citizens2: in the middle of 2011 almost 
10% of the active population is out of work, and that number doubles among people under 
the age of 25. Behind these statistics there are nearly 23 million men and women3.  
 
At the same time, between 2007 and 2010, public debt increased strongly from 59% to 
80% of the EU’s gross domestic product (GDP)4. 
 
Table 1:  Public debt of the main global economies 
 
 EU USA China Japan 
Public debt 2010 (% of GDP)5 80% 94% 36% (?)6 200% 
 
Moreover, although the European Union’s economic importance remains higher than that of 
its main partners, this position has been eroding significantly: the EU accounted for 27% of 
the world’s gross domestic product in 1990, but just over 20% at the end of 2010.  
 
Table 2:  Standing of the main global economies 
 
 EU USA China Japan 
GDP 2010 (billion $)7 13 699 13 325 8 741 3 882 
Share of global GDP (%)8 

in 1990: 
in 2010: 

 
26.9% 
20.5% 

 
22.2% 
20% 

 
3.5% 
13.1% 

 
8.9% 
5.8% 

 
 

                                                 
1  At the start of 2008, 16 million Europeans were out of work, i.e. an unemployment rate of 6.7% (Eurostat, 

Unemployment Statistics, September 2011. 
 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Unemployment_statistics). 
2  Although there are significant differences between Member States (in summer 2011 the unemployment rate 

was under 5% in three Member States and over 15% in four), almost 80% of the Europeans describe the 
employment situation in their country as bad. (Eurostat: Eurobarometer 74, Autumn 2010, Public Opinion in 
the European Union). 

3  Eurostat, Euroindicators 143/2011, September 2011. 
4  At the end of 2010 the combined public debt of the 27 Member States was approximately 

EUR 9 828 232 million, i.e. 80% of the EU’s gross domestic product (at market prices) (Eurostat, 
Euroindicators 60/2011, April 2011). 

5  As a percentage of gross domestic product at market prices (Eurostat, Euroindicators 60/2011, April 2011; 
OECD, Government debt, June 2011). 

6  Estimate, Moody’s Agency, July 2011. 
7  GDP at purchasing power parity 2005, in billion constant international dollars (Centre d'Etudes Prospectives et 

d'Informations Internationales (CEPII), Panorama de l'économie mondiale, December 2010). 
8  Over the same period (1990-2010) the share of the countries of East and South-East Asia (ASEAN 10, China, 

South Korea, Taiwan) jumped from 8.8% to 20.5% of global GDP (CEPII, Op. cit.). 
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1.2. The ‘Europe 2020’ strategy 

 
In order to tackle the serious difficulties it is currently facing, the Union has adopted the 
‘Europe 2020’ strategy9. The latter aims to improve the employment situation, develop 
research and innovation, tackle climate change, improve the level of education, and combat 
poverty and social exclusion. For each of these areas, measurable targets have been set 
and by 2020: 
 
- 75% of adults between the ages of 20 and 64 should be employed, compared to 69% 

today. 
 
- The equivalent of 3% of the EU’s gross domestic product should be invested in research 

and development, compared to less than 2% at present, in order to move closer to the 
current levels in the USA (2.6%) and Japan (3.4%). 

 
- The energy and climate targets laid down by the ‘20/20/20’ strategy10 should be met, i.e. 

a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% compared to 1990 levels; a 
20% share of renewable energy sources in final energy consumption; and a 20% 
increase in energy efficiency compared to 2007 forecasts. 

 
- The proportion of early school leavers should be under 10% (currently 15%) and at least 

40% of adults aged between 30 and 34 should have a third level qualification (currently 
31%). 

 
- The number of Europeans living below the national poverty lines should be reduced by 

25%, which means by almost 20 million people.  
 

1.3. The role of the European Parliament in implementing the 
‘Europe 2020’ strategy  

 
It is because ‘the achievement of ‘Europe 2020’ is essential and not optional’11that the 
European Parliament has made it a priority. 
 
Learning from the difficulties encountered by the ‘Lisbon strategy for growth and 
employment’, the Parliament should put all of its weight behind implementation of the 
‘Europe 2020’ strategy in order to ‘close the gap between its declared ambitions, the 
resources available and the methodology used’12as it now has the tools to do this. It should 
therefore: 
 
- strengthen the governance of the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy by monitoring its 

implementation, in particular by the Member States: the ‘European semester’ and the 
new framework for economic governance will now enable the Parliament to monitor 
national initiatives more closely. 

 

                                                 
9  COM(2010)2020 final, Europe 2020. A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. 
10  COM(2007)2 final, Limiting global climate change to 2 degrees Celsius - The way ahead for 2020 and beyond 

(not published in the OJ). 
11  European Parliament resolution of 17 February 2011, P7_TA(2011)0068. 
12  Ibid. 
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- guarantee adequate financing by incorporating in the annual and multiannual (2014-
2020) budgetary frameworks the priorities set out in the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy. It 
should also ensure that these priorities are reflected in the national budgets. Finally, it 
could ask for ad hoc legal frameworks to be put in place to promote private investment, 
which will become increasingly necessary with the growing shortage of public funds. 

 
- ensure consistency of the common policies and the targets of the ‘Europe 2020’ 

strategy, especially when looking at reforms of the EU’s main policies, including the 
Common Agricultural Policy, the Common Fisheries Policy, the Cohesion Policy and the 
guidelines on the financing of the trans-European transport network.  

 

1.4. Structural and cohesion policies: powerful tools 

 
In order to tackle the current crisis, generate activity and jobs and, more generally, 
improve the lives of the citizens, the European Union has at its disposal structural and 
cohesion policies. These common policies are powerful tools that help to develop sectors in 
which Europe excels and which successfully illustrate the famous ‘Community added value’. 
 
- Agriculture, rural development and fisheries form an economic sector and a strategic 

asset that are becoming more and more important as the global population continues to 
increase; they are also directly linked to the major current environmental and energy 
problems. 

 
- The promotion of economic, social and territorial cohesion is a factor in economic 

development and in the fight against social exclusion, and it gives concrete expression to 
the principle of solidarity which underpins European integration as a whole. 

 
- The culture and education policies have a triple advantage in that they have only a 

minor impact on the Community budget, they encompass strong and popular symbols, 
and they help to preserve dynamic national cultural and audiovisual sectors.  

 
- Similarly, tourism is both an important economic sector and a vehicle for individual 

development and European integration. 
 
- Finally, transport is crucial for the economy and society as a whole; it represents both a 

major environmental challenge as well as a vital source of wealth and jobs. 
 
The structural and cohesion policies are important economic levers that are particularly 
essential for overcoming the current problems. They must be strengthened so that they can 
contribute effectively to the success of the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy given that they 
encompass all of its targets. 
 
The European Parliament will be able to play a decisive role in strengthening all of these 
policies as they now come under the ordinary legislative procedure13.  
 
 

Marc Thomas 

                                                 
13  Article 294 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. 
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2. AGRICULTURE 

2.1. The 2011/2020 context: strategic directions 

 
The period in question (2011/2020) covers two legislatures along with the negotiations for 
and implementation of the next financial perspective (2014/2020). In this context, two 
reforms of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) are already envisaged, in 2013 and 2020. 
They will concern its objectives and will fundamentally alter the main mechanisms in force. 
The Commission presented the legislative proposals for the 2013 reform in October 201114. 
 
Some new institutional factors will also have a significant effect on the CAP post-2013: 

 The entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, which introduced the new codecision 
procedure for agriculture (with some exceptions), along with the application of 
new delegated acts. 

 Implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy, to which the CAP should contribute 
significantly given the potential for growth and employment in rural zones in 
particular. In addition, the development of different components of the strategy 
via the other common policies will certainly have an effect on the new CAP post-
2013, particularly in terms of the environment, climate change, biodiversity, 
derivatives market regulation and research. 

 On 29 June 2011 the Commission presented the Financial Framework 2014/2020, 
which includes a review of the European Union’s system of own resources15. The 
main budget item, the CAP, will undergo an in-depth review given that the new 
multiannual financial framework depends to a large extent on how the economic 
and financial crisis pans out. A reduced agricultural budget in real terms can now 
be expected (-9.2% between 2103 and 2020, according to the proposals in the 
new financial framework)16. 

 The negotiation and implementation of the new climate change protocol to replace 
Kyoto. The UN Convention to be held in Durban should, in principle, formalise this 
new multilateral framework. Given the growing links between agriculture, energy 
and climate, the CAP is going to have to rise to the challenge of a real green deal, 
to be defined during its 2013 reform. 

 The conclusion of the Doha Cycle and the signing of a new multilateral agreement 
on agriculture is unlikely to take place in the near future. The negotiations for the 
‘December 2008 package’ on the ‘modalities for negotiating agriculture’ have 
repeatedly failed and a rapid start-up is not expected despite the positive impact 
that success in the Doha Cycle would have on world trade and growth. 
Nonetheless, the possible signing of a new WTO agreement on agriculture would 
create major tensions for the CAP post-2013, particularly with regard to tariffs. 

 Full integration of the recent enlargements needs to be finalised and, moreover, 
there are the new accession negotiations, particularly with regard to Croatia, 
already envisaged for 2013. 

                                                 
14  COM(2011)625 to 630 (http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/index_en.htm). 
15  COM(2011)500, http://ec.europa.eu/budget/biblio/documents/fin_fwk1420/fin_fwk1420_fr.cfm.  
 For an analysis of the multiannual financial framework sector by sector see:  
 http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/index_fr.htm. 
16  EP Parliament - Policy Department B: ‘The CAP in the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014/2020’, 

I/B/AGRI/NT/2011-12, PE 460.067, October 2011. 

 13 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/biblio/documents/fin_fwk1420/fin_fwk1420_fr.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/index_fr.htm


Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2.2. The institutional challenge: achieving the Lisbon Treaty 

 
The new TFEU represents a real change of direction for agriculture on the eve of a 
fundamental reform of the CAP, anticipated in 2013. It implies major changes, in terms of 
legislation, budget and implementation. 
 
In principle, these changes extend the scope of the EP’s competence with regard to a 
common policy that has been thus far characterised by its legislative and budgetary weight. 
The ‘agricultural’ provisions of the TFEU, however, still present a number of challenges that 
need to be clarified. 
 
The legislative challenge 

The TFEU recognises codecision as the ‘ordinary legislative procedure’ for the CAP, 
replacing the simple consultation procedure. This agricultural codecision, however, raises 
major problems of interpretation insofar as exceptions to the ordinary procedure are 
introduced in favour of the Council, particularly with regard to ‘measures on fixing prices, 
levies, aid and quantitative limitations’ (Article 43.3 TFEU) and the rules on competition 
(Article 42.2(2) TFEU).  
 
In the absence of a clear delimitation of the legislative competences of the European 
Parliament and Council, there is a risk that legal and political problems may arise, even if 
extensive case-law establishes a restrictive interpretation of the exceptions. It is 
unthinkable for the EP to accept general implementing reservations in favour of the Council, 
which could qualify, indeed effectively invalidate, the codecision powers acquired under the 
new Treaty, particularly in the context of the fundamental reforms of the CAP in which the 
fixing of aid levels and prices would play a key role.  
 
Negotiations on the scope of Article 43.3 of the TFEU’s exceptions are under way 
(November 2011) in the context of so-called alignment acts, bringing the CAP into line with 
the Lisbon Treaty. Even if an agreement is reached in the short term, however, the 2013 
reform will probably revive the discussions regarding the Council’s legislative competence.  
 
Moreover, the TFEU recognises a shared competence between the European Union and 
Member States with regard to agriculture as a whole (Article 4.2.d). On this basis, the 
principle of subsidiarity will apply and the national parliaments will ensure respect for it 
(‘yellow card’ and ‘red card’ procedures) (Article 12.b TEU; and the Protocol on the Role of 
National Parliaments in the European Union).  
 
The European Parliament will therefore need to forge stronger ties with its national 
counterparts, with a view to the forthcoming CAP reform (or, indeed, other common 
policies). Apart from regular meetings that already exist at horizontal level and/or within 
the parliamentary committees, it would probably be sufficient to create more reduced, 
effective and stable coordination structures. In addition, ‘national experts’ from the national 
parliaments could be included in these consultative units. 
 
The budgetary challenge 

The Lisbon Treaty also involves significant financial changes. In the first place, it introduces 
a special legislative procedure for the adoption of the annual budget, by which the two 
current readings are replaced with one single reading and three parliamentary votes 
(Article 314 TFEU). Secondly, by doing away with the distinction between ‘compulsory 
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expenditure’ and ‘non-compulsory expenditure’, the two branches of the budgetary 
authority will henceforth jointly decide on all agricultural expenditure. Finally, the 
multiannual financial framework, which implicitly includes the principle of budgetary 
discipline in agriculture, now becomes a legislative act requiring the EP’s approval. 
  
In this context, the agricultural budget will become a major topic of future financial 
debates. The revision of the European Union’s Financial Regulation (Council Regulation (EC) 
No 1605/2002, OJ L 248, 16.9.2002), envisaged in Article 322.1 TFEU, has already taken 
place (Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 1081/2010, OJ L 331, 26.11.2010). Three areas, 
however, still remain to be defined, and hence monitored, by Parliament in general and by 
COMAGRI in particular: 
 

 The amendment of Regulation (EC) No 1290/2005 on the financing of the CAP. A 
proposal has already been presented by the Commission in the context of the 
legislative package for the 2013 CAP reform (COM(2011)628). 

 The revision of the 2006 interinstitutional agreement on budgetary discipline and 
sound financial management. In accordance with Article 17.1 TEU, the Commission 
will take the initiative to reach a new interinstitutional agreement. The proposal was 
presented in June 2011 in the context of the new financial framework 2014/2020 
(COM(2011)403)17.  

 In addition, it will be necessary to define the special procedure for the regulation 
laying down the multiannual financial framework. This proposal was also included in 
the 2014/2020 budgetary package (COM(2011)398)18. 

 
The challenge of applying the agricultural acts 

The TFEU introduces new legal acts, delegated and implementing acts (Articles 290-291).  
 
With regard to implementing acts, new comitology rules have already been adopted 
according to the ordinary legislative procedure, replacing Decisions 1999/468/EC and 
2006/512/EC (Regulation (EU) 182/2011, OJ L 55, 28.2.2011). Management and regulation 
procedures, popular in the context of the CAP, are replaced by a review process. The 
current consultation procedure remains in force. 
 
With regard to delegated acts, there will be progressive alignment from now until 2014: 
basic acts will be revised and there will be a need to examine the scope of possible 
delegations on a case-by-case basis. In an EP declaration, the Commission undertook to 
finalise the necessary legislative amendments to establish the delegated acts before the 
end of the current legislature. 
 
With regard to the CAP, COMAGRI has commenced the alignment work with the horizontal 
technical support of those responsible for legislative coordination. Much still remains to be 
done, however: more than 40 agricultural legislative acts are affected by this change. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
17  http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/fin_fwk1420/draft_IIA_2014_COM-403_en.pdf. 
18  See: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/biblio/documents/fin_fwk1420/proposal_council_regulation_COM-

398_en.pdf. 
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2.3. The agricultural challenge: the CAP reform in the context of 
the new financial perspective (CAP 2020) 

 
The legislative proposals for the CAP 2020 were presented by the Commission in October 
201119. The negotiations to be commenced on this legislative package will be contaminated 
by the debates on the new financial perspective 2014/2020 in a context of recession, in 
which a stabilisation of agricultural appropriations is highly probable20. It should be noted, 
irrespective of the agro-budgetary factors, that the Commission’s proposals already 
envisage the objectives and instruments for the new ‘CAP 2013’.  
 
Objectives and new mechanisms for the CAP 2020 

This paper does not seek to explain the guidelines for the new CAP. Four papers from Policy 
Department B have already been published on this subject, along with several external 
studies, with a view to supporting the work of COMAGRI21. On the basis of the proposals 
presented and the resolutions adopted by the EP, however, we can put forward some ideas 
for discussion between now and 2013: 
 

 Three strategic objectives will guide the reform: ensuring long-term food security for 
European citizens, and contributing to the growing global demand for foodstuffs; 
sustainably producing diversified, high-quality food products while conserving the 
natural resources and biodiversity; ensuring the viability of rural areas. To achieve 
these objectives, the two pillars of the CAP will be maintained. 

 With regard to direct support mechanisms, we will see a move from decoupling to 
targeting - tailoring. The decoupling of agricultural aid in favour of generic income 
support, which began in 2003, will give way to a recoupling of instruments to 
specific objectives or functions. The single farm payments will be replaced by a 
system of staggered support, with five components: 1) ‘basic aid’ per hectare, 
decoupled and uniform in a Member State or region but heterogeneous over the 
whole European territory, reserved only for active farmers and with a ceiling 
according to number of jobs (capping); 2) additional support in terms of 
compensation for the costs linked to providing environmental public goods not 
remunerated by the market (greening component); 3) specific aid to young farmers; 
4) additional income support in zones marked by natural disadvantages; and, lastly, 
5) aid coupled to production (linked to number of hectares, yield or number of head 
of livestock) aimed at certain zones or types of agriculture for economic and/or 
social reasons. Moreover, the national budgets for direct payments will be partially 
redistributed in favour of countries with aid per hectare that is less than the 
Community average. 

 With regard to public intervention in the markets, the current instruments will be 
adapted as ‘safety nets’, restricted to price crises or possible market disturbances. 
Moreover, the reform will re-affirm the removal of supply control mechanisms (milk 
and sugar quotas, wine planting rights). A rebalancing of the food chain is to be 

                                                 
19  COM(2011)625 to 630 (http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/legal-proposals/index_en.htm). For an 

analysis of the proposals from a parliamentary point of view, see the paper from Policy Department B: The 
CAP towards 2020: An Analysis of the legislative proposals from the perspective of the European Parliament, 
IP/B/AGRI/NT/2011-12, PE 460.070, forthcoming. 

 (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies.do?language=EN). 
20  The CAP in the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014/2020, IP/B/AGRI/NT/2011-12, PE 460.067, 2011 

(http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies/download.do?language=fr&file=49111).  
21  Papers EP 438.617, EP 460.067, EP 460.070. All internal papers and external studies are available from: 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies.do?language=EN. 
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expected in such a context. With a view to better distribution of value added, 
producer organisations and the joint trade organisations will be strengthened at 
European level, permitting the collective negotiation of prices, within certain limits 
and without questioning the rules of competition. Moreover, improved transparency 
in price-setting is envisaged, along with the possible use of derivatives markets on 
the part of producers. 

 Lastly, with regard to rural development, the reform will simplify the wide range of 
instruments existing within the second pillar of the CAP in order to focus on support 
to competitiveness, innovation, establishing young farmers, sustainably managing 
natural resources and ensuring balanced regional development. The measures to be 
applied will be grouped into regional packages with the parallel setting of 
quantifiable objectives that could be linked to incentives. Better coordination of rural 
measures with the other structural funds is also envisaged. Moreover, the second 
pillar of the CAP will make a toolbox for ‘individual risk management’ (insurance 
policies, mutual funds, etc.) available to Member States.  

 
Roadmap for parliamentary work 

The official timetable for the reform anticipates adopting the multiannual financial 
framework 2014/2020 in December 2012 and adopting the CAP reform texts (along with 
other policies such as cohesion, research and fisheries) during the course of spring 2013 
with a view to their effective application in January 2014.  
 
This timetable is a very tight one. There are also a number of fairly significant factors that 
could result in blockages in the negotiations: 1) the overlap of the budget and agricultural 
negotiations; 2) the debates still underway on the scope of exceptions to agricultural 
codecision in favour of the Council; 3) the lack of some key elements of the reform (in 
particular, in the context of rural development: objective criteria for distributing the budget 
for the second pillar; details regarding the integrated strategic approach to the Structural 
Funds and ERDF; a new classification of less-favoured agricultural areas; a new 
promotional package). These possible blockages would prevent the European institutions 
from keeping to the timetable. In this case, the current financial perspective would be 
extended. 
 
Moreover, COMAGRI, in association with Policy Department B, has already produced an 
initial roadmap for parliamentary work, although it does not take into account possible 
delays or blockages in the budget or agricultural negotiations:  

 October 2011: Appointment of rapporteurs. 

 November 2011: Meeting with Agricultural Council ministers and presentation by the 
Commission of the most important components of the impact study accompanying 
the legislative proposals.  

 December 2011: An in camera presentation to MEPs of the analyses of legislative 
proposals made by Policy Department B and the organisation of initial exchanges of 
views within COMAGRI. 

 January 2012:Continuation of discussions within COMAGRI with the possible 
participation of specialists and representatives of the agricultural sector. 

 February/March 2012: Organisation of five workshops on sensitive areas of the 
reform with the involvement of academic specialists: new direct payments; 
environmental public goods; rural development; mechanisms for combating price 
volatility; agricultural competition policy. 
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 July 2012: Organisation of a meeting with the national parliaments on the CAP 
reform. 

 End of spring 2012: Presentation of EP reports (provisional).  

 Early 2013: Vote on the EP’s position. 

In this way, the European Parliament should: 

 strengthen its legislative (amendments) and negotiating (trialogue) capacity. 

 establish permanent coordination structures with the departments responsible for 
the reform within DG AGRI. 

 define the support of the new assessment department and the value added of 
COMAGRI and Policy Department B’s work. 

 finally, the President of the EP could take the initiative to organise a major event 
(conference) aimed at catalysing reflection on the new CAP, focusing around 
COMAGRI’s and/or Parliament’s proposals, in particular in case of a blockage in the 
negotiations. 

Once the reform is adopted (in 2013 or 2014), there will also be a need to ensure close 
monitoring of the new CAP’s implementation phase during the period covered by the 
2014/2020 financial perspective (delegated and implementing acts). Monitoring of the new 
legislative proposals to be presented by the Commission during this period should also be 
undertaken (on the removal of milk and sugar quotas and wine planting rights, reform of 
the fruit and vegetable sector, or in the context of the mid-term review of the 2013 
reform). 

 

2.4. The challenge of agricultural globalisation 

Background 

In institutional terms, globalisation conceals three real agricultural challenges: a 
commercial component (in the context of the WTO), an environmental component (in the 
context of Kyoto) and a food security component (to be defined within the G20). 
 
The fourth WTO ministerial conference, held in Doha in November 2001, launched a new 
cycle of multilateral negotiations. A new agreement on agriculture was envisaged in the 
‘Doha Programme for Development’. The agreed deadlines have not, however, been met. 
The last package on modalities for the commitments was presented in December 2008. 
After several days of negotiations, the WTO’s Director-General, Pascal Lamy, confirmed 
that the discussions on the draft texts presented had failed. Agriculture thus (once more) 
remains a major obstacle to the success of the WTO’s negotiations. 
 
Even though there was convergence on most points, differences with regard to the special 
safeguard mechanism (SSM) for developing countries (which would enable a rise in imports 
of food products to be neutralised) could not be overcome. The disagreement is primarily 
between those (particularly the United States) who would like a high trigger level in order 
to avoid the safeguard being activated by normal growth in trade and those (India and 
China in particular) who would prefer a lower trigger level.  
 
Apart from the SSM, there were also other issues that were unresolved when the 
negotiations were suspended: cotton (a strategic product for some African exporting 
countries), issues regarding geographical indications and patents relating to genetic 
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material and traditional knowledge in the sphere of intellectual property, and bananas (in 
principle to be resolved via a separate agreement involving the EU, the ACP countries and 
Latin American suppliers). 
 
Negotiations to resolve this impasse were held from 2009 to 2011 without success. There is 
now talk of a ‘plan B’ that could exclude the agricultural component, but it is difficult to 
imagine the multilateral negotiations ‘dropping’ agriculture permanently. A new agreement 
within the WTO would have quite a significant effect on the sector, in particular with regard 
to border protection (import tariffs and quotas). 
 
Multilateralism also affects the environmental level (in the context of the multilateral 
environmental agreements - MEAs) and particularly in terms of climate change. The next 
Durban Conference should, in principle, replace the Kyoto Protocol with another climate 
change agreement.  
 
Finally, it should be noted that global food security is becoming a key issue. In order to 
feed a global population that is likely to exceed 9 billion by 2050, the FAO considers that 
agricultural production needs to increase by 70% globally and by almost 100% in the 
developing world. This challenge is hampered by the strong tensions being experienced by 
the agricultural markets since 2008, resulting in deep crises and even food riots. It is 
against this backdrop that, for the first time, the G20 has decided to discuss agriculture.  
 
A new agricultural agreement would have a major impact on the CAP post-2013 

The latest discussions in Geneva envisaged major changes in internal support (prices and 
aid) to agriculture, access to markets (tariffs) and export competition.  
 
The most recent European positions accepted an average tariff reduction of 60% in the 
context of market access, undoubtedly the most sensitive issue for the CAP. The EU’s offer 
was, however, conditional upon clarifications from other developed countries with regard to 
removing different forms of export support. Moreover, the EU has always reaffirmed its 
desire for a balanced reform of the international agricultural trade system, providing 
specific commitments for some of Europe’s so-called sensitive products along with effective 
consideration of factors of a non-commercial nature (relating to the environment, rural 
development, animal welfare and protection of designations of origin). 
 
The EP has always supported the European representatives’ efforts to move forward with 
the Doha Cycle and achieve a balanced agreement. Strengthened cooperation between 
COMAGRI and INTA would be desirable with a view to monitoring the Doha negotiations. 
Moreover, Parliament’s assent will always be necessary for the entry into force of the new 
multilateral agreement. 
 
Whatever the results of the negotiations under way, and the date of their conclusion, the 
new agreement on agriculture should form part of the CAP 2020. It would be advisable to 
evaluate the effects of such an agreement on the basic agricultural acts already approved 
by codecision. 
 
Renewal of the climate change protocol and agriculture 

The renewal of the Kyoto Protocol, expected before 2013, will need to be included in the 
negotiations for the new CAP. This framework could result in new environmental constraints 
(emissions controls), direct support to carbon sinks and/or greater monitoring of the carbon 
footprint of processed food products. 
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Progress on global food security within the G20 

The most recent G20 agricultural summits have managed to reach an understanding on an 
action plan for global food security, centred around five objectives: increasing agricultural 
production and productivity; improving information and market transparency; ensuring 
greater international political coordination (particularly with regard to stocks); reducing the 
effect of price volatility on the most vulnerable countries; and regulating financial markets 
linked to physical markets for raw materials (derivatives markets). Nonetheless, this 
progress will need to be given concrete expression in the future at intergovernmental level. 
 

2.5. The challenge of economic revival: from the crisis of the CAP 
to the CAP for the crisis 

Background 

The current economic and financial crisis is disrupting a number of the Common Agricultural 
Policy’s parameters: 

 First of all, the systemic volatility of agricultural prices has been confirmed. This is 
due, in addition to the impact of the general economic climate, to a number of 
factors: 1) heightened imbalance between the global supply and demand for food, 
exacerbated by sporadic climatic phenomena in the main producer countries; 2) the 
very low levels of global stocks; 3) the international financial investors’ rediscovery 
of raw materials markets, against a backdrop of excess liquidity (hedge funds, 
sovereign funds, pension funds); 4) the growing interdependence of the energy (oil) 
and agricultural markets due to increased demand for agricultural products for 
biofuel; and 5) the reactions of some government authorities (export restrictions, 
increased procurement to establish strategic stocks, etc.). The most recent forecasts 
from the OECD and FAO for the 2011/2020 period confirm that agricultural prices 
should remain both firm and volatile. Moreover, climate change analyses suggest 
that unusual weather patterns are most probably going to increase, which could 
make production, highly concentrated in some regions of the globe, even more 
volatile due to recurring shortages. In this context, agricultural market regulation 
and stabilisation measures will need to be set out in public policies (CAP post-2013 
included) and in the multilateral framework being negotiated within the WTO. 
Alongside this, robust measures should be applied to control the commodities 
markets at both global and European level (see the Barnier package on financial and 
derivatives regulation). 

 The impact of economic expectations on the development of agricultural 
commodities markets also needs to be considered, in particular on the global 
demand for foodstuffs. Against this backdrop, it can already be seen that the crisis 
has put an end to the explosion in agricultural prices noted during the 2006/2008 
period. Since June 2008, international prices for agricultural and food products have 
fallen to pre-2006 prices (Table 3). In 2009, however, a number of incidents led to a 
renewed recovery in the agricultural markets: the drought in South America, the US 
Administration’s determination to push ahead with ethanol programmes and, finally, 
anticipated declines in world grain production in 2009/2010. From June 2010 to 
February 2011 agricultural prices continued to increase, reaching unrivalled levels. 
The risk of stagnating global economic growth caused prices to stabilise in March 
2011 and this has continued to date. At this stage, one conclusion can be drawn: 
expectations for economic growth have a clear impact on agricultural futures 
markets and confirm a growing price volatility. According to OECD and FAO 
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estimates for the 2011/2020 period, an impact in the order of around 1% of global 
growth in GDP could lead to a variation of around 7% in production prices. In other 
words, a new recession (in 2012 or 2013) would result in a contraction in global 
demand, stymieing the current rise in agricultural prices. 

 

Table 3: Trend in food commodity prices 2007/2011 
 

(At constant prices 2000/2004 = 100) 

 
Source: FAO (Food Price Indices). October 2011 

http://www.fao.org/worldfoodsituation/wfs-home/en/) 

 

 There is also an (asymmetrical but global) impact caused by the crisis in public 
finances, whether on the Community budget (in terms of own resources and 
expenditure) or on the national budgets. This impact will have a significant effect on 
the negotiations for the European Union’s forthcoming multiannual financial 
framework and, it goes without saying, the CAP budget.  

 Lastly, the crisis has an impact on farmers’ incomes, on production costs and on the 
use of factors of production. Past experience shows that recessions also lead to 
sector restructuring. It is difficult at this stage to quantify these effects, which, 
undoubtedly, will differ greatly according to the sector, the production and financial 
capacity of farmers, and the extent of their indebtedness. In terms of processed 
products, a growing demand for supermarkets’ (own brand) products can already be 
seen on the part of consumers. The process of farm and cooperative concentration 
will also accelerate. Moreover, the crisis intensifies the stabilising role of CAP 
subsidies(totalling EUR 40 billion a year), particularly in a context of restricted bank 
credit. Agricultural support, guaranteed each year, is therefore a significant form of 
financial assistance for farmers. In addition, we must assume that the national aid 
granted thus far in the new Member States as a supplement to Community support 
is going to fall drastically following the serious crisis in public finances being suffered 
by several countries. 
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From the crisis of the CAP to the CAP for the crisis 

We need to reinvent the post-crisis European model. Franklin Roosevelt, in 1933, said: 
‘Never waste a good crisis’. With its legislative and budgetary powers strengthened by the 
Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliament cannot remain indifferent to this major challenge. 
Apart from the approved intergovernmental recovery plans, the crucial role played by the 
ECB on behalf of financial and banking stability and, finally, the new treaty that will very 
probably be adopted in the coming years to tighten economic governance in the eurozone, 
there is no European response to the global crisis that uses common policies (the CAP 
included) and the Community budget as catalysts of economic recovery.  
 
The multiannual financial framework 2014/2020 will need to concretely express this 
ambition. On this basis, the CAP has already been generous in the context of the European 
Recovery Plan approved by the European Council in December 2008. Agricultural credit 
totalling some EUR 5 billion was allocated to energy infrastructure, high-speed Internet in 
rural areas and rural development measures. The success of the Europe 2020 strategy will 
require the agricultural budget to be reduced yet further in favour of other policies such as 
research, education or transport infrastructure (+10% anticipated for the 2014/2020 period 
in relation to the previous period), policies in favour of citizens (+49%) and development 
and neighbourhood policies (+23%).  
 
However, as it is more than likely that the finances of the Member States will experience 
further difficulties between now and 2013 (due to budget deficits, public debt, 
unemployment costs, commitments already made to national recovery plans, etc.), there is 
a strong chance that the negotiations on the European Union’s new multiannual financial 
framework will become very difficult (especially as there is nothing to suggest that the 
crisis will have ended by then).  
 
With regard to agriculture specifically, the last reform of the CAP (the so-called ‘Health 
Check’) relaxed the applicable supply regulation and control systems. Public intervention 
now remains a safety net for the Community’s main produce. Alongside this, new voluntary 
instruments were established for individual risk management, particularly crop insurance 
programmes and mutual health funds. The success of these new risk management methods 
is, however, dependent upon the deteriorating cofinancing capacity of Member States. 
Moreover, the ‘Health Check’ did not really strengthen farmers’ economic power within their 
sectors. Finally, despite the disappearance of public intervention as a possibility in itself, 
the futures markets in Europe still remain in a highly embryonic state. 
 
At present, a broad consensus is emerging in the analyses with regard to the persistence of 
price fluctuations in the future, confirming the previously mentioned OECD and FAO 
forecasts. These are due to the liberalisation and globalisation of markets, to climate 
change, which will increase the frequency and magnitude of natural events, and to the 
upsurge in health crises. 
 
In this context, the 2012/2013 CAP reform will need to look at what responses are required 
to combat the systemic instability in the agricultural markets. Close monitoring of how 
Member States are applying the new CAP mechanisms will be necessary, with a view to 
overcoming price volatility (insurance, mutual funds, joint trade organisations, futures 
markets, etc.). Insofar as most of these instruments are optional for states, we could even 
envisage using the mechanisms for enhanced cooperation formalised by the Lisbon Treaty 
to develop them. Moreover, the new WTO agreement on agriculture will need to provide the 
framework for global market stabilisation measures.  
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It will also, in the future, be necessary to produce an agricultural component in support of a 
new post-crisis growth model focusing on the green economy. In this regard, all European 
policies (and particularly the CAP) will have to cope with a real green deal (based on 
sustainable technologies, thermochemistry and green chemistry, biofuels, nano-foods, 
climate management, biomaterials, etc.). A Forward Studies Unit would seem necessary 
within the EP to facilitate reflection on the economic and technological future. STOA could 
take responsibility for implementing this. 
 
Table 4: The common agricultural policy and multiannual budgetary frameworks22 
 

 2007-2013 
2014-2020 

(Commission 
proposal) 

Variation 

Market support and direct aid 306 173 281 825 - 7.9% 

Rural development 98 148 89 895 - 8.4% 

TOTAL CAP (million €): 404 321 371 720 - 8% 

 
 
 

Albert Massot 

                                                 
22  European Parliament, Committee on Budgets, Secretariat Note, 5 September 2011. Commitment 

appropriations in million euros, at 2011 constant prices. 

 23 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 24 



Structural and cohesion policies for 2020: Tools to overcome the crisis 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. CULTURE AND EDUCATION 
 
In the European Parliament, education, culture, youth, sport and the cultural and 
educational aspects of the EU's media policy fall under the responsibility of the CULT 
Committee. 
 
CULT plays an equal role with the governments of the Member States in adopting new 
laws and supervising the EU's programmes in these areas. The Committee also regularly 
holds public hearings to gather evidence from experts about aspects of its work. 
 
Therefore, the text below focuses on the areas of responsibility of the Committee on Culture 
and Education23(CULT), as defined by the EP's Rules of Procedure. However, it deals with 
fairly broad themes for which CULT may not always be the lead committee. 
 

3.1. Legal basis 

 
For all the above areas, and according to the principle of subsidiarity, each Member State 
has full responsibility for the organisation and content of the corresponding policies. Any 
act of harmonisation of legal and regulatory provisions of the Member States is excluded 
from the scope of the Treaty corresponding articles. Therefore, the role of the EU is a 
supporting one.  
 
The Lisbon Treaty did not bring significant changes in the field of education and vocational 
training policy (see Articles 165 and 166 of the new ‘Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union’), limiting the Union's role in the areas of education and vocational training 
'...to carry out actions to support, coordinate or supplement actions of the Member States.'  
There are, however, new features worthy of mention, for instance the Lisbon Treaty 
contains a provision which has been described in the literature as a horizontal 'social 
clause'. Article 9 of the TFEU states that 'In defining and implementing its policies and 
actions, the Union shall take into account requirements linked to the promotion of [...] a 
high level of education [and] training.' 
 
The inclusion of Youth as a concept in European policy is a relatively recent phenomenon; it 
is mentioned for the first time in 1993 with the Treaty of Maastricht.  
 
Article 165 of the TFEU provides for youth exchanges and exchanges between socio-
educational instructors. Action to promote vocational training under Article 166 also 
expressly includes young people.  
 

                                                 
23  The Committee is responsible for:  

1.   the cultural aspects of the European Union, and in particular:  
(a)  improving the knowledge and dissemination of culture,  
(b)  the protection and promotion of cultural and linguistic diversity,  
(c)  the conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage, cultural exchanges and artistic creation;  
2.   the Union's education policy, including the European higher education area, the promotion of the system 

of European schools and lifelong learning; 
3.   audiovisual policy and the cultural and educational aspects of the information society;  
4.   youth policy and the development of a sports and leisure policy;  
5.   information and media policy;  
6.   cooperation with third countries in the areas of culture and education and relations with the relevant 

international organisations and institutions. 
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As for sport, the Treaty makes it an explicit EU competence for the first time (Article 
165). 
 
European Union action for culture is regulated by Article 167 of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union. It establishes the principles and the current framework 
concerning European policy on culture, including both material content and decision‐making 
procedures. 
 
Audiovisual policy in the EU is mainly governed by Articles 167 and 173 of the TFEU. The 
key piece of legislation in audiovisual policy is the 'Audiovisual Media Services Directive', 
which entered into force in December 2007. The main European instrument to help the 
industry (especially film) continues to be the 'MEDIA' programme. 
 

3.2. Multiannual financial framework 2014-20 - responding to 
Europe 2020 challenges 

 
The Europe 2020 Strategy sets ambitious objectives for smart, inclusive and sustainable 
growth, with a view to delivering high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion. 
To cope with the transformations and impact of the crises as well as with intensifying global 
challenges, the Strategy acknowledges that Europe can count on a number of strengths, 
among which are the 'talent and creativity of [its] people'. 
 
Investing in human and social capital is an essential condition to achieve those ambitious 
growth targets. Such investments can yield even better returns when they are focused on the 
young generation, which has to be equipped with the skills it needs to succeed in an 
increasingly complex and fast-changing social and economic reality and which has to get the 
opportunity to share a feeling of ownership and belonging to a common project to which it 
can contribute. 'Countries that invest in their young people reap the benefits of that 
investment through greater growth and social well-being for generations to come'.24  
 
Compared to the 2007-2013 MFF, the total budget proposed for education is 60% higher. 
With the proposed increase, the European Union would have more than 15 billion Euros at its 
disposal, compared with 8.7 billion under the current MFF (Heading 1: Smart and Inclusive 
Growth 
 
Proposals for culture and media represent an increase of 37% and a total budget of 1.6 
billion Euros, compared with 1.2 billion under the current MFF (Heading 3: Security and 
Citizenship). 
 
This funding will be complemented by important support in the Structural Funds, mainly the 
European Social Fund, by far the biggest financial contribution from the EU budget to 
investing in people.25 
 
In such difficult times as the present ones, this substantial augmentation brings good 
perspectives in terms not only of the expected boost in the number of people that can benefit 
from mobility: from 400,000 per year to 700,000, but as well in terms of increased 

                                                 
24  World Bank, Child and Youth Development, August 2010. 
25  For example, in the period 2007-2013 around €72.5 billion was invested in education and training across 

Europe's regions and similar levels of investment can be expected in future. 
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investment in human capital and the modernisation of education and training systems that 
will help the European Union to become a smart, sustainable and inclusive economy. 
 
While much of the investment in human capital has to be made at national level, the sign 
given by the new MFF is clear: crises increase the need for good education. 
 
The EU 2020 strategy26reinforces the central role of education and training. It proposes 
strategic reforms, including of education and training systems, in order to reduce risks of 
the EU ending up with permanent losses in wealth, a sluggish recovery maintaining high 
levels of unemployment and social unrest, as well as a relative decline on the world scene. 
These objectives will not be reached without a stronger investment in human capital. 
 
Progress will be measured against five headline EU-level targets to be achieved by 
2020, which Member States will be asked to translate into national targets. One 
headline27directly concerns education and training: 
 
 by 2020 the share of early school leavers (ESL) should be under 10% (from a current 

average of 15%) and at least 40% of the younger generation (30–34 years old) should 
have completed tertiary or equivalent education (from 31% at present). 

 
Moreover, five of the Europe 2020 flagship initiatives depend on the modernisation of 
education and training: Youth on the Move, Agenda for New Skills and jobs, as well as 
the Digital Agenda, Innovation Union and Platform Against Poverty. 
 
With increasing numbers of European citizens looking beyond national borders for education 
and training opportunities, the EU has an important role to play in ensuring that the 
opportunities of the single market are made available to all. 
 
Whereas Member States might be tempted to pursue blind budget cuts in education and 
training, the MFF goes in the opposite direction: the education and related issues sector 
won the biggest percentage increase under the EU's long-term budget. 
 
Although less substantial, the increase of funding for culture actions is of course of major 
importance. Europe's cultural diversity is one of its greatest strengths, enriching and inspiring 
citizens, generating employment and contributing to social cohesion, innovation, sustainable 
development and other common objectives of the EU, as well as delivering real economic 
benefits. The growing economic role of the culture and creative industries sector is very much 
in line with the objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy. This is, after all, a sector worth some 
€600 billion annually, or 2.6% of EU gross domestic product28and even the economic crisis 
has not dented its 'exponential' growth, not even in the luxury (cultural) goods sector.  
 
As a general comment, this increased funding is most welcome and the right answer to the 
Europe 2020 headline targets, especially in times of shrinking budgets and pressing needs. 
However, the EU budget and national budgets will face severe constraints in the next decade; 
the European Union should seize the opportunity and draw efforts towards rationalisation, 
simplification and targeted actions ensuring the added value of every euro invested.  

                                                 
26  EUROPE 2020 http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/complet_en.pdf 
27  Two other headlines are particularly linked to lifelong learning and the capacity of the education and 

training systems to deliver the skills Europe needs to remain competitive, to create jobs and thus 
to reduce poverty: 75% of the population aged 20–64 should be employed; 20 million less people should be 
at risk of poverty. 

28  As MEP Marie-Thérèse Sanchez-Schmid points out in her report on 'unlocking the potential of cultural and 
creative industries'. 

 27 

http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/complet_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/complet_en.pdf


Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3.3. The European added value and impact of the EU Culture and 
Education programmes 

 
The EU has made considerable progress in the field of education (compared, say, to culture) 
in recent years. The guiding rationale behind the Union education policies has been to make 
mobility of learners and teachers easier and to promote 'Lifelong Learning'29. As 
already mentioned, the EU also directly boosts mobility by providing grants to individuals, 
notably via the education sub-programmes and Youth in Action. 
 
Compared to others, the EU's budgetary influence on the fields for which CULT is responsible 
is not very significant. However, the existing EU programmes and actions, especially the 
Lifelong Learning Programme, bring obvious economies of scale by maximising synergies and 
organising mobility schemes that the Member States would not be able to finance unaided. 
These programmes and actions have significant practical effects on the lives of 
Europeans. For instance, the increasing numbers of learners and teachers in mobility, 
the creation of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA)30and other programmes (e.g. 
Erasmus or Comenius) are relatively well known and popular with the public, with positive 
effects for the EU's 'image'. Worthy of mention as well is the Audiovisual Media Services 
Directive (AVMS Directive) and its 'Television without Frontiers' predecessor which have 
allowed the EU to create a functioning common market in television services. 
 
Education and training play a key role in employment and competitiveness by increasing 
employability and by fostering long-term growth. 
 
OECD educational researcher Andreas Schleicher31says that: 'in a whole row of countries, 
the economic losses of educational underperformance are significantly higher than the costs 
of the financial crises', and countries pay the price year after year. 
 
Policy cooperation at European level in the areas of education and training has, since 2000, 
provided valuable support to countries' educational reforms and has contributed to enhance 
mobility of learners and teachers, to promote European cooperation between educational 
establishments and to improve the quality of education and vocational training. Mobility is 
at the heart of the European integration (of the labour market and European citizenship) 
and can be considered indisputably to be one of the 'achievements' of the European Union, 
although much more has to be done to fully achieve the objectives.  
 
The EU has tried to create better overall conditions for mobility by making comparisons and 
interaction (compatibility) between national education systems easier. An example is the 
European Credit Transfer System (ECTS), which breaks down courses into academic 
'credits', making it easier for students to change courses and for higher education 
institutions to compare each other's programmes. The EU has also developed quality 
control mechanisms, so that countries can have confidence in each other's academic 
standards. Another practical contribution is the European Qualifications Framework (EQF), 
which is a system for comparing qualifications issued in different countries. 
 

                                                 
29  Meaning the need to improve skills and knowledge over one's life in a formal/informal manner. 
30  The European Higher Education Area (EHEA) was launched along with the Bologna Process' decade 

anniversary, in March 2010, during the Budapest-Vienna Ministerial Conference. As the main objective of the 
Bologna Process since its inception in 1999, the EHEA was meant to ensure more comparable, compatible and 
coherent systems of higher education in Europe. 

31  One of the authors of the 2010 OECD/PISA study 'The High Cost of Low Educational Performance'. 
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As for the Youth in Action, the evaluation has confirmed the effectiveness of the 
programme in meeting its objectives related to young people. Youth exchanges in particular 
have contributed to sense of belonging to the EU and participation in democratic life; the 
EVS32(European Voluntary Service) has the highest contribution to employability, personal 
development, mobility and language skills and youth initiatives specifically contribute to 
encouraging entrepreneurial spirit and creativity. 
 
Cultural cooperation is understood to contribute substantially to European added 
value. Accordingly, it is one of the core criteria of preference in Culture programmes on the 
grounds of which a cultural project is allocated funding by the EU. The concept refers to 
practical aspects in the project design, such as the participation of partners or the 
addressing of target groups of a wide scope from various parts of Europe. At the same time 
- and in connection with the important criteria of visibility - it is linked to the idea of the 
creation of a 'European cultural area' and of a 'European (cultural) identity'. 
 
In times of budgetary constraints, it should be highlighted that in culture and education 
the impact of European action often goes above and beyond financing 
intervention. For instance, results from a European Parliament study33show that in the 
current economic context, where public budgets are facing unprecedented constraints, it is 
important to note that not all interventions require substantial investment. For 
instance, evidence from that study has shown the importance of an encouraging, positive 
and supportive school environment to reduce the risk of early-school leaving. Simple and 
targeted measures involving the right actors, rather than more money can often be more 
effective and bring longer-term results.  
 

3.4. Education, Training, Youth and Sport   

 
The Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) enables people at all stages of their lives to take 
part in stimulating learning experiences, as well as helping to develop the education and 
training sector across Europe.  
 
With a budget of nearly €7 billion for 2007 to 2013, the programme funds a range of 
actions including exchanges, study visits and networking activities. Projects are intended 
not only for individual students and learners, but also for teachers, trainers and all others 
involved in education and training.In addition, there are other projects in areas that are 
relevant to all levels of education, such as language learning, ICT, etc. 
 
Most recommendations resulting from evaluation/assessment exercises34on the current 
programmes tend to point in the same direction: need for a more coherent and focused 
programme architecture, with less small-scale and disperse projects and avoiding overlap 
between actions. In short, there is urgent need for rationalisation and simplification 
towards a decrease in management costs and to make the applicant's life easier, making 
sure that taxpayers' money serves the EU's long-term goals. Therefore, the European 
Commission proposes to bring formal and non-formal learning closer together, as well as 
EU and international programmes as an attempt to enhance the synergies between them.  
 

                                                 
32  http://ec.europa.eu/youth/youth-in-action-programme/european-voluntary-service_en.htm. 
33  'Reducing early-school leaving in the European Union' 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies/download.do?language=en&file=42311. 
34  Mid term review of the Lifelong Learning Programme, COM(2011) 413 final 
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0413:FIN:EN:PDF. 
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The programmes will support all beneficiaries through three types of action where European 
added value is most visible and widely recognised: 
 
 learning mobility of individuals; 
 cooperation for innovation; 
 support for policy reform. 
 
As for the type of beneficiaries, the main categories will be: 
 
 Schools including both their pupils and staff; 
 Youth including their organisations and staff; 
 Vocational training including adult learners; 
 Higher education including tertiary Vocational Education and Training 
 
This strategic approach will ensure the continued (and hopefully increased) success of the 
current Lifelong Programme (LLP), Erasmus Mundus and Youth programmes - focused on 
the growth of transnational learning mobility.  
 
Moreover, actions to raise skills and to help tackle the high levels of youth unemployment 
in many Member States (40% in some countries) will be boosted in the 2014-2020 period. 
These are currently supported by the Leonardo da Vinci programme, which helps people to 
benefit from education and training in another EU country in areas such as initial vocational 
training as well as to develop and transfer innovative policies from one Member State to 
another. In addition, the Commission is proposing to develop, with the involvement of the 
European Investment Bank, a programme to provide guarantees for mobile master 
students ('Erasmus Masters'), as at present there is very little financial support available for 
those who wish to study at Masters level in another Member State. 
  
In 2008, before the start of the current recession, unemployment for 15-24 year olds in the 
EU-27 averaged 15.5%; for 25-74 year olds it was 5.9%35.  
 
In September 2011, 5.308 million young people (under-25s) were unemployed in the 
EU-27, of which 3.290 were in the euro area. Compared with September 2010, youth 
unemployment increased by 41 000 in the EU-27 and by 71 000 in the euro area. In 
September 2011, the youth unemployment rate was 21.4% in the EU-27 and 21.2% in the 
euro area. In September 2010, it was 20.9% and 20.8% respectively. The lowest rates 
were observed in Austria (7.1%) and the Netherlands (8.0%) and the highest in Spain 
(48.0%) and Greece (43.5% in July). In September 2011, the unemployment rate was 
9.1% in the USA. In August 2011, it was 4.3% in Japan.36  
 
These data clearly show that young people face specific socio-economic problems, 
indicating that youth policies need a shift of emphasis, a more integrated approach and 
definitely more action at EU level and support to Member States37.  
 

                                                 
35  Data taken from Eurostat's Labour Force Survey. 
36  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Unemployment_statistics. 
37  Young people are most affected by poverty, according to Catholic Relief 

http://www.lemonde.fr/societe/article/2011/11/08/les-jeunes-sont-les-plus-touches-par-la-pauvrete-selon-le-
secours-catholique_1600255_3224.html. 
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In the present challenging social38and economic context, young people are confronted with 
rising levels of knowledge and multiple skills requirements, a need that cannot be 
satisfied by the formal education sector alone. 'School-based learning and apprenticeship are 
no longer sufficient to 'last' the whole life-course. Human capital is more than ever before 
about learning to learn, social skills, adaptability, etc.'39 
 
With the overall goal of increasing synergies between the youth sector and formal learning 
activities, youth activities will be integrated under the new programme, building bridges to 
formal education through youth exchanges; the European Voluntary Year; training and 
networking for young workers; and the structure dialogue with youth organisations.  
 
Sport is the only example in the present note (within CULT areas) of a domain where the 
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty can make a decisive difference in terms of the 
instruments available. The Treaty makes sport an explicit EU competence for the first 
time. That is significant because Treaty articles related to free movement; 'undertakings', 
etc. - as interpreted in the case law established by the Court of Justice of the EU have had 
considerable impact on professional sport, which is an economic activity of course.  
 
For 2014-2020, sport will for the first time have its own chapter and budget, with a 
proposed average annual budget of € 30 million, allowing the EU to concentrate on issues 
that cannot be dealt with efficiency at national level. 
 
The programme will support activities to develop the European dimension of sport. It will 
focus on strengthening good governance and the knowledge base about sport in the EU, 
promoting health-enhancing physical activity, exploiting the potential of sport to foster social 
inclusion, promoting dual careers through education and training of sportspeople and fighting 
threats such as doping in amateur sport. 
 
Erasmus for All - an EU Programme in the field of Education, Training, Youth and 
Sport 

The now proposed single programme 'Erasmus for All' will encompass the current 
Lifelong Learning Programme, Youth in Action, Erasmus Mundus and Sport 
programmes. 
 
Instead of keeping a multiplicity of brand names reflecting different sub-programmes, 
Erasmus for All will give the possibility to use the name Erasmus, widely known to the 
general public and strongly associated in the mind of citizens across and outside the EU 
with learning and European cooperation. 
 
The name is an obvious choice as few, if any, programmes launched by the European Union 
have had a similar Europe-wide reach as the ERASMUS Programme40. Besides, and because 
Erasmus has mobility at its core, the new EU education and training integrated programme 

                                                 
38  The recent 'Indignados' protests should be taken very seriously. There is a feeling that unites young 

people throughout Europe, namely the belief that they will not be able to attain the same level of prosperity 
as their parents did. They feel that they have no future. They are well-trained, and yet they are not finding 
any jobs. This feeling has been smouldering for years, affecting this generation, who grew up in a world 
shaped by economic and other crises, but who never took to the streets to fight for their interests. The 
political elites tend to become discomfited whenever the people take democracy seriously and decide to start 
practice for themselves. The truth is that, if not addressed properly, there is a real danger of manipulation of 
these movements. 

39  BEPA - Bureau of European Policy Advisers (2007), Investing in youth: an empowering strategy. 
40  The vast majority of European universities take part in ERASMUS. More than 2.2 million students have 

participated since it started in 1987, as well as 250 000 higher education teachers and other staff since 1997. 
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definitely puts mobility (in its broader sense) at the centre of all EU action in the field of 
education, training, youth and sport. 
 
Language policy (multilingualism) 

The EU only lays down common principles (and an 'Action Plan') on language policy, since it 
is up to each Member State to organize its education curriculum. The centrepiece of the EU 
approach is the idea that schoolchildren should learn their mother tongue and another two 
languages. This 'mother tongue+2' policy is already being followed in the majority of Member 
States, and it is difficult to envisage major changes in the next decade. 
 
By the end of 2012, the EU will have an online observatory for multilingualism.  
 
Poliglotti4.eu41(that is what it is called) is a project promoting multilingualism in Europe - 
the result of the deliberations of the EU Civil Society Platform on Multilingualism. The 
project website reports on best practice in language policy and language learning, and 
provides policymakers, teachers, learners and civil society organisations with a powerful 
toolkit for benchmarking and enhancing their activities in non-formal and informal 
education and learning sectors42.  
 

3.5. Cultural policy - enhancing creativity in Europe 

 
As Commissioner A. Vassilliou informed the CULT Committee in one of the recent exchanges 
of views, the Commission is proposing a framework programme that will retain the brand 
identities of the important parts of the current Culture programme: Culture; MEDIA; 
MEDIA Mundus and CCIs - Cultural and Creative Industries. 
 
The Commission is proposing the creation of 'one-stop-shop' for all cultural and creative 
industries, with strands for Culture and MEDIA focusing on the respective sectors and their 
specific needs. 
 
A new feature of the programme will be an innovative financial instrument run by the 
European Investment Bank to support access to finance the CCIs. 
 
An interesting aspect of Culture in which the EP could become active is on the promotion of 
private investment in the cultural sector43. Most European countries are reaching the 
limits of their budgets, especially in light of the recent economic crisis, and should therefore 
show an increasing willingness to experiment with systems of private support to culture. 
However, very few new policy measures for encouraging private investment in 
culture have been implemented, thus showing that policies lag in their responses to 
current trends and challenges.  
 
The new programme now proposed by the Commission will build on the good results and 
foundations of the current one and will have the following as its main objectives: supporting 
the capacity of the CCIs to operating at a transnational level; promoting the transnational 
circulation of cultural and creative works; helping operators reach new audiences in Europe 
and beyond; strengthening the financial capacity of the cultural and creative sectors; 

                                                 
41  http://www.poliglotti4.eu/en/index.php. 
42  The project is funded through the European Commission's Lifelong Learning Programme.  
43  See EP study by IMO - Institute for International Studies 'Encouraging private investment in the cultural 

sector'. 
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strengthening transnational policy cooperation in order to foster development, innovation, 
audience building and new business models. 
 
The Culture strand will continue to support cross-border cooperation projects. For the period 
2014-2020, it is expected that at least 8 000 cultural organisations will take part in 
cooperation programmes. 
 
The MEDIA strand will continue to support the distribution of European films, help the sector 
benefit from digitisation and open up to new sectors like video games. 
 
In addition to digitalisation and distribution, the EP is likely to ask for more support for 
subtitling. 
 
By integrating the MEDIA Mundus programme, it is expected that the MEDIA strand will 
encourage audiovisual professionals to expend their businesses outside Europe. 
 
The new programme for culture will be called Creative Europe. 
 

3.6. Communication policy 
 
The Treaty of Lisbon had an immediate impact on the work of the EU institutions in 2010. 
The focus of the Treaty of Lisbon is on delivering results to EU citizens through more 
streamlined and democratic decision making. It reinforces the role of the European 
Parliament (EP) in shaping Europe.  
 
As the representative of the interests of Europe's citizens, the EP has a duty to 
communicate what Europe is about and to articulate and act upon citizens' interests in 
Europe. In its reports, Parliament has repeatedly made detailed proposals for improving the 
relationship between the EU and its citizens.  
 
In fact, the EP has argued for many years that communication policy should have a specific 
legal base in the Treaty, but that has not happened. In practice, the European institutions 
and the Member States have each established their own communication policies, although 
the latter are often seen as not doing enough to explain the EU's workings and policies to 
their citizens. 
 
Since the overwhelming majority of EU citizens perceive the EU as one entity without 
distinguishing between the institutions, there is a strong argument for creating a more 
uniform EU communications policy. Council, Commission and Parliament have made a start 
on that by signing a 'joint declaration' in 2008 on 'Communicating Europe in Partnership'. The 
three institutions pledged to identify a limited number of communications priorities on an 
annual basis, as a way of better focusing media coverage of the EU's work. 
 
The outlook for the next period can only be that communication policy will become more 
important, in line with current trends, as a reaction to increased hostility or apathy towards 
the EU among European citizens. 
 
The current financial crisis and the apparent lack of solutions as well as strong political 
responses from the EU leaders are not helping to shift this tendency, as shown in the last 
EB/PE survey 'Europeans and the crisis' which was conducted by TNS Opinion between 3rd 
and 18th September 2011.44 

                                                 
44  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/public/staticDisplay.do?language=EN&id=40 
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3.7. Conclusion 

 
The challenge for MEPs, as for most observers, is to assess how well ideas and reforms which 
sound highly credible 'on paper' are actually being implemented. 
 
A difficulty for the EP is that a lot of EU-level work on the areas covered by the CULT 
Committee is carried out by the Commission and the Member States via the 'open method of 
coordination' (OMC), whose objective is to set common goals, exchange ideas and track 
progress. By definition, it is difficult for a Parliament to play a full part in long-term reform 
efforts which do not primarily involve lawmaking. In any case, the EP has no formal role in 
the OMC. Nevertheless, the EP will wish to influence the new 'framework' for European 
cooperation in education and training and culture after 2014.  
 
In terms of future challenges, as stated above for education, the fact that a lot of the EU-
level work on youth policy is undertaken in an OMC makes EP participation difficult, although 
it can use the adoption of initiative reports and other instruments to make its views known. 
The EP has a specific need to carve out a clearer role for itself in the 'structured 
dialogue'. Parliament already represents young people, as an elected body, but it would 
benefit from more contact with youth associations. 
 
As for the MFF, the question is how the proposed budget for these areas will be allocated to 
the different programmes and actions, which criteria will be used and how far the results of 
evaluations and assessment exercises will be taken into consideration in the funding 
allocation. Interinstitutional debate will now go on for the next two years. The CULT 
Committee message is clear: a strong welcome for the increase in funding, but some strong 
doubts on some of the features of the new programmes (e.g. name changing). 
  
Another aspect that must be taken into consideration is accountability, especially in times 
of intense scrutiny on the EU budget by the citizens, who demand to see the outcomes of the 
investments. Transparent and detailed reports on where the money goes and how it is used 
are most welcome.  
 
 

Ana Maria Nogueira 
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Table 5:  Education and culture: comparison between Financial Frameworks 
2007-2013 and 2014-2020 (in 2011 constant prices - million €) 

 

2007-2013 2014-2020 
(European Commission Proposal) Variation 

Lifelong 
Learning 

Youth in 
Action 

Erasmus 
Mundus 

Sport 

9.499 Erasmus for all 15.210 + 60% 

Culture 

MEDIA 

MEDIA 
Mundus 

CCIs 

1.171 Creative Europe 1.600 + 37% 

 
 Note: This funding is (and will continue to be) complemented by important support from 

the Structural Funds, mainly the European Social Fund which is by far the biggest 
financial contribution from the EU budget to investing in people: in the period 2007-
2013 around € 72.5 billion was invested in education and training across Europe's 
regions and similar levels of investment can be expected in future. 

 
 The European Social Fund supports policies and priorities aiming to achieve progress 

towards full employment, enhance quality and productivity at work, increase the 
geographical and occupational mobility of workers within the Union, improve education 
and training systems, and promote social inclusion, thereby contributing to economic, 
social and territorial cohesion. 
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4. FISHERIES 

4.1. Background: the main trends 

 
World demand for fisheries products has been growing for decades and is still on the rise. 
At the same time, it is now common knowledge that the main problem of the world 
fisheries is the poor state of the fish stocks. The latest FAO statistics, based on 2008 data, 
show an increasing trend in the proportion of overexploited, depleted or recovering stocks 
since the 1970s, which culminate at 32% of the stocks. Moreover, 53% of the stocks were 
estimated to be fully exploited, and therefore, their current catches are at or close to their 
maximum sustainable production, with no room for further expansion. This combined 
percentage is the highest ever recorded and leaves only 15% of the stocks estimated to be 
underexploited or moderately exploited. Overfishing, pollution, damaging fishing techniques 
and illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing have been identified as major causes 
of the dramatic decline of fish stocks45. 
 
In Europe, fisheries subject to the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) suffered an even higher 
rate of overfishing than occurred on average worldwide: 63% of the assessed fish stocks in 
the Atlantic, and 82% in the Mediterranean46. A recent impact assessment by the European 
Commission predicted that only 6% of European fish stocks will be managed at sustainable 
levels by 2022, if the status quo is maintained and fishing continues at current rates47. 
According to the Commission's own evaluation, the current CFP has not worked well enough 
to prevent problems such as overfishing, fleet overcapacity, heavy subsidies, low economic 
resilience and decline in the volume of fish caught by European fishermen48. 
 
The core area of the CFP - conservation of fish stocks - was launched in the early 1980s in 
circumstances very different to those today: a much smaller ‘common pond’, a Community 
of only 10 Member States and a relative abundance of demersal fish. Since that time the 
policy has undergone two reviews and subsequent reforms in 1992 and 2002, and is now 
being reshaped in a new reform.  
 
The first review in 1992 appears to have made comparatively little difference to the way 
the CFP was conducted. Nevertheless, long-term management and effort regulation, now 
seen as basic instruments for achieving the successful recovery of demersal stocks, were 
incorporated in the 1992 Regulation, though not used until the end of the period. An 
important innovation in the 1990s was the move to tackle overcapacity and the 
restructuring of Member States' fleets through Multiannual Guidance Plans (MAGP); an 
attempt at performance based management, linking fulfilment of MAGP targets to access to 
the Structural Funds was aborted49. 
 
The 2002 reforms, with the renewed emphasis on long term management, the incremental 
adoption of an ecosystem based approach and the creation of Regional Advisory Councils 
(RACs), may be seen as marking a vital transition from the earlier, exploratory and not 

                                                 
45  FAO (2010), The state of world fisheries and aquaculture, 197 pp. 
46  European Commission (2011), Press release: Fishing opportunities in EU waters in 2012: getting the right 

balance to reduce overfishing, 25 May 2011, Brussels, IP/11/638. 
47  SEC(2011) 891 final, Commission Staff Working Paper, Impact Assessment, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 
48  COM(2009) 163 final, Green Paper: Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 22 April 2009. 
49  Symes, David (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 2 - Institutional issues. In: Sissenwine 

M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs of the European 
Commission, 75 pp. 
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particularly well coordinated or coherent phase of policy development to a more robust, 
strategic and vision led form of integrated management in the future50. This change of 
direction is reflected not only in the realignment of the CFP, but also in parallel initiatives 
concerning the management of the marine environment51and a more closely coordinated 
approach to the development of the maritime economy as a whole52. However, the results 
of the 2002 reform have been disappointing, be it environmentally, economically or 
socially. There has been no real progress over fish stocks recovery. The fall in catches has 
continued, while the fleet's fishing capacity has increased and the sector's economic 
fragility has grown. The sector has also been hit by increased imports, volatile fuel prices 
and the financial crisis. 
 
Despite the previous reforms, the CFP is largely a product of the 1970s and has retained its 
character as a top down command and control fisheries management instrument. 
Ironically, subsidiarity impedes this form of fisheries management because the Commission 
can only command management but it does not control implementation. Member States are 
required to implement the CFP through direct translation into national law and are 
responsible for their enforcement53. Much has changed since the creation of the CFP: the 
state of many stocks has deteriorated, the size and structure of the fishing sector has 
altered, environmental issues have assumed unexpected importance and concepts of good 
governance evolved, not to mention enlargement and diversity of the EU. Yet, in all this 
time, there has been no fundamental rethink of the nature of the CFP: the details may have 
changed but its broad architectural features remained unaltered54. 
 

4.2. Major challenges: reforming the CFP 

 
Against this backdrop, the Commission brought the CFP under scrutiny with a view to 
define the new reform. In 2009 the Green Paper on the reform of the CFP55concluded that 
the policy has not achieved its key objectives: fish stocks are overfished, the economic 
situation of parts of the fleet is fragile despite receiving high levels of subsidies, jobs in the 
fishing sector are unattractive, and the situation of many coastal communities depending 
on fisheries is precarious. The outcome of the consultation process that followed the Green 
Paper confirmed this analysis56. 
 

                                                 
50  Symes, David (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 2 - Institutional issues. In: Sissenwine 

M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs of the European 
Commission, 75 pp. 

51  Directive 2008/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 June 2008, establishing a 
framework for community action in the field of the marine environmental policy (Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive). 

52  COM(2007)575 final, Green Paper: An integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union, Brussels, 10 
October 2007. 

53  Sissenwine, Michael (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 1 - Challenges, performance 
and the future. In: Sissenwine M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime 
Affairs of the European Commission, 75 pp. 

54  Symes, David (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 2 - Institutional issues. In: Sissenwine 
M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs of the European 
Commission, 75 pp. 

55  COM(2009)163 final, Green Paper: Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 22 April 2009. 
56  European Commission (2010), Synthesis of the Consultation on the Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, 

SEC(2010)428 final, 16 April 2010. 
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Building on this widely appreciated Green Paper, in July 2011 the Commission proposed a 
CFP reform package consisting of the following components: 
 

 A legislative proposal for a Basic Regulation (replacing Council Regulation (EC) No 
2371/2002) 57, 

 A legislative proposal for a Market Policy (replacing Council Regulation (EC) 
No 104/2000) 58, 

 A Communication on the External Dimension of the CFP59, 

 A Report on Council Regulation (EC) No  2371/2002, regarding the chapters 
Conservation and Sustainability and Adjustment of Fishing Capacity, and on Article 
17(2) on fleet access restriction to 12 nautical miles60. 

 
This package was submitted to the European Parliament and Council for adoption under the 
ordinary legislative procedure (co-decision). The Commission aims for adoption and entry 
into force of the new framework by 1 January 2013.  
 
Sustainability is at the heart of the proposed reform, with fishing sustainably defined as 
fishing at levels that do not endanger the reproduction of stocks and that provide high 
long-term yields. The Commission proposes that by 2015, stocks must be exploited at 
sustainable levels that produce the maximum sustainable yield, in line with the 
commitments the EU has undertaken internationally61. An ecosystem approach will be 
adopted for all fisheries, with long-term management plans based on the best available 
scientific advice. The Commission also proposes to eliminate discards of perfectly good fish 
for bureaucratic reasons by 2016. A new point of view of developing the CFP as part of the 
broader maritime economy is also proposed, for more coherent policies in the EU's seas 
and coastal areas, and a better quality of life in coastal regions.  
 
As indicated in the CFP overarching communication62, the reform is expected to contribute 
to the Europe 2020 Strategy by 'working towards sustainable and inclusive growth, 
enhanced cohesion in coastal regions, and robust economic performance of the industry. By 
aiming to ensure that living marine resources are exploited sustainably, the reform is also a 
key component of the resource-efficient Europe flagship initiative'63. 
 
Exactly how integration of the EU fisheries into the Europe 2020 Strategy will be 
approached, and indeed what the final form of the reform package will look like, is hard to 
say at this stage. Considering the grim state of the fish stocks, and implicitly of the 
fisheries sector, the reform proposes big steps in the right direction, in particular as regards 
recognition of reference points for sustainable fishing, and phasing out of discards. 
 

                                                 
57  COM(2011)425 final, Proposal for a Regulation on the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 
58  COM(2011)416 final, Proposal for a Regulation on the common organisation of the markets in fishery and 

aquaculture products, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 
59  COM(2011)424 final, Communication from the Commission on External Dimension of the Common Fisheries 

Policy, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 
60  COM(2011)418 final, Report from the commission on reporting obligations under Council Regulation (EC) 

No 2371/2002 of 20 December 2002 on the conservation and sustainable exploitation of fisheries resources 
under the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 

61  World Sustainable Development Summit, Johannesburg 2002. 
62  COM(2011)417 final, Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 13 July 2011. 
63  COM(2011)21 final, A resource-efficient Europe — Flagship initiative under the Europe 2020 Strategy, 

Brussels, 26 January 2011. 
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However, the proposal does not seem to address the decision-making framework. The 2009 
Green Paper made a convincing case for focusing the decision-making on long-term 
principles, in sharp contrast with the current framework of the CFP which does not 
distinguish principles from implementation: all decisions are taken in Council at the highest 
political level. This has resulted in a focus on short-term considerations (i.e. annual setting 
of TACs), at the expense of the longer-term environmental, economic and social 
sustainability of European fisheries64, thus favouring political decisions that are more 
responsive to local constituency pressure than to broader public interests. Also, 
recommendations on conservation measures are often weakened by Council decisions. 
Recommendations from the Commission to the Council are sometimes weaker than the 
scientific advice, in response to fishing industry pressure and/or to avoid making a 
recommendation to the Council that has no chance of being accepted. The result is that 
decisions are not conservative enough to prevent overfishing or depletion of stocks65. 
Nevertheless, the options put forward by the Green Paper to tackle this situation do not 
appear to be addressed by the Commission proposal. 
 

4.3. Financial framework: the future European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund 

 
In 2008, the fisheries sector absorbed just under 0.8% of the EU budget. About 60% of 
that amount went on structural actions under the European Fisheries Fund (EFF), 18% on 
fishing in international waters and the law of the sea, 6% on controls, 5% on stock 
conservation and management, 4% on administrative expenses and 3% on the common 
organisation of the markets. 
 
In December 2011, the Commission will propose a new funding mechanism for fisheries 
and maritime policy, in line with the Multiannual Financial Framework. The CFP reform will 
be accompanied by a major reorientation of funding for the CFP and the Integrated 
Maritime Policy, which will include66:  
 

 Re-deployment of inefficient direct fleet subsidies in line with the objectives of the 
Europe 2020 Strategy, including the provision of incentives for the fishing industry 
to reform, to innovate and to fish sustainably;  

 Closing the innovation gap between fisheries and other sectors of the economy, 
allowing EU fishing fleets to became viable and competitive and to contribute to 
growth and jobs in fisheries dependent communities;  

 Facilitation of the transition towards low impact fisheries, with the elimination of 
discards and low impact on marine ecosystems;  

 Contribution to sustainable management of marine ecosystems and ecosystems 
dependent on aquaculture;  

 Reinforced support to collective actions including marketing and production, with a 
strong role for Producers Organisations;  

                                                 
64  COM(2009)163 final, Green Paper: Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, Brussels, 22 April 2009. 
65  Sissenwine, Michael (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 1 - Challenges, performance 

and the future. In: Sissenwine M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime 
Affairs of the European Commission, 75 pp. 

66  COM(2011)500 final, A budget for Europe 2020 - Part II: Policy fiches, Brussels, 29 June 2011. 
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 Increased focus on the viability of coastal and inland communities depending on 
fishing, including through adding more value to fisheries-related activities and 
diversification towards other sectors of the maritime economy;  

 Competitive and sustainable aquaculture providing EU consumers with healthy and 
high nutrition products; 

 Reinforced control and data collection, thus ensuring better compliance and a fully-
fledged knowledge-based policy; 

 An Integrated Maritime Policy focused on promoting sustainable growth in maritime 
sectors and regions.  

The reformed maritime and fisheries policy will be centred on a new European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund (EMFF), which will be structured around 4 pillars67:  
 

 Smart, Green Fisheries (shared management) to foster the transition to sustainable 
fishing which is more selective, produces no discards, does less damage to marine 
ecosystems and thus contributes to the sustainable management of marine 
ecosystems; and to provide support focused on innovation and value added, making 
the fisheries sector economically viable and resilient to external shocks and to 
competition from third countries.  

 Smart, Green Aquaculture (shared management) - to achieve economically viable, 
competitive and green aquaculture, capable of facing global competition and 
providing EU consumers with high nutrition value products.  

 Sustainable and Inclusive Territorial Development (shared management) - to 
reverse the decline of many coastal and inland communities dependent on fishing, 
through adding more value to fishing and fishing related activities and through 
diversification to other sectors of the maritime economy.  

 Integrated Maritime Policy (direct centralised management) to support those cross-
cutting priorities which have real potential to generate savings and growth, but 
which the Member States will not take forward on their own – such as marine 
knowledge, maritime spatial planning, integrated coastal zone management and 
integrated maritime surveillance and adaptation to the adverse effects of climate 
change on coastal areas.  

 
In addition to the four pillars, the EMFF will include accompanying measures in the areas of 
data collection and scientific advice, control, governance, fisheries markets (including 
outermost regions), voluntary payments to Regional Fisheries Management Organisations 
(RFMOs) and technical assistance. It will build on the actions relating to fisheries and 
maritime policy that will be supported under the Common Strategic Framework for 
Research and Innovation.  
 
The policy will be complemented by two international instruments68:  
 

 Fisheries Partnerships Agreements (FPAs) which establish a legal, economic and 
environmental framework for fishing activities carried out by EU fishing vessels in 
the waters of third countries.  

                                                 
67  COM(2011)500 final, A budget for Europe 2020 - Part II: Policy fiches, Brussels, 29 June 2011. 
68  Ibid. 
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 Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs), which are international 
bodies composed of States, Regional Economic Integration Organisations (the EU) 
and fishing entities established to ensure the conservation and sustainability of 
fishery resources in the high seas.  

 
The architecture of the legal acts on which the programmes are based will be simplified. A 
single EMFF will be created, integrating under one framework all existing fisheries and 
maritime instruments, with the exception of International Fisheries Agreements and EU 
membership in RFMOs. Furthermore, the Common Strategic Framework covering all 
structural funds will allow measures supporting Maritime and Fisheries policies to be 
programmed in the other funds covered by the Framework. The proposed budget allocation 
for 2014-2020 (EMFF and International Fisheries Agreements/RFMOs) amounts to € 6.7 
billion. 
 

4.4. The role of the EP 

 
Fisheries have long been virtually unique among EU sectoral policy domains in the lack of 
direct democratic accountability due to the exclusion of the European Parliament from the 
decision making process. Parliament was in effect sidelined within the policy system: 
although the Commission was required to consult Parliament on proposals for legislation, it 
was under no obligation to accept its ‘opinion’. There can be little doubt that the very 
narrow system of policy making in fisheries - in which the Commission had ‘exclusive 
competence’ for the framing of proposals in respect of conservation policy and the Council 
acted without the consent of the European Parliament in decision making - contributed 
directly to the CFP’s image problem69.  
 
This situation has ended with the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. In a move which 
represented the single most important change in CFP decision-making since its inception, 
codecision is now the ordinary legislative procedure for the CFP, replacing the 
previous consultation procedure. Nonetheless, the treaty text raises certain problems of 
interpretation, since it introduces exceptions to the ordinary procedure, especially with 
regard to 'measures on fixing prices, levies, aid and quantitative limitations and on the 
fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities' (Article 43(3) of the TFEU). The case law tends 
towards a restrictive interpretation of exceptions, but the absence of a clear delimitation of 
the legislative powers of Parliament and the Council in the field of fisheries could lead to 
political and legal problems. For instance, it would be difficult for Parliament to accept a 
system of general reservations as regards execution in favour of the Council which would 
extend the interpretation of the 'fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities' (TACs and 
quotas) to the regulation of the fishing effort or the adoption of technical measures. Broad-
brush interpretations of this nature could have the effect of undermining Parliament's 
powers of codecision in the context of the CFP reform as such or of the measures needed 
for the achievement of its objectives. The terms ‘fixing’ and ‘allocation’ of fishing 
opportunities should therefore be understood in their pure etymological sense and only 
cover the quantities or levels of TACs and quotas. 
 

                                                 
69  Symes, David (2007), Reflections on the Common Fisheries Policy, Part 2 - Institutional issues. In: Sissenwine 

M., Symes D., Report to the General Directorate for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs of the European 
Commission, 75 pp. 
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The Commission has repeatedly expressed the view that Parliament should be divested of 
responsibility for excessively technical matters with a view to avoiding blockage or delays in 
the legislative procedures. This would entail more delegation of legislative powers. Such 
delegation would only be acceptable for elements that are not central to the legislative act. 
Consequently, a delegation of powers cannot apply to either the general orientations of a 
legislative act or to general principles.  
 
In order to avoid the deterioration of Parliament's institutional role as co-legislator and the 
erosion of its legislative powers, the structure and decision making levels of the rules on 
fisheries should be clarified. In particular and for each section of the CFP, it is necessary to 
identify the essential elements which cannot be the object of delegation of execution, and 
distinguish them from those which are non-essential. Among the non-essential elements, it 
is important to differentiate those that can de delegated in order to modify or complement 
them from those which could be better specified or clarified (but not modified or 
complemented) by means of executive procedures. 
 
The Treaty of Lisbon requires the assent of Parliament for the conclusion of international 
agreements having significant budgetary implications for the Union or concerning areas to 
which the ordinary legislative procedure applies. It follows that international fisheries 
partnership agreements (FPA) will be concluded after obtaining the consent of Parliament 
according to the procedure under Article 218(6)(a) of the TFEU. This is an important point, 
given that in the sixth legislative term FPAs accounted for 28% of the reports adopted by 
the Committee on Fisheries. It should be noted that the Union already has a wide range of 
agreements concluded with the coastal states of Africa and the Pacific and with northern 
countries (Norway, Iceland, Faroe Islands and Greenland). In addition to these agreements 
are those concluded with several regional fisheries organisations (RFO). 
 
Nonetheless, Parliament would have only a limited margin as regards applying the assent 
procedure to FPAs, given that the agreement would already have been negotiated and that 
agreements of this kind generally reach Parliament just before they are to come into force. 
Parliament would therefore only be able to exercise a political role, bearing on the 
negotiating mandate and the monitoring of the negotiations up to their conclusion. This 
possibility is referred to in Article 19 of the framework agreement on relations between 
Parliament and the Commission. In addition, the Treaty of Lisbon states that Parliament is 
to be kept fully and promptly informed at all stages of the procedure. This is particularly 
important in view of Parliament's demands concerning transparency and rapidity in the 
forwarding of information on negotiations. Parliament has also called for the participation of 
its representatives in the Community coordination meetings and in those of the regional 
fisheries organisations and of the joint committees set up under the bilateral agreements. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that, unfortunately, as is also the case with the CAP, the Treaty 
of Lisbon has missed the opportunity to update the general framework of the CFP (Articles 
38 to 44 TFEU), which has become obsolete in light of its development since its creation. 
Key concepts and instruments of the CFP (such as ‘fishing effort’, ‘measures for the 
conservation of fisheries resources’, ‘international fisheries agreements’, the ‘European 
Fisheries Fund’, etc.) are still not mentioned in the fisheries chapter of the Treaty. An 
extensive revision of the primary legislation in this sector is now desirable. The simplified 
revision procedures provided for in Article 48(6) and (7) TEU could undoubtedly be used for 
this purpose, possibly by establishing a Blue Europe policy that is independent of the CAP. 
 

Irina Popescu 
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5. REGIONAL AND COHESION POLICY  

5.1. Legal, economic and political context 

 
Cohesion policy has been one of the EU's central policy concerns since the mid-1980s. This 
is reflected both in the proportion of the EU budget devoted to associated activities and in 
the important role this policy field has come to play in advancing the European integration 
process. 
 
With the Treaty of Lisbon, some elements of the legal basis of cohesion policy have been 
enhanced. The European Parliament is now full co-legislator, and the horizontal concept of 
'territorial cohesion' has been formally recognised as a fundamental objective of all EU 
policies. The Treaty also provides a more precise and exhaustive definition of 'cohesion 
policy' than in the past - stipulating that all rural or remote areas as well as regions 
'affected by industrial transition' are entitled to cohesion funding.70And it foresees an 
upgraded multi-governance system, affecting cohesion policy in particular, namely through 
the new subsidiarity principle, which includes regional and local entities and is to be 
monitored by the national parliaments.71 
 
All these aspects potentially strengthen the concept of EU cohesion policy. However, 
against the background of the economic and financial crisis and the EU 2020 strategy, it 
faces multiple challenges, both external and internal. Although the policy has been 
continuously modified since 1988 - the latest modernisation being its 'Lisbonisation' - the 
debate about its next reform for the period 2014-2020 has started some time ago and has 
gained strong momentum since 2009. 
 
In fact, as the successor to the Lisbon strategy, the EU 2020 strategy of 2010 aims to 
tackle the financial and economic crisis and at the same time to benefit from the best 
possible collaboration between EU and Member States.  
 
To this end, three key priorities have been identified:  
 

 developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation;  

 promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive economy;  

 fostering a high-employment economy ensuring social and territorial cohesion.72 

 

5.2. External challenges  
 
Regional development is key to achieve these objectives, which is why the major 
'external' challenges European regions will face in the coming years have to be 

                                                 
70  Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), Art. 174: 'Among the regions concerned, particular 

importance 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.' 

71  See Kramer, Esther (2010), The Role of National Parliaments in Regional Policy under the Treaty of Lisbon, 
Policy Department Structural and Cohesion Policies, European Parliament, Brussels. 

72  In this context, Policy Department B is currently preparing a study entitled How to integrate the EU flagship 
initiatives into cohesion policy. 
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mastered: Globalisation, demographic change, climate change and sustainable and 
competitive energy.73  
 
Globalisation makes effective cooperation of regional, national and European entities ever 
more important in order to give Europe a strong voice on the international scene. It also 
opens up new markets and opportunities for EU regions, testing their capacity to adjust to 
structural and social changes.  
 
Demographic decline and ageing, especially in the EU15 Member States such as 
Germany, France and Italy, form a complex set of economic, social and political challenges 
affecting regional development across the EU. Questions like the definition and 
management of Services of General Interest - which are provided mainly at regional and 
local level - is becoming increasingly important for the future economic and social well 
being of the EU.  
 
Climate change is one of the main global challenges policy makers face in general, and 
regional development policy constitutes an essential instrument to tackle it, either by 
measures for prevention of climate change (e.g. support of low carbon 'green' economy, 
energy efficiency and renewable energy) or for adaptation to climate change (measures 
after disasters, spatial planning). An integrated policy concept, e.g. with Structural Fund 
allocations for transport to be concentrated on sustainable concepts, is essential for future 
EU policy in this field.74  
 
Linked to climate change, and in view of securing the EU's energy supplies, competitive 
and efficient energy production and infrastructure is another key challenge for the 
EU's successful development that can be promoted through cohesion policy with its place-
based approach and vicinity to regional capacities and needs. 
 
A further 'external' challenge affecting cohesion policy is the enlargement of the EU. Since 
2004, the inclusion of 12 new Member States has increased the regional disparities 
between EU regions. The possible accession of one or more candidate countries during the 
timeframe until 2019 could have again considerable impact on the regional development 
level across the EU since the GDP per head of the candidate countries is mostly below 75% 
of the EU average. Should they join the EU, they would be eligible under the current 
Convergence Objective, which of course would entail important budgetary implications.75  
 
The last re-orientation of cohesion policy towards the EU 2020 goals was necessary, but 
opened up new conflicts between traditional structural funding and the promotion of growth 
and competitiveness. For the coming years, the most important question is how to fit 
cohesion policy into the framework of the above mentioned challenges and priorities, while 
maintaining its traditional solidarity concept and, at the same time, respecting the 
budgetary constraints EU policies are confronted with. 
 
 

                                                 
73  European Commission (2008), Staff working document, Regions 2020 - an assessment of Future challenges 

for EU Regions, Brussels. 
74  See European Commission (2011a), Communication of the Commission to the European Parliament, the 

Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, Regional Policy 
contributing to sustainable growth in Europe 2020, Brussels, COM (2011)17 final. 

75  The budgetary impact of the accession of Croatia, FYROM, Iceland or Montenegro is expected to be low due to 
their small size. For Turkey, however, this would be different. 
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5.3. Implications of the Budget 2020 negotiations 

 
The negotiations on the recent budgetary proposals, Europe 2020, will obviously have a 
decisive impact on cohesion policy after 2013.76In the Multiannual Financial Framework 
(MFF) 2014-2020, the European Commission has proposed to allocate under Heading 1 
('Smart and inclusive growth') 36.7% of the budget to cohesion policy and to concentrate 
the largest share of cohesion funding on the poorer regions and Member States.  
 
Without analysing in detail these budgetary proposals, their approach implies a modest 
decrease in the cohesion policy budget.77Regional economic growth during the previous 
programming period, potentially new rules for capping cohesion funding and the use of now 
EU-27 averages could have the effect of reducing the coverage of Convergence regions.  
 
As far as eligibility and geographical coverage of cohesion funding is concerned, all 
regions will remain eligible for support after 2013. Besides, the Commission has proposed 
to create a new category of intermediate regions whose GDP is between 75% and 90% of 
the average EU GDP. These 'transition regions' should retain two thirds of their previous 
allocations even if they have outgrown the 'Convergence objective'. The Commission 
argues that these regions have not yet completed their catching up process and face severe 
challenges. Many of these regions are foreseen to be in Germany, Spain and Poland and to 
cover around 11% of the EU-15 population. If agreed upon, the new system could replace 
the current 'phasing in - phasing out' system which held regions with similar GDP levels in 
different categories. Notwithstanding, it is currently discussed controversially at the 
European Parliament and elsewhere whether the 'transition' allocations would come at the 
expense of other regions. 
 
Moreover, in view of the difficulties experienced by Member States in absorbing structural 
funding and in raising the necessary cofinancing, the Commission proposes that in the 
future, the cohesion allocation should be capped at 2.5% of GDP.78Currently, the 
maximum level of cohesion funding is 3.8% of national GDP. This reduction would be an 
important change and could significantly reduce funding for the main beneficiaries of the 
Convergence objective and of the Cohesion Fund.79 
 
In the context of the budgetary difficulties and complexities, the European Parliament 
should stress the added value of cohesion policy as the best instrument to invest in 
economic, social and territorial growth and cohesion in order to overcome the current crisis 
and to boost European competitiveness. 
 

                                                 
76  European Commission (2011b), Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the 

Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, A Budget for 
Europe 2020, COM(2011)500 final, Brussels, 29.06.2011.  

77  European Parliament (2011), Comparative study on visions and options for cohesion policy after 2013, 
European Policies Research Centre (University of Strathclyde), Policy Department B, Brussels, p. 44ff. 

78  European Commission (2011d), Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council, 
laying down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Agricultural Fund 
for Rural Development and the Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and 
laying down general provisions on the European Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the 
Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, COM(2011)615 final, Brussels, 6.10.2011, p. 11. 
In the Budget 2020 proposals of June 2011, the Commission had even planned a capping at 2.5% of GNI 
(Gross national income). 

79  See the study quoted in footnote 8. Policy Department B has just commissioned a contract aimed at analysing 
the impact of the budgetary proposals on cohesion policy. 
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In order to be able to deliver this added value, though, not only the above mentioned 
'external', but also various 'internal' challenges need to be tackled, relating to the 
instruments, the implementation and the objectives of cohesion policy.80 
 

5.4. Internal challenges for cohesion policy until 2020 

Objectives of cohesion policy  
 
The three main objectives of cohesion policy - 'Convergence', 'Competitiveness' and 
'European Territorial Cooperation' - will be maintained in the coming years. The overriding 
primary objective, the reduction of economic, social and territorial disparities between 
Europe's regions, will be closer combined with the contribution to the EU 2020 goals after 
2013, requiring in particular clearer thematic concentration and improvements of the 
implementation system of cohesion policy. 
 

Thematic concentration, instruments and strategic coherence 

 
In order to help delivering the EU2020 goals, a concentration on fewer thematic objectives 
has been identified for cohesion policy. Yet, it will be important not to neglect the territorial 
characteristics of the regions in order to ensure a balance between sectoral and 
territorial policies. All relevant levels of governance - local, regional, national and 
European - should be involved in the definition of the thematic objectives, with the 
European Parliament playing a central role. 
 
Similar to the three main objectives, the current Structural and Cohesion Funds are 
expected to remain the same, complemented by a newly introduced 'Connecting Europe 
Facility', which is expected to accelerate the infrastructure development (transport, energy 
and ICT), across the EU. This facility will be centrally managed and funded from a new 
section of the budget, with cofinancing rates varying between 'Convergence' and 
'Competitiveness' regions. Even before starting discussions of the new regulations, this 
proposal has already provoked critical reactions of Members of European Parliament and 
representatives of the regions who worry that the money for this facility is taken from other 
Funds and that they might be sidelined by national authorities when it comes to allocating 
the money. Also, the centrally managed fund might undermine the principle of shared 
management and the integrated regional development programmes. 
 
The experience of the current programming period has shown the imperative of increased 
strategic coherence of cohesion policy. In the future, this shall be achieved by closer 
coordination between the European, national and regional policy level, as well as between 
all Structural funds (i.e. including the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 
and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund).81Key tools for better coherence will be 
binding Partnership Contracts of the Commission with each Member State on the one 
hand and a Common Strategic Framework covering all Structural funds on the other 
hand. 

                                                 
80  The following chapter is based on the draft legislative package for cohesion policy 2014-2020 which the 

Commission has published on 6 October 2011, containing a total of 8 draft regulations. Further valuable 
insights gives European Commission (2011c), Commission staff paper accompanying the Budget 2020 
proposals: A Budget for Europe: the current system of funding, the challenges ahead, the results of 
stakeholder consultation and different options on the main horizontal and sectoral issues, SEC(2011)868 final, 
Brussels, 29.06.2011, p. 50-89. 

81  See European Commission (2011d). 
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In general, more strategic programming is expected to ensure that in the future, funding 
will be better aligned to other EU and national policies. A strong link between cohesion 
programming and the national reform programmes as well as the stability and convergence 
programmes will be requested from the Member States. 
 
Following the Commission's proposals, Transition and Competitiveness regions will be 
required to focus the entire allocation of cohesion funding (except for the European Social 
Fund (ESF)) primarily on the areas of energy efficiency and renewable energy (at 
least 20%), SME competitiveness and innovation. Convergence regions will be freer in 
their funding allocations according to regional needs. 
 
The European Parliament will have to monitor that this thematic prioritisation does not 
hamper flexibility of the policy which many Member States and regions attach a lot of 
importance to, and that the specific quality of cohesion policy with its place-based, 
integrated policy approach will be preserved. 
 
European Territorial Cooperation will continue to play its role and support cross-border 
and transnational cooperation in the years up to 2020. The Budget 2020 proposals suggest 
a considerable increase of the allocations for this objective, a plus of about 30%. The 
'Territorial Agenda 2020' of May 201182has identified the main territorial challenges such as 
a strong policy to encourage the development of cities (urban agenda), the use of territorial 
assets to ensure global competitiveness and interdependency of regions, communities and 
enterprises. Also, the option of macro economic strategies can be further developed.  
 
Like in other areas, the subordination of territorial cooperation to EU2020 goals is widely 
discussed, sufficient flexibility for each city/region to choose their own priorities being a 
major concern. The same goes for the evaluation of the European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC), where some modifications are foreseen, aiming at 
simplifying and promoting the use of this instrument. 
 
Finally, the ESF will continue to work as before, with minimum shares to be established for 
each category of regions: 25% for Convergence, 40% for transition and 52% for 
Competitiveness regions. 
 

Implementation, effectiveness and conditionality 

 
A primary challenge for cohesion policy today is to produce quantifiable results and a 
positive contribution to the EU 2020 objectives. To this end, different suggestions to 
improve the implementation system are currently on the table and likely to be at the core 
of the interinstitutional negotiations on the legislative package for cohesion policy 2014-
2020. 
 
The legislation will include new requirements for monitoring, evaluation and impact 
assessments (ex ante and ex post) of the policy's investments. These issues are closely 
linked to the debates on common, modern EU indicators and pertinent evaluation 
methods - issues that policy makers will need to discuss and decide upon in the near 

                                                 
82  Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020, Towards an Inclusive, Smart and Sustainable Europe of 

Diverse Regions, agreed at the Informal Ministerial Meeting of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning and 
Territorial Development, 19 May 2011, Gödöllő (Hungary). 
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future.83The shortcomings of GDP as an index for measuring socio-economic development 
have been the focus of public debate for many years. For each priority a limited group of 
core indicators, benchmarks and targets should be defined. The European Parliament could 
seize the opportunity to push for reform of the current system of welfare indicators. 
 
Furthermore, the management and the financial control of cohesion policy - based on 
the shared management system - have been widely criticised for being too complex and 
bureaucratic. Also, missing absorption capacity and high error rates in implementation have 
been indicated, among others by the Court of auditors. The Commission's response to the 
criticism in this area is quite far reaching: Besides the up grading of evaluation capacities, it 
suggests basically to transfer the system of the agricultural policy to cohesion policy, e.g. 
with annual accreditation, account clearance and reporting. Moreover, there would be only 
two - instead of the current three - levels of authority: One - or several - accredited bodies 
per country, responsible for both management and certification, and one body for audit and 
control. 
 
There seems to be strong opposition in the Member States and regions to these proposals; 
they reject renationalisation and increased obligations in this field and consider the inherent 
institutional and administrative changes to be even more bureaucratic and cost intensive 
than the current system. National and regional policy makers favour a stable legal and 
institutional framework over too many changes, welcoming, however, simplification of 
procedures and controls for managing authorities and beneficiaries. The European 
Parliament could try to bridge these opposite views between EU and national policy levels. 
 
An important goal for the next decade is to install a more result-based cohesion policy 
based on a broad set of conditionalities. All options currently discussed - ex ante, 
structural reform and macro economic conditionality - are considered explicitly feasible by 
the Commission so that in this context, policy makers will face fundamental debates.84  
 
Especially macro economic conditionality85(and related sanctions) is controversial 
among Members of European Parliament and Member States. In fact, it does already exist 
for the cohesion fund, but has never been applied. For 2014-2020, its extension to all funds 
is proposed. In general, newly introduced conditionalities in cohesion policy should: 
 
 Focus on improving effectiveness in cohesion policy; 
 Have a direct link to cohesion policy investments; 
 Be open to influence by policy makers; 
 Be limited in number; 
 Respect subsidiarity and  
 Be based on a joint agreement between the Member States and the Commission.86  
 
Another tool for a more result based policy would be a performance reserve. The 
Commission suggests 5 % of the cohesion budget for each Member States to be set aside 
and to be allocated according to successful realisation of the Partnership Contracts. Not 
surprisingly, this proposition is disputed, and some Member State would only accept a 
national reserve. 
 

                                                 
83  For example, counterfactual approaches to assess the effectiveness of interventions and programmes are 

under-developed in cohesion policy, compared to other policies. 
84  European Commission (2011c), here p. 65 and 72. 
85  European Commission (2011d) p. 42-45. 
86  See European Parliament (2011), p. 94. 
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5.5. Conclusions 

 
EU cohesion policy is both the most visible expression of Community solidarity and the 
most effective instrument for integrating as much as possible seemingly conflicting 
objectives into a complementary policy mix. This capacity explains the policy's complex 
architecture and justifies its central role on the way to achieve the EU2020 goals. 
 
In the years until 2020, the tension between a thematic concentration linked to the EU2020 
priorities and the traditional goal of cohesion policy, the reduction of regional disparities 
across the EU, needs to be tempered by policy makers. The same goes for the conflict 
between a coherent policy approach through common rules and principles on the one hand 
and the maintenance of national flexibility and a characteristically regionalised policy on the 
other hand. 
 
The Members of the European Parliament are particularly well positioned to balance these 
opposites. They should defend the assets and values of the policy, such as the partnership 
principle87, multilevel governance experience and integrated policy approach. At the same 
time, they should contribute to necessary reforms aiming at more efficiency and 
effectiveness of the policy as well as at strategic coherence and support of the EU 2020 
strategy which is essential to allow Europe to maintain a key role in the international 
framework. The power of the EU comes from its unique capacity to integrate local, regional, 
national and European interests and performances, and cohesion policy constitutes the core 
and centre of this capacity. 

 

Esther Kramer 

                                                 
87  European Parliament (2008), Governance and Partnership in Regional Policy, OÏR Managementdienste GmbH 

for Policy Department B, Brussels. 
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Table 6: Cohesion Policy - Comparison between Financial Frameworks 2007- 
2013 and 2014-2020 (2011 prices) 

 

Objectives/regions 2007-2013 2014-2020 Variation 

 EUR billion  % of 
total EUR billion % of 

total  

Convergence 
 202.3 57.5 162.6 48.4 -19.6% 

Transition 

26.2 
 
 

14.3 
(Phasing-out) 

11.9 
(Phasing-in) 

 
 

4.1 
 

3.4 

39 11.6 +48.9% 

Competitiveness 
 44.3 12.6 53.1 15.8 +19.9% 

Territorial 
cooperation 
 

8.6 2.5 11.7 3.5 +36% 

Cohesion Fund 
 70.3 20.0 68.7 20.4 -2.3% 

Outermost regions 
and sparsely 
populated regions 

N/A88 
 

0.926  - 

TOTAL 
ALLOCATION to 
Structural and 
Cohesion Funds 
 

 

351.7 100 

 
 

336 
 
 

 
100 

 
-4.5% 

Connecting Europe 
Facility  
(for transport, 
energy and ICT) 

  

40  
(+ 10 to be 

deducted from 
Cohesion Fund)  

  

 
Source: Author's data processing, based on European Parliament (2011). 

 

                                                 
88  Commitment appropriations for outermost regions and sparsely populated regions were not disaggregated in 

2007-2013. 
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6. TRANSPORT 

6.1. Context 

6.1.1. A crucial sector of the economy89 

 
Europe and mobility cannot be dissociated: in 2009 over 3 630 billion tonne-kilometres90of 
goods were transported within the Union (nearly half by road and a good one-third by sea), 
and over 6 503 billion passenger-kilometres91were travelled in motor vehicles (by car in 
three-quarters of cases). 
 
Due to this essential role in the life of society, transport is a crucial sector of the economy, 
which in 2008 contributed approximately 8% of the Union’s gross domestic 
product92, employed nearly 9 million workers, and accounted for over 13% of 
household expenditure (i.e. nearly EUR 900 billion). 
 
This sector is also important globally: transport services account for one-quarter of the 
value of international trade in services, and three of the EU Member States are among the 
top 10 players in this sector93. 
 

6.1.2. Implementation of the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy  

 
Transport is a source of wealth, jobs and innovation as well as a major environmental 
challenge94. Its contribution to the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy will therefore be vital. 
 
This strategy’s objectives were in fact transposed into the White Paper adopted by the 
European Commission at the beginning of 201195to inspire the Common Transport Policy to 
2050, and which aims to: 
 
- complete the internal market by removing the obstacles that still exist; 
 
- achieve a genuine trans-European transport network based on new financing and new 

tariff rules for infrastructure; 
 
- reduce greenhouse gas emissions through modal shift and new technologies; 
 
- reduce dependence on oil without sacrificing mobility; 
 
- integrate the transport sector into the global market to protect European interests. 

                                                 
89  EU transport in figures, European Commission (2011). 
90  A tonne-kilometre (tkm) is equivalent to the movement of one tonne of goods over one kilometre. 
91  A passenger-kilometre (pkm) is equivalent to the movement of one passenger over one kilometre. 
92  Transport for Society, 2011 Annual Summit: Background Paper, International Transport Forum (2011).  
93  In 2008 transport accounted for 25% of the value of international trade in services, i.e. USD 900 billion at 

current values, which made it the most important sector ahead of tourism. Together, Germany, France and 
the United Kingdom accounted for 17.4% of exports and 15.4% of imports in the sector (Panorama de 
l'économie mondiale, Centre d'Etudes Prospectives et d'Informations Internationales (2010)). 

94  Transport accounts for approximately one-quarter of anthropic carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, which are 
constantly increasing: +26% in Europe between 1990 and 2007, excluding international aviation and 
maritime transport. See in particular: Towards a resource-efficient transport system, European Environment 
Agency Report No 2/2010.  

95  Roadmap to a Single European Transport Area – Towards a competitive and resource efficient transport 
system (COM(2011)144 final). 
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6.2. Main challenges to 2020 

 
The White Paper’s objectives will not be easily achieved: the decade between now and 
2020 has not started auspiciously, and the current major economic and financial difficulties 
will certainly have an impact on the transport sector96. 
 
What is more, we must learn the lessons of the past: many of these objectives are the 
same as those not achieved under the previous White Paper97, which was (poorly) 
implemented between 2001 and 2010, i.e. during a period that was largely a time of 
prosperity in comparison to the current difficulties. 
 
From now until 2020, realism will therefore be just as important as ambition in tackling the 
economic and environmental challenges that the Common Transport Policy must face in 
order to help achieve the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy, given that ‘curbing mobility is not an 
option’98.  
 

6.2.1. Taking full advantage of the internal transport market 

 
Harmonising administrative rules allows the operation of the transport system to be 
improved (at the lowest cost). For instance, the European Court of Auditors has shown 
that, on the Berlin-Verona railway axis, journey times could be reduced by 25 minutes by 
constructing a new high-speed line between Nuremberg and Ingolstadt, at a cost of 
EUR 2 336 million, or by eliminating the technical control carried out on trains entering 
Italy by the Italian railway undertaking, which does not accept the control done on 
departure by its German counterpart99. Removing such obstacles – which persist in all 
modes of transport – sometimes simply requires the will to apply existing rules. 
  
Harmonising technical rules, i.e. standardising equipment and procedures, is required 
for the interoperability of networks and equipment. This harmonisation, which has been 
successfully carried out for aeronautical products100, should therefore be applied to all 
modes of transport, particularly rail transport, which is still suffering from being developed 
as relatively ‘independent’ national systems101. 
 
The smooth operation of the internal market also requires working conditions to be 
harmonised so as to prevent social dumping, among other problems. In addition, the 
quality of vocational training is a safety factor for both employees and users of all forms of 
transport. 
 
Now, free movement within the internal market must be accompanied by a uniform and 
high level of user protection. Common safety and security rules should therefore be 
extended, and their application should be carefully monitored. 

                                                 
96  Whereas the Union’s GDP shrank by 4.2% between 2008 and 2009, the number of passenger-kilometres fell 

by 0.7% and the number of tonne-kilometres by 11.2% (EU transport in figures, op. cit.). 
97  European transport policy for 2010: time to decide (COM(2001) 370 final).  
98  White Paper, paragraph 18. 
99  Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: have EU rail infrastructure investments been 

effective?, European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 8/2010. The Berlin-Verona/Milano-Bologna-Napoli-
Messina-Palermo railway axis is TEN-T Priority Project 1. 

100  Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 February 2008 and its 
implementing regulations. 

101  There are, for example, five different track gauges in the Union! (See: Situation and Perspectives of the Rail 
Market, European Commission (2010)).  
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As things stand, many of these issues are now the responsibility of the transport regulators 
(EU Agencies) set up over the last decade102.  
 
Finally, the development of intermodal and cross-border transfers requires the rights of 
users of all modes of transport to be harmonised and consolidated, and also to be 
effective. 
 

6.2.2. Completing the Trans-European Transport Network  

 
Nearly 20 years after the ‘Essen projects’103, the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) 
is yet to be completed104: cross-border connections and services to landlocked regions have 
been abandoned, particularly by rail and inland waterways; national operational rules and 
technical standards are hindering interoperability; intermodal integration remains the 
exception; and equipment levels still differ hugely between the east and west of the 
continent. The 2011 TEN-T is more a series of ‘national’ elements which are juxtaposed 
than a genuine network.  
 
In order to overcome this lack of uniformity, the Commission proposes to focus attention 
and Community funding on a priority network of multimodal infrastructures connecting the 
main urban and economic centres of the continent (the ‘core network’105).  
 
This would benefit from a new and specific financial instrument – the ‘Connecting Europe 
Facility’ – which would have a budget of EUR 31.7 billion for the 2014-2020 period 
(EUR 10 billion of which would come from the Cohesion Fund). The rest of the TEN-T, 
consisting of more ‘national’ infrastructures (the ‘comprehensive network’), would continue 
to be funded via the current instruments, i.e. the Cohesion Fund and the European Regional 
Development Fund (amounts not yet determined).  
 
Indeed, the Union funds the trans-European transport network through various 
instruments: the TEN-T budget properly speaking (only for a small part); the Cohesion 
Fund for the Member States concerned (which accounts for the largest part of the EU 
funding); the European Regional Development Fund (mainly in the convergence regions); 
and loans and guarantees from the European Investment Bank (EIB). This funding would 
total around EUR 52 billion between 2007 and 2013106(to which would be added 
EUR 53 billion in loans guaranteed by the EIB). Over the same period, the Commission 
would expect contributions of EUR 285 billion from the Member States107, which have 
therefore to assume the bulk of the cost. 
 
The Commission also estimates that EUR 500 billion will be needed to complete the TEN-T 
by 2020, including EUR 250 billion for the ‘core network’. In other words, this latter will 

                                                 
102  European Aviation Safety Agency, European Maritime Safety Agency, European Railway Agency. 
103  It was the Maastricht Treaty that introduced the trans-European transport network. In 1994, in Essen, 14 

TEN-T ‘priority projects’ were defined. In 2004 this number was increased to 30 following the Union’s 
enlargement. 

104  European Parliament resolution of 22 April 2009 on the Green Paper on the future TEN-T policy 
(P6_TA(2009)0258). 

105  The ‘core network’ consists of 83 ports, 37 airports, 38 corridors, 15 000 km of high-speed railway, and 
35 cross-border projects. 

106  In other words: TEN-T budget: EUR 8 billion; Cohesion Fund: EUR 35 billion; ERDF: EUR 9 billion. 
107  In other words, a total of EUR 337 billion between 2007 and 2013. For the record, investment in transport 

infrastructure between 2000 and 2006 (EU-25) was approximately EUR 860 billion, of which EUR 810 billion 
came from the Member States, EUR 40 billion from the Union, and EUR 10 billion from the private sector (Ex 
Post Evaluation of Cohesion Policy Programmes 2000-2006. Work Package 5a: Transport. First Intermediate 
Report, European Commission (2009)). 
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remain heavily dependent on national funding, even though the Member States are 
currently being asked to restrict their public deficits and spending: in this new decade more 
than ever before, it is the lack of finance that risks being the TEN-T’s main problem. 
 

6.2.3. Combating pollution 

 
In 2020, the European transport system should be relatively similar to how it is now: it 
takes time (and money) to build new and often heavy infrastructures. Moreover, most of 
the vehicles that will be in use in 10 years’ time – on land, on the sea or in the air – are 
already in service. The trend towards urbanisation should also continue and will be 
accompanied by increasing congestion in town centres and the infrastructures serving 
these. Furthermore, unless something extraordinary happens, the mobility demand should 
not lessen108. 
 
Up to 2020 and beyond, the transport sector will therefore have to keep tackling the 
problems of congestion, air and noise pollution, and increasing oil-based fuel prices109. 
 
Improved use of existing infrastructures would allow all or part of this rise in traffic to 
be absorbed. This optimisation should be assisted by the development of user information 
and traffic management systems, which will improve the efficiency of transport networks 
and thus help to combat congestion and associated pollution. The performance of these 
systems will improve with the development of information and communication 
technologies, whereas their costs of use will continue to fall: they should therefore keep 
expanding, for road as well as rail (ERTMS), maritime transport (LRIT and SafeSeaNet) and 
inland waterways (RIS). At the same time, the GALILEO110and SESAR111programmes 
should become operational if the (significant) funding that they need is maintained. 

                                                

 
SESAR will also help to improve the operational capacity of airports, which could also 
benefit from a reform of the mechanism for allocating airport slots: even though certain 
airports would be close to saturation at peak times, the current law112permits 20% of their 
capacity to be ‘wasted’, which can seem nonsensical. 
 
Waterways and short-distance maritime transport, which allow significant tonnages to be 
transported, could also be further utilised113. 
 
Mobility in urban areas will remain a central issue given that urbanisation is predicted to 
continue developing114and towns will spread like ‘oil stains’, becoming less dense further 
away from the centres115. Nevertheless, urban mobility is unlikely to see a revolution in the 

 
108  Beyond the uncertainty inherent in any forecast, the Commission predicts that the total number of 

‘passenger-kilometres’ will double over the next 40 years, which will lead, ‘all things being equal’, to a 35% 
increase in CO2 emissions and a doubling of the costs caused by congestion (Horizon 2020 - The framework 
programme for research and innovation (draft), European Commission (2011)).  

109  96% of energy needs in the sector are currently met by oil products (White Paper, paragraph 7). 
110  GALILEO is the European satellite positioning system, which should be operational by 2014. 
111  The SESAR (Single European Sky ATM Research) programme forms the technological and industrial part of 

the ‘Single European Sky’ established by Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 of 10 March 2004. Approximately one-
third of the programme concerns airport operations. 

112  Amended Council Regulation (EEC) No 95/93 of 18 January 1993, which is the subject of a proposal for 
amendment adopted by the Commission on 1 December 2011 (COM(2011)827 final). 

113  The Union has over 37 000 km of inland waterways, spread throughout 20 of the 27 Member States. 
114  The proportion of city-dwellers in Europe is set to increase from 74% in 2010 to 85% in 2050 (World 

urbanisation prospects, United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs/Population Division 
(2009)). 

115  European Environment Agency Report No 10/2006. Urban sprawl in Europe. 
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next 10 years and proven solutions will continue to be used: public transport, taxis, car 
pooling, walking or cycling. 
 
As things stand, adapting towns and cities for pedestrians and cyclists would certainly be 
the most efficient solution and the most cost-effective investment: pavements are the most 
heavily used transport ‘network’, given that in Europe a good one-third of urban trips of 
more than five minutes are made on foot or by bike116(like almost all trips of under five 
minutes). Now, developing and maintaining proper, safe and, as far as possible, pleasant 
pavements and cycle tracks costs infinitely less than constructing a tram or metro line. 
 
Furthermore, traditional public transport cannot satisfactorily meet mobility needs in 
sprawling low-density urban areas where fine-mesh networks would be too expensive117. In 
these areas, in 2020 as currently, personal transport will continue to predominate and 
‘small clean’ vehicles would certainly represent an appropriate alternative, and an 
important source of innovation and profit. 
 
Indeed, the ‘decarbonisation’ of transport offers huge prospects for economic development, 
provided that small and medium-sized enterprises have the resources to release their 
creativity and become important businesses whose growth will accompany that of 
tomorrow’s markets. 
 
Research and innovation in the area of transport should therefore be encouraged in 
order to tackle the energy and environmental challenges facing the latter, while 
consolidating the Union’s position in sectors in which it already excels. 
 
To achieve these same objectives, the Union should also endeavour to export its technical 
standards as widely as possible, by speaking with one voice in the main international 
regulatory bodies118. It should also seek to conclude appropriate agreements with third 
countries, particularly in the areas of aeronautics and air transport119. The defence of 
European industrial and commercial interests and the success of EU environmental 
objectives depend on this: the Union's efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will be in 
vain if they are not replicated around the world. 
 
It is in this context that the internalisation of external costs for all modes of transport 
should remain a (highly ambitious) objective of the common policy, in order to combat 
market distortions and fund research and investment in innovative and environmentally 
friendly products and infrastructure.  
 
 

                                                 
116  The Future of Transport in Urban Areas, European Parliament (2010). See also: Répartition modale et mobilité 

dans les villes françaises, Centre d’études sur les réseaux, les transports, l’urbanisme et les constructions 
publiques (CERTU) (2011). 

117  See for example: TRANSvisions. Final Report. Paragraph 6.3.1. Passenger transport: Urbanisation and 
transport, European Commission (2009). See also: Barometer 2008, European Metropolitan Transport 
Authorities (EMTA): public transport accounts, on average, for more than 46% of all motorised trips in the 
centre of European cities. However, if the whole metropolitan area is taken into account, this figure falls to 
30%. 

118  International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), International Maritime Organization (IMO), 
Intergovernmental Organisation for International Carriage by Rail (OTIF). 

119  The ‘working arrangements’ concluded by the European Aviation Safety Agency with third-country partners 
facilitate the certification of aeronautical products. The mutual recognition of certificates between the Union 
and its main aeronautical partners facilitate trade in these products. ‘Horizontal’ or ‘global’ air services 
agreements, or the setting up of a common aviation area with neighbouring countries facilitate air transport 
and help to disseminate European standards.  
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6.3. Role of the European Parliament 
 
The Commission has extended the horizon of its White Paper on transport to 2050. 
However, fixing the budgetary framework for the 2014-2020 period and implementing the 
‘Europe 2020’ strategy require other deadlines to be set.  
 
Objectives to be achieved by 2020 should therefore be assigned to the Common 
Transport Policy.  
 
These objectives should be consistent with those of the aforementioned strategy. In order 
to be achievable they should benefit from adequate funding, whether through the 
multiannual budgetary framework or the annual budgets, including those of the European 
transport regulators (Agencies). To make up for the likely shortfall in national public 
means, innovative financial instruments could have to be introduced to encourage private 
investment.  
 
For example, the plan for European bonds to finance the trans-European transport 
network would allow the Commission and the EIB to shoulder some of the risks inherent in 
the projects to be funded120. 
 
To also ensure funding for the TEN-T, the amounts planned by the Commission for the 
‘Connecting Europe Facility’ should be maintained, in particular the EUR 10 billion for 
the ‘core network’ from the Cohesion Fund. As things stand, these amounts are set in the 
regulation establishing this financial instrument121, which must be adopted under the 
ordinary legislative procedure. 
 
In addition, to complete the trans-European transport network, the nature of the ‘core 
network’ should not be changed by national interests pushing for its extension. This 
network will be defined by the regulation on Union guidelines for the development of 
the TEN-T122, which will also be adopted using the ordinary legislative procedure.  
 
Parliament must give its opinion through the same way on a proposal for a regulation123on 
the development of the GALILEO and EGNOS programmes124between 2014 and 
2020; on the regulation establishing a programme for the competitiveness of small 
and medium-sized enterprises125; and on proposals for the reform126of mechanisms 
for the allocation of slots and the organisation of groundhandling services at 
European airports. 

                                                

 
Furthermore, the adoption of the 2014-2020 Framework Programme for Research and 
Innovation127could provide the opportunity to establish an ambitious research and 
development programme on mobility. Such a commitment would consolidate the Union’s 
economic position in the transport infrastructure and equipment sectors.  
 
 

 
120  COM(2011)659 final and COM(2011)660. 
121  COM(2011)665/3 for the Connecting Europe Facility and COM(2011)612 final for the Cohesion Fund. 
122  COM(2011)650/2. 
123  COM(2011)814 final. 
124  EGNOS (European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service) is the European GPS. 
125  COM(2011)834 final. 
126  COM(2011)823 final, COM(2011)824 final and COM(2011)827 final. 
127  The Framework Programme for Research and Innovation, referred to as ‘Horizon 2020’, was adopted by the 

European Commission on 30 November 2011. See COM(2011)808 final to 812 final. 
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In addition, improving traffic flow, enhancing the environmental performance of the 
transport system, testing new sources of energy, and improving safety and security levels 
are all issues that will become increasingly important and to which answers will be found 
only through scientific and technological progress.  

 
Marc Thomas 
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7. TOURISM 

7.1. Context 

7.1.1. Legal framework 
 
Before the Treaty of Lisbon came into force, tourism policy had no legal basis. However, the 
new Treaty does not change the nature of the Union’s powers in this area. 
 
Part One of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) therefore provides 
that tourism falls within those actions designed to ‘support, coordinate or supplement the 
actions of the Member States’, i.e. within the EU’s powers to support the Member States 
(Article 6(d)). In Part Three of the Treaty, Article 195 develops this concept, by stipulating 
that the Union shall complement the action of the Member States in the tourism sector, in 
particular by promoting the competitiveness of Union undertakings. This means that there 
is no independent European tourism policy. Instead, the EU tries to encourage a favourable 
framework for economic development and facilitate cooperation between Member States in 
that area, through the exchange of good practices. 
 
Furthermore, Article 195(2) TFEU firstly provides for recourse to the ordinary legislative 
procedure, in essence codecision between the European Parliament and the Council, the 
latter ruling by qualified majority, and secondly excludes any harmonisation of national 
laws and regulations, in line with Article 6(d). 
 
Within this legal framework, which seems to focus Community legislation on certain 
economic aspects, it can be assumed that other more political aspects, such as those 
connected with the sustainable nature of tourism, will have other legal bases, such as 
Article 114 TFEU on the approximation of laws or Article 192 TFEU on the environment. 
 
Furthermore, it should be borne in mind that tourism, as a cross-cutting sector, has not 
suffered from being deprived of its own legal basis for so long. In fact, both before and 
after the Maastricht Treaty, tourism was the subject of a variety of specific Community 
legislation, such as Directives 90/314/EEC and 94/47/EC on package travel and time-
sharing respectively, both deriving from the former Article 95 ECT and also sources of 
abundant Community case-law.  
 

7.1.2.  Recent institutional developments 

 
Since the Treaty of Lisbon came into force, the European institutions have followed a new 
political path, with certain waymarks having already been established: in April 2010 the EU 
Council’s ‘Madrid Declaration’ on sustainable and socially responsible tourism, in addition to 
innovation and competitiveness; in June 2010 the communication from the Commission on 
Europe as a tourist destination of excellence, which sets out 21 specific actions; and in 
November 2010 the implementation plan for the new policy announced by the Commission 
at the European Tourism Forum in Malta, which will result in a series of priority measures 
over the next two years. 
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Between 2001 and 2010 the Commission published five communications on its policy 
guidelines for the development of the tourism sector. The most significant for the future are 
those of October 2007, entitled Agenda for a sustainable and competitive European 
tourism128, in which the Commission indicates that the sustainable development option is 
one way of ensuring the long-term competitiveness of tourism and announces EDEN, the 
three-year action to promote European Destinations of Excellence, and of June 2010, with 
the evocative title Europe, the world's No 1 tourist destination129. While being the first 
policy statement published following the Lisbon Treaty, this communication analyses in 
detail the relevant factors and the obstacles to the competitiveness and sustainable 
development of tourism: demographic and climate change, shortage of energy and water 
resources, and even certain force majeure events (such as the closure of airspace due to 
volcanic ash). The main objective is to improve the competitiveness of tourism, while 
maintaining the quality of supply and its compatibility with sustainable development. 
 
During World Tourism Day on 27 September 2011, Parliament adopted a resolution130, 
which supported the Commission’s policy strategy, focused on 21 specific actions, in order 
to relaunch competitive, modern, high-quality, sustainable tourism that is based on the 
multicultural dimension of Europe and is accessible to all. This was the first own-initiative 
report following the Lisbon Treaty, presented by MEP Carlo Fidanza who, among other 
aspects, highlights the importance of measures taken in other sectors that may have a 
decisive impact on tourism, such as laws on employment, taxes or consumer rights. New 
concepts are also mentioned, such as ‘interregionality’ and ‘complementarity’, in order to 
promote joint planning and cooperation between tourist services within a single 
geographical area, i.e. either between neighbouring regions belonging to different Member 
States or at a specific thematic level between regions linked by common elements. Finally, 
the EP highlights the unavoidable problems of the coordination and profile of available 
funding, as well as the identification of new sources of finance in the financial perspective 
2014-2020. 
 

7.1.3.  Internal market and single currency 

 
Tourism is recognised as a vector of citizenship, democracy and promotion of the 
individual. It has been both a proving ground for and a beneficiary of important steps in 
the process of European integration, such as the free movement of persons and services or 
monetary union. Tourists from the euro area countries, as well as those from across the 
Atlantic, have witnessed and enjoyed the benefits of the euro. Moreover, European tourists 
can themselves monitor the operation of the internal market and, through their complaints 
or petitions, activate the mechanisms for controlling the application of European Union 
law131. Tourism is also an important source of foreign currency. In that regard, to 

                                                 
128  Communication from the Commission of 19 October 2007 Agenda for a sustainable and competitive European 

tourism (COM(2007)621 final). 
129  Communication from the Commission of 30 June 2010 Europe, the world's No 1 tourist destination 

(COM(2010)352 final), and its action plan: see Implementation plan of the Communication on Tourism 2010. 
130  European Parliament resolution of 27 September 2011 on Europe, the world's No 1 tourist destination – a new 

political framework for tourism in Europe (TA(2011)0407, adopted on the basis of own-initiative report A7-
0265/2011 by Carlo Fidanza (2010/2206 (INI)).  

131  The Court of Justice regularly hears disputes or references for a preliminary ruling on the tourism industry. 
The law on tourism is therefore in the process of being harmonised. See judgments of the Court of Justice of 
26 February 1992 in Case C-280/90 Elisabeth Hacker v Euro-Relais GmbH (ECR 1992, p. I-1111); of 26 
February 1991 in Case C-180/89 Commission of the European Communities v Italian Republic (ECR 1991, p. 
I-709); and of 29 May 2001 in Case C-263/99 Commission of the European Communities v Italian Republic 
(ECR 2001, p. I-4195). Source: ‘Le droit européen du tourisme’, Journal de droit européen, April 2008, 
pp. 101-111. With regard to package travel, see judgments of 8 October 1996 in Case C-178/94 Erich 
Dillenköfer et al. v Bundesrepublik Deutschland (ECR 1996, p. I-4845), and of 12 March 2002 in Case C-
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promote Europe as a preferred tourist destination, the Commission funds a website that 
presents the exceptional range of European tourism options132. 

7.1.4.  Statistics and surveys 
 
Tourism operators in the strict sense comprise tour operators, tour guides, travel agencies, 
leisure and entertainment service-providers, restaurateurs, specialised transport companies 
and accommodation services. They are essentially operators offering goods and services 
directly to visitors. If we include the distribution, construction, general transport and 
cultural sectors, tourism accounts for 10% of the Union’s GDP and 12% of its jobs. 
Tourism is therefore the third most important socioeconomic activity in the EU, and is 
likely to develop further in the next decade, given its positive performance in terms of 
employment in the last 10 years. Moreover, Europe has been confirmed as the No 1 
tourist destination in the world133.  
 
The most recent Flash Eurobarometer survey on the attitudes of Europeans towards 
tourismhttp://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_328_en.pdf speaks volumes about the 
trends in 2010/2011 among those interviewed. Among those having already chosen 
destinations for 2011 (approximately 74%), 38% were planning to holiday in their home 
country. However, fewer people were planning to travel to another EU country or outside 
the EU (respectively 20% and 16%). It was also noted that, for cultural rather than 
recreational reasons, Europeans are inclined to travel beyond national borders. 
 
The preferred destinations are generally fairly stable: Italy (12%), Spain (9%) and France 
(8%), followed by Germany, the United Kingdom, Greece and Poland. The United States of 
America, Turkey and Croatia remain the favourite tourist destinations outside the Union. 
Another interesting fact concerns the sources of information on travel or holidays: 58% of 
those interviewed trust friends and colleagues, 45% use the Internet and only 29% rely on 
their own experience. The Internet as a source of information has increased by 7% in two 
years134.  
 

7.2. Main challenges to 2020 

7.2.1.  Variable factors in the next decade 

 
The term tourism covers all activities and relationships of people who travel, according to 
the World Tourism Organization (WTO), for leisure as well as for business. Having been less 
affected by the crisis than other sectors, the conclusion that we can currently draw from 
the statistics is that Europeans are tending to reduce their holiday spending (by 
reducing the duration, distance or number of trips), rather than totally give up their 
                                                                                                                                                            

168/00 Simone Leitner v TUI Deutschland GmbH & Co. KG. (ECR 2002, p. I 2631) on compensation for non-
material damage, in DeBacker, CMS, Chronique de jurisprudence européenne en droit du tourisme, 15 May 
2007.   

132  www.visiteurope.com Europe – A Never-Ending Journey: 35 countries, 16 regions, 3 themes. 
133  Europe is well ahead with 475.8 million arrivals in 2010, followed by Asia and the Pacific with 204 million 

visitors, then the Americas with 149.7 million, the Middle East with 60.7 million and Africa with 49.6 million. 
The number of international tourists has increased nearly 7% to 940 million. In +9.4 (first half), significant 
growth continued to be recorded in Europe (+6.4%), helped by the CEECs (+9.4%), and in the Americas 
(+5.6%), with a peak of 15.4% for South America. In the Middle East and North Africa, the drop in tourist 
numbers has been striking (-11% and -13%). The Mediterranean is the world’s number one tourist 
destination and is generating 1/3 of global tourist revenues: http://www.biodiversity.ru/coastlearn/tourism-
eng/introduction.html. For further details, see: UNWTO World Tourism Barometer: Interim Update August 
2011, and the WTO’s long-term forecast: Tourism 2020 Vision: http://www.unwto.org/facts/eng/vision.htm. 

134  Flash Eurobarometer 328, May 2011. 
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holidays. However, the impact on passenger transport of further huge oil price rises will 
undoubtedly affect tourism135. In this respect, certain projections136suggest, between 2014 
and 2020, a 20% drop in demand in the air passenger market, which will be partly offset 
by a significant increase in the rail passenger market. Paradoxically, if this trend is 
confirmed, it may also encourage people to switch to new types of holiday leading to 
greener and more sustainable tourism. 
 
Regardless of the economic variables, demographic change and social structure will have an 
impact on the sector. Both the ageing of the population and the increased purchasing 
power and better health of older people should increase the number of trips, not only due 
to a greater need for culture and nature, but also due to the search for well-being and 
health. Other factors likely to affect demand for tourism services will be the divorce rate, 
late marriages, single-parent or single-sex families, increased social awareness with regard 
to the environment, particularly climate change, as well as increased ethical responsibility 
towards indigenous populations. Tourism activities actually depend to a large extent on the 
weather and the evolution of the climate over the long term. If greenhouse gases are 
not reduced, tourism revenues will be affected.  
 
Lastly, the sector’s vulnerability to certain force majeure events, such as terrorist attacks, 
regional conflicts, including political revolutions such as those in the Arab countries, social 
disturbances, such as the ‘indignant’ movement, and emergency situations, such as bird flu 
(2007), volcanic ash (2010) and natural disasters combined with nuclear accidents (2011), 
may harm the recovery of tourism, particularly if these effects are combined or added to 
the crisis factors137.   
 

7.2.2.  Responses to the challenges 

 
The various forms of responsible or ethical tourism, aimed at both the environment and 
the local population in tourist destinations in third-world or developing countries, offer 
future tourists the opportunity to act sustainably and demonstrate solidarity. This could be 
decisive in converting the mass tourism of the first 50 years of the post-war period (1946-
1991) into more rational and participative tourism flows, in line with the new economic, 
environmental and security constraints going forward to 2020. The Europe 2020 
strategy, which follows on from the previous 2000-2010 strategy, fits with this approach. 
Its objective is to achieve ‘smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’138and it is 
therefore based on greater coordination between national and European policies. While 
being as ambitious as the previous strategy, it has the advantage of starting from a crisis 
scenario, in which tourism can play an important role. 
 

                                                 
135  The optimists (IEA, USA, certain oil companies) reckon that the oil price will peak at the earliest in 2020. The 

pessimists (such as members of the Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas-2001 – ASPO) believe, 
however, that the oil price peak is imminent, and may even be behind us. 

136  The Impact of Oil Price Fluctuations on Transport and its Related Sectors, a study prepared for the European 
Parliament, March 2009, page 73. 

137  Even after 11 September 2001, the WTO maintained its average growth forecasts at 4.1% for world tourism 
flows between 1995 and 2020, and is now predicting 1.6 billion international tourists in 2020. See, however, 
the WTO’s long-term forecasts in Tourism 2020 Vision: The total number of arrivals predicted for 2020 is: 
1.56 billion (Europe: 717 million). Europe is predicted to see a drop from 60% in 1995 to 47% in 2020. Asia, 
Africa and the Americas will, however, see their rates increase. 

138  Communication from the Commission of 3 March 2010 (COM(2010)2020 final). In line with the conclusion of 
this communication, see Article 3 ‘Tourism, a factor of sustainable development’ of the Global Code of Ethics 
for Tourism (in 10 articles), adopted by the General Assembly of the WTO in October 1999, and recognised by 
the United Nations General Assembly on 21 December 2001. 

 64 



Structural and cohesion policies for 2020: Tools to overcome the crisis 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The regions are the institutions or authorities best qualified to plan and develop sustainable 
tourism, while at the same time promoting the competitiveness of European destinations. 
They play a key role in this regard, as towns and regions are often pioneers in the 
sustainable development of tourism. It is in this regional context, which is more 
participative and based on local action, that there is more chance of ensuring European-
wide coherence and gradually tackling the crucial issues for sustainable and competitive 
tourism, such as: social and environmental responsibility of stakeholders and beneficiaries, 
quality of life of residents, identity protection, less seasonality, transport and mobility139. 
 
In addition to a more inclusive and environmental awareness on the part of future tourists, 
we can already see the emergence of a trend that is the direct opposite to hyper-mobility. 
In the future, slow tourism could take over from ‘low-cost globetrotting’. At the 
moment this is still an idea that is in the process of gathering converts: hiking, river-based 
tourism, pilgrimage, not to mention the new trends such as ‘wwoofing’ or ‘couchsurfing’, 
which are managing to combine the pleasure of travelling with respect for the environment 
and protection of the originality of the places visited140. Slow tourism could therefore 
become a way of ‘turning negatives into positives’.  
 

7.2.3.  Existing financial framework 

 
The Commission is currently in the process of developing preparatory actions on target 
priority subjects – such as the promotion of sustainable destinations or social tourism141– 
within a multiannual programme for the new tourism policy. The European tourism policy is 
mainly financed through the structural funds: ERDF for sustainable tourism projects; ESF 
for educational and training programmes or start-up subsidies for micro-enterprises; 
EAFRD for tourist activities to diversify rural activity; and EFF for ecotourism or conversion 
to tourist activities other than sea fishing. There are also the funds for SMEs in the CIP 
(Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme 2007-2013). However, in the 
absence of a common policy, tourism has only a modest financial allocation of between 
EUR 5 and 6 million per year142.  
 

7.2.4.  New financial framework for tourism 

 
In the context of the new financial perspective 2014-2020, tourism, particularly SMEs, can 
count on the financial allocation proposed by the Commission of EUR 2.4 billion (at 2011 
constant prices), under the title of the ‘Competitiveness and SMEs Programme’. Future 
measures will help to diversify the transnational tourism offer and enhance emerging and 
non-traditional European destinations.  
                                                 
139  The first step in this approach was taken with the creation in July 2009 of an open network of European 

tourist regions, as much to coordinate research programmes as to serve as a platform for the exchange of 
knowledge and innovative solutions on competitive and sustainable tourism, known as NECSTourR: Network 
of European Regions for a Sustainable and Competitive Tourism: European regions as drivers of sustainable 
change: http://www.necstour.eu/necstour/home.page. 

140  Slow tourism must therefore be made desirable, in order to do more with less (CO2) and ensure that as many 
as possible can still travel, according to Ghislain Dubois in Le long chemin vers le tourisme lent, Cahier 
Espaces 100, March 2009. 

141  Including the EDEN plan (European Destinations of Excellence, focusing in 2011 on the theme of the 
regeneration of physical sites); Calypso or Social Tourism (combating the seasonal nature of tourism and 
promoting travel for seniors, underprivileged young adults, persons with disabilities and impoverished 
families); themed tourist paths along the Iron Curtain Trail (cycle tracks as well as roads and railways); and 
50 000 Tourists, a new initiative aiming to create an exchange of tourist flows between the EU and Latin 
America, with 25 000 tourists passing each way (2012-2013). 

142  According to the most recent figures from the Commission for 2012 (the amount for 2012 must be set by the 
ad hoc management committee in December 2011). 
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In this respect, in its September 2011 resolution, the EP supports a specific tourism 
programme, targeting in particular micro-enterprises and SMEs, and includes among the 
priorities the rehabilitation of tourist areas that have fallen into decline. The final stage 
recommended by the EP is a new financial framework of tourism initiatives, by raising the 
profile of market financing and maximising the resources of target projects143.  
 

7.3. Role of the European Parliament 

7.3.1.  Themes for the future of tourism 

 
An initial step in the thematic approach to viable and diversified tourism has just been 
taken with the recent adoption of the own-initiative report referred to above (see point 
7.1.2), which, in paragraph 39, underlines the importance of ‘themed routes/itineraries 
which not only exploit our continent's historical and cultural roots, but also contribute to the 
development of an alternative style of tourism that is sustainable and accessible to all’. 
Other topical themes for tourism could be those used for future World Tourism Days144, 
which are defined each year by the WTO: in 2011 ‘Tourism – Linking Cultures’; in 2012 
‘Tourism and Sustainable Energy: Powering Sustainable Development’, and in 2013 
‘Tourism and Water: Protecting our Common Future’. A history theme could be promoted 
in relation to the centenary of the Great War. For example, the theme of ‘tourism inside 
the former Cold War borders’ could combine sites of memory with quiet routes, in a 
similar vein to the cycle track and footpath which have been created along the former 
Berlin Wall145. ‘Tourism and democracy’ could also be the title of a new Community 
action, advocating the discovery of sites of memory and seats of the united Europe, 
through tourist facilities. 
 

7.3.2.  Monitoring of application and revision of tourism-related legislation 

 
In the area of passenger transport, Parliament has indicated that it is in favour of an EU 
passenger statute. Its resolution of September 2011146asks the Commission to put forward 
‘an ambitious and consistent legislative framework with a set of common rules covering all 
transport modes combined with specific rules to take account of the particularities of each 
one’. The Court of Justice has shown the way by adopting progressive case-law on the 
interpretation of air passenger rights147. 
 
Parliament should also test whether the EU passenger statute has become standard 
practice in contracts and online ticket reservations. The call for the revision of Directive 
90/314/EEC on package travel stems from a similar proactive attitude, in order to update 
the system of responsibility of all service-providers while safeguarding the interests of 
consumers and fair competition. In the same respect, Parliament has just recommended 

                                                 
143  See in particular: European Parliament resolution of 27 September 2011 on Europe, The world's No 1 tourist 

destination – a new political framework for tourism in Europe, paragraphs 67-71.  
144  (27 September): in 2010 this was on the theme ‘Tourism and Biodiversity’ and was hosted in Guangzhou 

(China). Encouragement to act could also be provided through the themes of the World Responsible Tourism 
Day (2 June): in 2010 this was on Tourism and Rural Heritage; and, in 2011, Sustainable Tourism: What 
Guarantees? (on the question of certification).  

145  Iron Curtain Trail 
146  European Parliament resolution of 27 September 2011 on Europe, the world's No 1 tourist destination – a new 

political framework for tourism in Europe, paragraph 36. 
147  Judgments of 10 July 2008 in Case C-173/07, of 22 December 2008 in Case C-549/07, of 19 November 2009 

in Joined Cases C-402/07 and C-432/07, and of 13 October 2011 in Case C-83/10 on compensation for non-
material damage: in general, see the conclusions of Consumer rights in civil aviation, a study prepared for the 
European Parliament, November 2010, page 101. 
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creating a ‘European quality tourism label’, which could also raise awareness of the 
‘Tourist Accommodation Service’ Ecolabel148.  
 

7.3.3. Long-term perspectives 

 
In another area of tourism, connected with developments in space technology and 
research, Parliament could promote the launch of joint initiatives with the ESA, in 
partnership with private foundations or investors, in order to expand the number of space 
users149. The objective would be to send European tourists on suborbital flights or on board 
space vehicles in terrestrial orbit or even on spacecraft to the ISS. The main challenge is to 
allow the less fortunate to access space using less costly and therefore reusable means of 
travel150. 
 

7.4. Conclusion 

 
The future of a sectoral policy like tourism can only benefit from economic recovery – 
although this appears to be slow and uneven across the Member States – but this must be 
accompanied by a new environmental awareness and ethics among service-providers and 
users of tourism services. Tourism activities could encourage people to use their free time 
to become properly involved in helping to make the prospects of future generations, if not 
better, then at least equal to those that they inherited. 
 
A fundamental objective of the future tourism policy must be to maintain the preference for 
Union countries – as the world’s No 1 tourist destination – among tourists and holiday-
makers from third countries, which the WTO has, however, predicted will lessen by 2020 
(Tourism 2020 Vision).  
 
Current disruption on the currency markets, which could become worse if the single 
currency is abandoned by one or more countries in the euro area, will have immediate 
repercussions on tourism revenues. The extent of these repercussions, in terms of their 
duration or the number of Union countries and regions that will be most seriously affected, 
is currently unknown. We only need point to the Greek scenario, if the drachma should be 
restored: tourism (which accounts for over 15% of GDP) could benefit from this, provided 
that law and order are maintained in the country. If, however, the media repeatedly 
broadcast images of strikes and demonstrations in Greece, tourists from northern Europe 
will want to cancel their Greek holidays. This is not to mention the boomerang effect, in the 
absence of a single currency, on the number of tourists from across the Atlantic arriving in 
the former euro area.  
 

                                                 
148  The Ecolabel was created by Commission Decision 2003/287/EC of 14.4.2003 April 9.7.2009, which was 

replaced by Commission Decision 2009/578/EC of 9 July 2009 for ‘tourist accommodation service’. See also, 
on the European quality tourism label, paragraph 25 of the EP resolution of 27 September 2011. 

149  Virgin Galactic and Astrium (100% EADS) are currently preparing rocketplanes based on the legendary 
SpaceShipOne (June 2004), respectively named ‘VSS Enterprise’ and ‘Spaceplane’, which will be reusable 
(unlike the current launch vehicles) and which may give new impetus to air transport of the future, in addition 
to carrying space tourists at a relatively reasonable price. During the 2001-2009 period, seven spaceflight 
participants, who were granted the privilege of travelling to the ISS on Soyuz spacecraft, spent between 
USD 20 and 35 million, including A. Ansari, the first woman to fly on the ISS in 2006. 

150  On the other side of the Atlantic, competition has already commenced: Space X has test flown the Falcon 9 
rocket, whereas Bigelow Aerospace is pursuing its plan to launch an inflatable module in 2012, which could be 
used as the first commercial orbital station. 
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It must also be recognised that the European institutions have neither concurrent 
legislative powers nor sufficient finances to themselves ensure the development of 
best practices in the tourism sector, without the assistance of Member States and 
regions. 
 
Parliament could ensure that the integrated tourism strategy requested from the 
Commission for 2012 involves both local and regional authorities and institutions as well as 
socioprofessional stakeholders. It will therefore be through social dialogue and regional 
cooperation that the European objectives, which have yet to be finalised or even identified 
– such as the gradual reduction of the seasonal nature of tourism or the 
competitiveness of European tourist destinations linked to the sustainability of 
means of transport or energy used – will be achieved within the Europe 2020 strategy.  
 

Piero Soave 
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TABLE 7:  SUMMARY OF STRUCTURAL AND COHESION POLICIES FROM 2011 TO 2020  
 

 GEN AGRI CULT PECH REGI TRAN TOUR 

2009 
 

2010 
 

Entry into force of 
the Treaty of 
Lisbon. 
 
Presentation by the 
Commission of the 
Europe 2020 
strategy. 

Introduction of 
codecision as the 
ordinary 
legislative 
procedure. 
 
End to the 
distinction 
between 
‘compulsory 
expenditure’ and 
‘non-compulsory 
expenditure’. 

The EU acquires a 
new competence: 
sport. 
 
Cultural policy: 
qualified majority 
replaces unanimity. 
 
The youth policy is 
extended to civic 
participation. 
 
The EP gains 
additional powers in 
the area of trade in 
cultural property. 

Introduction of 
codecision as the 
ordinary legislative 
procedure. 
 

Introduction of 
codecision for the 
General Regulation on 
the Structural Funds. 
 
 
Introduction of the 
objective of territorial 
cohesion. 

No major change. Legal basis for 
the tourism 
policy (for which 
the Union only 
has authority to 
provide 
supporting 
action). 
 

2011 

Fukushima disaster. 
 
Global population 
reaches 7 billion. 
 
Deterioration of the 
economic and 
financial crisis. 
 
Draft financial 
perspective (2014-
2020). 
 
Draft framework 
programme for 
research and 
innovation for the 
period 2014-2020.  

Start of 
negotiations on 
the new CAP. 
 

Start of pre-
legislative work for 
the period after 
2013. 
 
Multiannual 
financial framework 
for 2014-2020: 
increase in the 
amounts allocated 
to education, 
training, youth, 
sport and culture.  
 
‘Erasmus for All’ - 
The EU programme 
for education, 
training, youth and 
sport (2014-2020). 
 
‘Creative Europe’ - 
The framework 
programme for the 
cultural and 
creative sectors 
(2014-2020). 

Possible impact on 
certain aid, 
international 
agreements or tariff 
protection. 
 
Proposal and adoption 
of the regulations on 
the reform of the CAP. 
 
Tensions in the 
agreements (FPAs) 
with third countries.  
 
Greater Chinese 
presence in distant 
fishing grounds. 

Start of pre-legislative 
work for the period 
after 2013. 
 
General evaluation of 
the cohesion policy 
2007-2010. 
 
Debate on the 
performance and 
conditionalities of the 
cohesion policy. 
 
Communication: 
‘Regional policy 
contributing to 
sustainable growth in 
Europe 2020’. 
 
6 October: 
Presentation by the 
Commission of the 
post-2013 legislative 
package. 
 
End of the year: 

White Paper on the 
common transport policy 
to 2050. 
 
Proposal for a regulation 
on the new guidelines for 
the development of the 
TEN-T, accompanied by 
two proposals concerning 
their financing (facility for 
connecting Europe and 
EU project bonds). 
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 GEN AGRI CULT PECH REGI TRAN TOUR 
Presentation of the 
‘Common Strategic 
Framework’. 

2012 

 Conference on 
the new CAP 
organised by the 
EP. 

 (ISL) Application of the 
CFP acquis (access to 
resources). 

Interinstitutional 
negotiations. 
 
 

‘Airports Package’: 
legislative proposals on 
slots, ground handling 
and noise, and 
communication on 
capacity. 
 
Legislative proposal to 
remove obstacles to road 
cabotage. 
 
Strategy to facilitate the 
development and 
introduction of ‘clean 
vehicles’. 

Evaluation of all 
actions 
promoting 
sustainable 
tourism on the 
basis of Agenda 
21 for tourism.  
 
End of 
multiannual 
programme. 

2013 

Possible accession 
of Croatia. 

Agreement on 
the new CAP. 

 Adoption of the CFP 
basic regulation. 

Negotiation of 
‘partnership contracts’ 
between the 
Commission and the 
Member States. 
 
Adaptation of the 
General Regulation 
and the Regulations on 
the structural and 
cohesion funds and on 
territorial cooperation. 

New ‘railway package’ 
aimed at making the 
railways more attractive 
to both users and private 
investors. 
 
End of the development 
phase of SESAR, the 
technological branch of 
the Single European Sky. 
 
End of the Naiades action 
plan to develop inland 
navigation (2006-2013). 

 

2014 

European elections.  
 
New financial 
perspective (2014-
2020). 
 
Interinstitutional 
framework 
agreement with the 
new Commission. 

New budget 
heading. 
 

Entry into force of 
the new ‘Erasmus 
for All’ and 
‘Creative Europe’ 
programmes.  

 Start of the new 
cohesion policy period, 
2014-2020. 

Galileo becomes 
operational. 
 
Start of the SESAR 
deployment phase.  
 
eCall (which 
automatically calls the 
emergency services in 
the event of a road 
accident) operational at 
the end of the year? 

Pilot schemes on 
democratic 
tourism on the 
occasion of the 
centenary of the 
First World War. 
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 GEN AGRI CULT PECH REGI TRAN TOUR 

2015 

   Commitment by the 
Member States to the 
United Nations to apply 
the Maximum 
Sustainable Yield 
(MSY) to fisheries. 

   

2016 

      Possible EU 
initiative to 
promote space 
tourism.  

2018 

     End of the 
implementation of the 
Maritime Transport 
Strategy (2009-2018). 

 

2019 European elections.        

2020 

End of the 
implementation of 
the Europe 2020 
strategy.  

  Deadline laid down in 
the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive 
for the Member States 
to achieve good 
environmental status. 
Application of the 
ecosystem-based 
approach. 
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