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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

1. Background: the structural policy reform

The Commission's proposal forms part of the reform of structural funds. The European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is also regulated by the proposal for general provisions 
on the ERDF, the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Cohesion Fund1, which makes a 
distinction between the ERDF, the ESF and the Cohesion fund on the one hand and support to 
fisheries, agriculture and the environment under funding for "preservation and management of 
natural resources", on the other. Accordingly, the Commission has proposed that from 2007-
2013 the aid for fisheries shall be concentrated on the new European Fisheries Fund (EFF), 
which will replace the current Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG). Thus, the  
financing of fisheries from the EFF would be separated under its own budget heading. The 
Commission has anticipated expenditure of EUR 7.6 billion for the CFP, of which 4.963 
billion would be allocated to the EFF.  

The necessity to revise the ERDF regulations is mainly caused by the challenges arising from  
enlargement, which has not only aggravated the regional disparities, but has also increased the 
overall number of EU borders. In its proposal of February 2004 regarding the financial 
perspectives,  the Commission presented an ambitious cohesion policy for the enlarged union, 
proposing an allocation of EUR 336.1 billion (EUR 373.9 billion before the transfers to the 
rural and fisheries instruments).     

The programmes to be financed from the structural funds would be found among three new 
objectives of the cohesion policy: convergence, regional competitiveness and employment, 
and territorial co-operation. In addition, the emphasis on the territorial aspect of the new 
cohesion policy is visible in the Commission's proposal for the ERDF regulation, where it 
suggests paying special attention to territorial specifics, in particular to the outermost regions 
defined in Article 299(2) of the EC Treaty, and the areas with natural handicaps, such as an 
extremely low population density. 

2. The proposal for the ERDF regulation and fisheries 

The proposal defines the tasks of the ERDF, the scope of its assistance, as well as  the types of 
expenditure eligible for assistance. The general eligibility criteria for financing from the 
structural funds and the cohesion fund are defined in the framework regulation2.

2.1 Areas dependent on fisheries

Regarding fisheries, the proposal includes specific provisions concerning the treatment of 
areas dependent on fisheries (Article 9).  Member States and regions are obliged to ensure 
complementarity and consistency between support granted by the ERDF and that granted by 
the EFF. The ERDF intervention would be concentrated on the economic diversification of 
the areas dependent on fisheries. Programmes co-financed by the ERDF should therefore 
support the diversification of the rural economies and the areas dependent on fisheries, away 

  
1 COM (2004) 492 final
2 COM (2004) 492 final
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from traditional activities (recital 7). 

The ERDF intervention would include:
1) infrastructure to improve accessibility; 
2) acceleration of the rolling-out of telecommunication networks and services in rural areas; 
3) development of new economic activities outside the agricultural and fisheries sectors; 
4) reinforcement of links between urban and rural areas; 
5) development of tourism and rural amenities.

For actions under points 1), 3) and 5) Member States shall set clear demarcation criteria when 
preparing operational programmes  for actions to be supported from the ERDF, on the one 
hand, or from the EFF, on the other. 

Thus, outside of the EFF, the cohesion policy would mainly support the diversification of the 
areas dependent on fisheries away from traditional activities. Due to the transfer of the 
financing of  fisheries into the EFF, and the role of the ERDF as complementary to EFF, 
justified concerns about the economic value of  the ERDF to fisheries can be expressed. The 
resources available from the ERDF can however become used in a more rational and 
transparent way.   

The reform of the structural funds includes an idea of the EFF as a fund participating in the 
financing of sustainable development.  Further, the fisheries fund reform seems to include an 
idea of 'sustainable development' as an integrating principle of the EFF, and a concentration 
on over-fishing as the supposed main socio-environmental threat for fisheries. Other threats 
for the sea environment, such as the effects of pollution, climate warming, and active sonars 
have not been considered in this context.  Taking into consideration the fields in which 
activities other than those concerning over-fishing could be carried out, it would be a 
welcome idea to include in the ERDF Regulation a complementary basis where community 
financing could be received from the ERDF for other activities aiming at improving the state 
of the environment of  fish stocks than those financed from the EFF.    

In addition, the distinctive nature of the socio-economic problems in the fisheries sector, 
caused by the common fisheries policy and the derogating stocks, should be taken into 
account while applying the intervention criteria of the cohesion policy.

2.2 Areas with natural handicaps and the outermost regions

In addition to the specific provisions concerning the treatment of areas dependent on fisheries, 
the proposal includes provisions of a territorial type which concern areas with natural 
handicaps (Article 10) such as extremely low population density (recital 10), as well as the
outermost regions as defined in Article 299(1) of the Treaty (Article 11). These provisions 
also apply to areas where fisheries plays an important role.

The Commission states that specific attention should be paid to the outermost regions.  This 
would be done by enlarging the scope of the ERDF to the financing of operating aid linked to 
the compensation of the additional costs in certain sectors into support for goods transport 
services and start-up aid for transport services, and support linked to storage constraints, the 
excessive size and maintenance of production tools, and the lack of human capital on the local 
labour market. The Commission proposes the change of legal basis for these measures, and 
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thus Article 299(2) as a sole legal basis. Until now, the Council has adopted a double legal 
basis of Article 37 and 299(2) for these types of measures. 

As to the areas with natural handicaps1 such as those with extremely low population density, 
certain islands, mountain areas and sparsely populated areas whose geographical situation 
slows down their development, the Commission proposes that the ERDF should address their 
problems. In particular, the ERDF shall contribute towards the financing of accessibility 
improving investments, as well as developing economic activities related to the cultural 
heritage, promoting the sustainable use of natural resources, and stimulating tourism. 
 

3. Conclusions 

In general, the Rapporteur welcomes the Commission's proposal, including the distinction of 
the structural funds and the cohesion fund from the EFF.  The distinction underlines the 
complementarity of the EFDR to the EFF and increases the transparency of the use of these 
funds. However, concentration of the financing of fisheries from the EFF should not imply the 
overall decrease of Community funding to fisheries and fisheries dependent areas.    

The Rapporteur wants to point out that, once again, it seems that the specific nature of 
fisheries and the problems specific to fisheries and fisheries dependent areas, as distinguished 
from agriculture, have not been properly addressed by the Commission's proposal. The 
specific problems of fisheries and areas dependent on fisheries are caused by the obligatory 
measures which have to be taken in the framework of the common fisheries policy reform, 
which is aimed at  conservation of fish stocks. Over-fishing is not the only reason for the 
collapse of stocks, and the objectives of the common fisheries policy should be better 
integrated in the other Community policies such as the environmental policy, not only the 
other way around.    

Regarding the proposals for provisions on areas dependent on fisheries, the Rapporteur agrees 
on concentrating on the five proposed measures, but underlines that the list should not be 
exclusive.    

The Rapporteur agrees with the Commission about the need to give specific attention to the 
outermost regions and to the areas with natural handicaps such as those with extremely low 
population density. Access to markets and additional costs for transport, storage, as well as to 
the maintenance of the production tools and the human capital in the local labour market incur 
extra costs to these geographically unfavourable regions, which still have an outstanding 
potential both as suppliers of fisheries products and as providers of tourism respecting their 
cultural heritage. Thus, emphasis on the development of their accessibility infrastructure is 
most crucial.   

Finally, the rapporteur wishes to draw attention to the work being undertaken on a definition 
of a European strategy for the sea, which may lead to the need for a rethinking of policy with 
regard to certain of these measures.

  
1 This refers to accessibility and remoteness from large markets confronting areas with an extremely low 
population density, as referred to in Protocol No 6 to the Accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden, as well as 
the specific difficulties encountered by certain islands, mountain areas, and sparsely populated areas whose 
geographical situation slows down their development.
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