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Nordic co-operation

The European Union and the ArcticNordic cooperation is one of the world’s most extensive
forms of regional collaboration, involving Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and three
autonomous areas: the Faroe Islands, Greenland, and Aland.

Nordic cooperation has firm traditions in politics, the economy, and culture. It plays an important
role in European and international collaboration, and aims at creating a strong Nordic community
in a strong Europe.

Nordic cooperation seeks to safeguard Nordic and regional interests and principles in the global
community. Common Nordic values help the region solidify its position as one of the world’s
most innovative and competitive.
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Preface

Developments in the Arctic are increasingly a subject for political dia-
logue and policy discussion in global and regional fora and within indi-
vidual states.

The Nordic Council of Ministers has during its Swedish Presidency
2008 increased its efforts to facilitate coordinated action to meet the many
challenges facing the Arctic region due to globalisation and climate change.

The Nordic Council of Ministers will also adopt a new Co-operation
Programme for the Arctic for the period 2009-2011.

Cooperation with and within the European Union is of great impor-
tance for the Arctic, since a range of policies and activities pursued by the
EU impact on the Arctic region, e.g. the EU’s environmental, maritime
and research policies.

The Nordic Council of Ministers has commissioned Ms. Adele Airoldi
of Milieu Ltd to carry out a review of existing EU policies and actions
that are related to or that affect developments in the Arctic. This is her
report.

The aim of this report is to provide an overview and to identify possi-
ble areas of co-operation. It also constitutes an input to the Nordic Coun-
cil Ministers’ Conference “Common Concern for the Arctic” that will
take place on the 9-10 September in Ilulissat, Greenland.

It is hoped that this report will contribute to inform and inspire further
EU work on Arctic issues.
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Ms. Adele Airoldi, Milieu Ltd. is responsible for the conclusions and
observations expressed in the report. The contents of this report do not
necessarily reflect the views or policies of the Nordic Council of Ministers.
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Executive Summary

For a long time the EU had limited occasions to interact with the Arctic.
Until the 1995 enlargement, the main cases of interaction were
Greenland’s entry into the EU and its subsequent decision to renounce
EU membership, and a number of controversial EU initiatives related to
the exploitation of living resources (sealing, trapping and whaling). These
issues were dealt with on a case-by-case basis.

Thus, the EU did not develop an institutional framework nor specific
instruments for dealing with Arctic-related issues. The Arctic remained a
distant and different reality.

Following the 1995 enlargement to Finland and Sweden, the EU had
to deal with issues linked to specific high-north characteristics. These
issues were addressed, particularly in the context of regional policy, as
part of general frameworks of action applicable- mutatis mutandis- to any
region or any Member State. Even the peculiarity of Greenland’s case
was much diminished by Greenland becoming part of an existing frame-
work — the Overseas Countries and Territories — after its secession. It
would therefore be misleading to see EU action in these contexts as rep-
resenting even an embryonic Arctic policy.

In this respect, it is much more relevant that the 1995 enlargement
brought into the EU two States participating in Arctic cooperation, with
strong links with the other Arctic countries — particularly with Norway.
Furthermore, the EU with the enlargement acquired a border with Russia,
itself a country with vast Arctic territories. Following Finland’s Northern
Dimension initiative, in 1999 the Arctic became a recognised concept in
the EU — the “Arctic window” in the Northern Dimension. While Nordic
EU Presidencies have consistently strived to give it greater visibility, the
Arctic Window has remained somehow a peripheral concept — at the EU’s
doorstep, but still outside.

With the evolution of the Northern Dimension, increasingly identified
with the EU’s Russia policy, the broader Arctic aspects therein risk to be
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further marginalized, in spite of the Arctic being indicated as a priority
region. The EU by far most important intervention in the Arctic under
the ND Environmental Partnership — the financing of nuclear clean-up
activities in the Kola Peninsula — is not as such an action specifically
undertaken because of the Arctic location.

The situation has been changing in the last few years. Climate change
has brought the Arctic to the world’s attention, as possibly the region of
the world which will be most affected by climate change, and the region
from where changes would reverberate back to lower latitudes.

The EU, which has made climate change one of its main priorities in
internal and external action, has in this process become increasingly
aware of the importance of the Arctic.

An analysis of EU sectoral policies at this point in time shows that a
number of policies are relevant or potentially relevant for the Arctic re-
gion, and that nearly all are linked to climate change.

As it could be expected, given the global character of climate change
and the ongoing International Polar Year, research policy, in particular
climate change-related research, is the field where EU activities targeting
directly and deliberately the Arctic region are more numerous.

The relevance for the Arctic of the EU policy for climate change
mitigation and of the EU future adaptation policy is obvious. In other
major fields of environment policy, particularly biodiversity, chemicals,
marine environment and civil protection — all to be influenced by cli-
mate change — EU action impacts already to some extent on the Arctic,
although the greatest potential impact is likely to come from the role the
EU plays in the broader international context.

Integrated maritime policy, a new development within the EU, aims at
creating a framework for all EU’s maritime activities — from fisheries to
transport to tourism to environment to research — to ensure their develop-
ment in a coherent and sustainable way. All these activities, which have an
influence beyond the EU borders, are of great potential relevance for the
Acrctic — as the Arctic Ocean opens up as a consequence of climate change.

The realization of the opportunities and risks of an open Arctic Ocean
has been the main factor spurring the Commission to undertake a wide
reflection on the EU and the Arctic, the results of which should be avail-
able later in 2008.
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In this context, Arctic aspects will have to be considered in connection
with the EU policies on energy and transport, where until now they have
received scarce attention.

Worries about international security issues in the Arctic region (par-
ticularly in relation with territorial disputes, resources exploitation and
new transport routes) have raised the issue of a possible EU Arctic policy
to European Council level.

Whatever the result of its reflection, it is quite clear that the EU needs
to take a more pro-active and systematic approach to the Arctic, encom-
passing all the relevant policy areas. It needs to do so in a way which
could be seen as convincing and constructive both by its Member States —
Arctic and non-Arctic — and by the non-EU Arctic countries. In what is
primarily a political decision, the support of the European Parliament,
which has consistently advocated an enhanced EU role in the Arctic, will
be essential. Civil society should also be involved, possibly via a public
consultation,

To gain a rightful “place in the midnight sun” without appearing to be in
competition for it, the EU might wish to concentrate on the issue of the
protection of the Arctic environment, for which it has many credentials,
including its constant leadership in combating climate change. To this ef-
fect, it would need to establish, intensify and possibly formalise interna-
tional cooperation with Arctic regional bodies and Arctic partners, as well
as within multilateral fora — with sustainable development as the overarch-
ing guiding principle. Greater attention to the human element — social and
cultural aspects of life in the Arctic — would contribute to the EU establish-
ing itself as a respected and well-appreciated actor on the Arctic scene.

The necessary pre-condition for the EU to play this role would be a
better internal coordination among EU’s sectoral policies, not least within
the Commission. This could be achieved through the establishment of a
self-standing Arctic-dedicated unit, to serve also as a focal point for
communication with the outside, particularly with all Arctic countries but
also with the other EU Member States and the general public.

The Nordic Council of Ministers, with its northern membership, its
Arctic and EU expertise, and its proven record in support of sustainable
development, could give a valid contribution to the elaboration of the
future EU approach to the Arctic.

June, 2008






1. Introduction

The Arctic as a region has at most been of peripheral importance to the
European Union (EU),* which for decades was firmly anchored in central
and southern Europe.

EU interactions with the Arctic region were few, occasional and
sometimes perceived negatively by Arctic populations, as seen in
Greenland’s EU membership and subsequent secession as well as in EU
actions against sealing and trapping activities.

What drove these interactions over the years were individual Member
States, special interest groups or even, in some cases, individuals, rather
than EU institutions. The same “occasional” approach has thus far charac-
terised EU participation in Arctic cooperation bodies.

A consequence of the EU’s limited interest in the Arctic has been the
lack of systematic information and preparedness on Arctic issues in the
EU institutions.?

An effort was made to put the Arctic more permanently on the EU
agenda with the Northern Dimension (the “Arctic Window™), but it is the
high visibility of the Arctic’s role in the context of climate change that
has generated new momentum.

Arctic-relevant issues are drawing increasing attention in the formula-
tion and implementation of EU policies, such as those regarding research
and environment. In a broader political context, the Commission has un-
dertaken to address geostrategic issues regarding the Arctic in the frame-

! For convenience, “European Union (EU)” is used throughout this report, even if “European
Community” would be, at least until the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the legally correct
term for reference to policies other than the common foreign and security policy.

2 In the different EU policies, the term “Arctic” is used non-systematically. The geographi-
cal scope intended in different texts is very diverse, sometimes broader, sometimes narrower
than the definition used by the Arctic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers. The report
does not attempt to address this problem.
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work of its Action Plan for an Integrated Maritime Policy. The possible
development of an EU Arctic policy has recently been envisaged to face
potential security threats from the impact of climate change.

Against this background, this report provides:

o adescription of the present political framework for the EU/Arctic
relationship;

e an overview of the main EU activities of actual or potential Arctic
relevance, primarily in the context of EU sectoral policies, with brief
assessments of, among other things, the potential for their
consolidation and expansion;

¢ final considerations on the development of a more coherent and
systematic EU approach to the Arctic.

A short description of the EU’s functioning, insofar as it is useful for a
better understanding of the actors and processes referred to in the report,
is provided in the Appendix.









2. The political framework

The beginning of regional cooperation in the Arctic is generally ascribed
to the 1987 Murmansk speech by Gorbachev, who declared the Arctic a
zone of peaceful collaboration. This prompted a series of cooperation
initiatives involving various constellations of Arctic States, which had
further impulsion after the Soviet Union’s demise. In 1991, Finland initi-
ated the Rovaniemi process for circumpolar environmental cooperation;
this was later absorbed into the Arctic Council — promoted by Canada —
when that Council was established in 1996 after a long period of gesta-
tion.

The EU remained outside that initiative. However, in 1993 the Euro-
pean Commission — already one of the founders of the Council of Baltic
Sea States in 1992, initiated by Denmark and Germany — was among the
founders of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC) initiated by Norway
(see below).

2.1 The Northern Dimension®

2.1.1. A short history to 2007

Soon after its accession to the EU, with Sweden, in 1995, Finland intensi-
fied its efforts to promote cooperation in the north involving the whole of
the EU.

The Northern Dimension (ND), first proposed in 1997, “aimed at pro-
viding a common framework for the promotion of dialogue and concrete

% http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/north_dim/doc/index.htm
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cooperation, strengthening stability, well-being and sustainable develop-
ment in northern Europe”.

After political approval of the initiative was secured from the EU
partners, the ND took a more concrete shape, when the European Council
endorsed the concept in 1999 and the guidelines for the first ND Action
Plan 2001-2003 in 2000. The ND covered a broad area from Iceland and
Greenland to north-west Russia and from the Arctic region to the south-
ern shores of the Baltic Sea. The focus was on the Baltic countries, then
candidates for EU enlargement, and on Kaliningrad and north-west Rus-
sia, for “soft security” reasons — including nuclear waste and border ques-
tions.

To make acceptance of the initiative easier for the Member States not
directly involved in the region, no specific new institutional structures
were established to manage the ND, nor was it endowed with a separate
budget line. The added value of the ND would result from a better coor-
dination of activities in the priority sectors indicated and of the financial
instruments available from all ND actors — the EU, the partner countries
(Iceland, Norway, Russia and, until their EU accession in 2004, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania and Poland), international financing institutions and
regional bodies. The ND Environmental Partnership was developed dur-
ing the first Action Plan as a new and innovative coordinated financial
instrument for regional cooperation.

A second ND Action Plan (2004-2006) followed, but the ND, despite
launching another initiative, the Partnership on Public Health and Social
Well-being, appeared to have lost momentum. This situation led partners
to start working towards a “renewed” ND, which was agreed to by all
partners, under the Finnish Presidency, in 2006.*

2.1.2 The Arctic in the Northern Dimension to 2007

At the first ND Foreign Ministers Conference, in 1999, the themes identi-
fied as globally important for cooperation in the Arctic were environ-
mental protection, sustainable development and arctic research. Arctic
issues as such were not prominent in the first ND Action Plan.

* A clear and comprehensive account, including policy considerations, of the ND from its
beginning to 2006 can be found in a booklet published in 2006 by Europe Information, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Finland: http://www.eurooppa-tiedotus.fi/public/download.aspx?1D=
21875&GUID={4B7A9DB6-5A3E-41AF-B007-05DADB6D4C56}
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The 1999 conclusions made a reference to the fact that “an Arctic
Window would also increase attention to arctic indigenous peoples in the
Northern Dimension co-operation”. This concept was revived in 2002,
when the Danish EU presidency held a Conference on the ND and the
Arctic Window in llulissat. Greenland produced for the Conference a
paper reviewing the elements of the first Action Plan from an Arctic per-
spective, with the purpose of facilitating the identification of EU interests
in the Arctic and at the same time identifying priorities from Greenland’s
— and from a broader Arctic — point of view. While the Chair’s conclu-
sions from the Ilulissat Conference were rather general,® the ND Ministe-
rial conference held later in 2002 to provide orientations on the future of
the ND indicated the Arctic (and Kaliningrad) as regions with specific
development needs, deserving therefore to be addressed as cross-cutting
themes in the second ND Action Plan.

The second Action Plan included, in fact, a short section on the Arctic,
which justified the special attention the region received by its particularly
difficult environment and living conditions, and stressed the primary
importance of the economic, human resource and environment sectors,
and of enhanced broader international cooperation involving the US and
Canada. The need to involve local populations and indigenous peoples in
the decision-making process at all levels, as well as the value of building
on the research carried out by the Arctic Council and the Barents Euro-
Arctic Council, were also highlighted.

However, the annual progress reports for the second Action Plan do
not say much about ND activities in the Arctic.

One difficulty is that the ND priority areas are expressed in quite gen-
eral terms and there have so far been no clear criteria for determining
whether an action qualifies as a ND project, except perhaps for the broad
geographical criterion. Not even this helps to identify those activities or
realisations listed in the progress reports or the ND Information System as
relevant for the Arctic — a concept, never defined, that appears to stretch
quite far southwards in a number of instances.

®«__.the Conference recognised the wish of Arctic societies, including indigenous peoples,
to establish closer ties with the EU on a number of areas falling under the Northern Dimension
and the Arctic Window. It considered issues and opportunities relevant to the Arctic and recog-
nised common interests in developing closer cooperation with Arctic regions”.
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A clearer identification is possible for actions under the ND Environ-
mental Partnership, and the ND Partnership on Public Health and Social
Well-being described in the box below.®

The Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership (NDEP), proposed in
2001 under the Swedish Presidency to address serious environmental prob-
lems in north-west Russia, addresses problems of nuclear safety or general
environmental nature (water and wastewater, solid waste, heating, etc). It
has two separate “envelopes” or “windows”: one nuclear and one non-
earmarked.

The EU, with €40 million for the nuclear window and €30 million for
the environmental window, is the main contributor to the NDEP Support
Fund, managed by the EBRD, which mobilises resources for grant financ-
ing of key investments (around €274 million in pledges and contributions
mid 2008).

The nuclear window of the NDEP Support Fund complements Russian
and bilaterally funded programmes in the region. The basis for this window
is the agreement on a Multilateral Nuclear Environmental Programme in
Russia (MNEPR) concluded in 2003 by the EU, Russia, a number of EU
Member States, Norway and the US, with the aim to facilitate co-operation
on inter alia the safety of spent nuclear fuel, radioactive waste manage-
ment and the decommissioning of nuclear submarines and icebreakers. The
nuclear clean-up activities under the NDEP are primarily in the Kola pen-
insula in the Arctic region.

The majority of the other environmental projects are in the St Peters-
burg area, but two projects are, or will be, implemented in Archangelsk
(municipal water services) and Murmansk (district heating).

The Partnership in Public Health and Social Well-being (NDPHS) was
established in 2003, but without the financial instrument of the NDEP. It
addresses the prevention of major public health problems and the promo-
tion of healthy lifestyles. The main activity with Arctic relevance is the
Barents HIV/AIDS programme, managed by BEAC, where the Commis-
sion contributes by financing a database.

® For more information, see: http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/north_dim/ndep/i
ndex.htm and http://www.ndphs.org/, respectively.
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2.1.3. The new Northern Dimension and the Arctic

The “new” ND is defined by a founding political declaration of the four
ND partners — EU, Iceland, Norway and Russia — as a policy which is “a
regional expression of the four EU — Russia common spaces with the full
participation of Iceland and Norway, also focusing on issues of specific
relevance in the North, such as the fragile environment, health and social
issues and indigenous peoples’ issues”. The EU-Russia common spaces
are described in the box below. The new ND itself is implemented on the
basis of a Policy Framework Document.’

In the context of the EU/Russia Partnership and Cooperation Agreement,
concluded in 1997 for a period of 10 years, the EU and Russia agreed in
2003 to form four long term “common spaces”: an economic space, includ-
ing environmental issues; a space for freedom, security and justice; a space
for cooperation in the field of external security; a space for research and
education, including cultural aspects. In 2005, the parties adopted road
maps to act as the short- and medium-term instruments for the implementa-
tion of the common spaces. Until a new agreement is negotiated, the previ-
ous agreement is automatically extended on an annual basis.

The effort to provide more substantive content to the relatively vague
concept of the ND is evident. The accent has been put on the model of
partnership “as an effective way to organise practical implementation of
projects in the agreed priority sectors”. Discussions on a new partnership
in transports and logistics, which would involve the whole ND region,
including the Barents region, have started. Energy efficiency and renew-
able energy are high on the agenda. Experts are discussing how to attrib-
ute the ND label to projects. Strengthened institutional arrangements have
been devised.

The principle of co-financing from ND partners, as well as from in-
ternational and private financial institutions where appropriate, re-
mains the general rule. As regards the EU, financing will come from
relevant financial instruments and programmes, the main source of
financing for cross-border cooperation in the area presently being ENPI,

" http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/north_dim/doc/pol_dec_1106.pdf and
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/north_dim/doc/frame_pol_1106.pdf
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the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument, which is described in the
box below.?

In 2007 the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument replaced a series
of financial instruments, including TACIS. Although Russia is not part of
the new European Neighbourhood Policy, ENPI provides EU financial as-
sistance to Russia in the framework of the EU/Russia agreement.

A specific feature of ENPI is its cross-border cooperation component,
which will be co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF). Section 3 on cohesion policy describes this further for pro-
grammes such as Kolarctic. The new instrument aims at overcoming the
difficulty previously experienced in combining EU internal funding in-
struments with external ones, which operated with different rules and pro-
cedures.

Arctic and sub-arctic areas, including the Barents region, are defined as
priority areas in the new ND, together with the Baltic Sea and Kalinin-
grad. The Commission is developing in the ND framework an EU strat-
egy for the Baltic Sea Region, to be presented mid 2009. This initiative
reflects the “centrality”, in every sense, of the Baltic area for the EU,
while the Arctic region remains quite peripheral.

So far, the reference to the Arctic in the new ND is in rather general
terms, and the circumpolar perspective seems to have been neglected. The
new ND, now defined as a “policy”, is avowedly first and foremost a
regional aspect of the EU/Russia policy. As such, it is managed by DG
RELEX (External Relations), in the framework of the unit also dealing
with Russia and nuclear safety, with the assistance of an ND/Arctic net-
work of officials from other DGs.

Recently, within the same unit, responsibility for Arctic matters has
been separated from responsibility for the ND, signalling increasing in-
terest for and activity on Arctic issues. However, it is a legitimate ques-
tion whether and to which extent the new ND will serve the Arctic’s in-
terests.

8 http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/funding_en.htm
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2.2 The EU and regional bodies in the Arctic

Since the launching of the ND, regional bodies in northern Europe (Arctic
Council, Barents Euro-Arctic Council, Council of Baltic Sea States and
Nordic Council of Ministers) were considered actors in the ND coopera-
tion — and have received varying degrees of attention.

As already noted, the Commission was one of the original signatories
in 1993 of the Kirkenes Declaration instituting the Barents Euro-Arctic
Council (BEAC). At that time, the EU interest in participating was not
entirely obvious, particularly as the Barents Euro-Arctic region was en-
tirely outside the EU. Participation was probably motivated by a combi-
nation of factors — continuing bridge-building with Russia, fostering re-
gional cooperation, defusing environmental, particularly nuclear, threats,
and increasing EU visibility in the region ahead of the referenda for ac-
cession to the EU in Finland, Norway and Sweden.

Presently, parts of the region are EU territory and the ND has indi-
cated the Barents region as a priority area. Cross-border initiatives under
BEAC benefit from EU regional assistance and BEAC environmental
programmes (hot-spots) are coordinated with EU and ND initiatives in
the area.

While there is no clear legal definition of the nature of EU participa-
tion, the Commission takes part regularly in the Ministerial and Senior
Officials meetings of the BEAC as a member — although it has been
agreed that it would not take the Chair — and representatives of several
Member States and of the EU Presidency take part as observers.

There have been annual meetings between the Commission and the
Chairs of Senior Officials of the four ND regional bodies, for purposes of
coordination and exchange of information, but the cooperation does not
appear to be intense or sustained. In particular, the Commission has par-
ticipated in Arctic Council meetings as an observer on an ad hoc basis,
but has so far not sought permanent observer status.

The Commission itself admitted, in answers to parliamentary ques-
tions on this subject, that a more regular and active participation in north-
ern regional bodies was hindered by lack of resources. Then again, the
lack of resources would reflect the low priority given to the issue.

Signs of greater interest for participation in Arctic cooperation have
emerged recently, particularly towards the Arctic Council, in connection
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with the recent surge of EU interest in the Arctic in general. In its latest
answer to a parliamentary question on this issue, the Commission pledges
to give increasing attention to the Arctic region and proposes a stronger
Community presence in the relevant international bodies.

The formalisation of EU participation in the Arctic Council will cer-
tainly be addressed in connection with the Commission’s ongoing reflec-
tion on the Arctic.

In a wider international context, it is recalled that the EU Member
States have supported the adoption, in February 2008 at the 10th special
session of the UNEP Governing Council, of a decision on sustainable
development of the Arctic Region,® which reiterates concerns about the
impact of climate change on the Arctic, requests enhanced international
scientific cooperation, and urges governments of Arctic States and other
stakeholders to continue to apply the precautionary approach in all their
activities potentially affecting the Arctic environment and to expedite
measures to facilitate adaptation at all levels.

2.3 Arctic aspects in the EU bilateral relations with non-EU
Acrctic states

While the Northern Dimension is presently the main framework for rela-
tions between the EU and the five non—EU Arctic States as regards Arctic
matters, the degree to which the Arctic is taken into account in bilateral
relationships with Arctic states varies considerably. The information
which follows, while not purporting to be exhaustive, refers to significant
Acrctic- relevant elements in these bilateral relationships.

Norway and Iceland are parties to the European Economic Area
(EEA) Agreement. The box below sets out the main features of the EEA.

The Arctic as such is not at present a main theme in Iceland/EU rela-
tions. As Iceland is giving increasing attention to the North, particularly
as regards the possible opening of new fisheries and of a Northeast Sea
Route between Greenland and Scandinavia, the Commission has recently
expressed the wish to enhance cooperation in these areas.

® http://www.unep.org/gc/gess-x/GC_SUMMARY .pdf
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In force since 1994, the EEA Agreement extends to these two countries the
EU’s internal market legislation, with the exception of the agriculture and
fisheries sectors. This close association also covers many areas in which
the EU has Arctic-relevant activities, such as environment, research, educa-
tion, civil protection. While EEA participation in the decision-making
process is limited, EEA experts take active part in the preparatory work.
The Agreement is continuously updated through the incorporation of new
EU legislation, if “EEA relevant”. Such legislation is then implemented
also in the EEA.

EEA countries also participate in a number of EU Agencies and pro-
grammes in the above fields, such as the European Environment Agency.

By decision of Norway, the EEA Agreement does not apply to Sval-
bard.

Norway, given its geographical proximity to the EU and its active partici-
pation in the Northern Dimension and in BEAC, is quite naturally a privi-
leged partner for the EU in Arctic matters. Norway’s High North Strategy
has elicited considerable interest in the EU, including in the European
Parliament; furthermore Norway, with its experience in elaborating an
integrated, ecosystem-based plan for the management of the marine envi-
ronment of the Barents Sea, has contributed to the preparation of the Ma-
rine Strategy Directive (see section 8.2.2) as well as of the Integrated
Maritime Policy (see section 9).

Divergences between Norway and the EU remain as regards the extent
of Norway’s jurisdiction in waters around Svalbard as well as the EU
position on sealing and whaling (this is the case also for Iceland).

Recently, the President of the Commission outlined the quite unique
partnership of the EU and Norway, particularly in the context of the
European approach to energy security and climate change. He indicated
that this partnership, including its Arctic aspects, could be developed
further on the basis of common interests in the environmentally sustain-
able exploitation of energy resources and in their transport. He further
proposed a regular and structured dialogue on maritime issues.

Canada — which has a Northern Dimension of its own foreign policy —
has been actively interested since the outset in the EU Northern Dimen-
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sion. Already in 1999, the EU and Canada issued a statement™ agreeing
to pursue an expert level dialogue to identify specific areas for future
northern cooperation, including the ND Arctic Window.

In 2004, EU and Canada agreed on a partnership agenda** for a more
coherent approach to issues of common interest including northern devel-
opment and indigenous issues. Having reaffirmed the shared interests and
concerns in the North identified in 1999, they pledged to continue coop-
eration in the fields of environment and education, in the ND partner-
ships, and in other areas such as transportation and communication, as
well as to foster effective participation of local communities and indige-
nous peoples in policy and decision making.

The 2005 EU-Canada summit declaration recalled those shared inter-
ests and concerns and stressed the need to work closely with Russia on
Northern issues.

The issue was somehow less prominent in the 2007 summit declara-
tion, where EU and Canada simply reaffirmed the commitment to inten-
sify cooperation on Arctic issues, including through the new ND policy
and the International Polar Year — rather curiously, under a “Peace and
security” heading.'? That year also saw the resurgence of the sealing issue
(see section 11 of this report), a continuous (Arctic-related as to its con-
sequences, if only to a limited extent as to its causes) irritant in the EU-
Canada relationship.

It is to be expected that the new attention given by Canada to the Arc-
tic, including bringing forward an integrated northern strategy and assert-
ing and defending Canada’s sovereignty in the area, as announced in the
recent throne speech, coupled with the new interest of the EU in the Arc-
tic region , will revive this subject in the bilateral Canada-EU dialogue.

The Russian Federation is by far the main partner of the EU in the
ND, and as such the main beneficiary of EU action in the Arctic under the
NDEP (see box in section 2.1.2).

The renewed ND, with its more concrete content, appears to enjoy the
full support of Russia, although Russia’s attitude appears to be still cau-
tious as regards a more active involvement of the EU in circumpolar co-
operation. The increasing importance of energy security may well lead

Ohttp://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/canada-europa/eu/ssi_content/ct-summit-ottawal999-
jointstatement-northern-en.asp

™ http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/canada/sum03_04/partnership_en.pdf

22 http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/canada-europa/mundi/canada-eu-summits-en.asp
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the EU to further focus its dialogue with Russia on issues relating to the
exploitation of energy resources in the Arctic. A negotiating mandate for
a new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, as adopted by the Council
in May 2008, has energy and trade as main elements.

The relationship between the United States of America and the EU does
not give an important place to Arctic issues. The so far rather loosely
formulated US Acrctic policy dating from 1994, appears to concentrate on
bilateral relations with circumpolar countries, particularly Canada and
Russia, and this situation is not likely to change. A more active presence
of the EU alongside some Member States in Arctic cooperation, e.g. in
the Arctic Council, could give rise to problems, as previously seen in
situations where the division of competence within the EU was not fully
clarified.

While environment protection is listed as the first priority in the cur-
rent US Arctic policy, on the EU side the lack of commitment of the US
to international efforts of great relevance for the Arctic, such as the Kyoto
Protocol or the Biodiversity Convention, is seen as a serious cause of
concern.

The Commission (in particular DG RELEX) is financing with nearly
half million Euros a project of mainly symbolic significance, aiming at
developing transatlantic policy options to support adaptation to climate
change in the marine Arctic, in the framework of a pilot project to pro-
mote mutual understanding and cooperation between EU and US re-
searchers and policy-makers in handling common global challenges.™

28 http://www.arctic-transform.eu/







3. Cohesion

3.1 The policy

The aim of the cohesion policy of the EU™ is two-fold: to strengthen
economic, social and territorial cohesion among regions and Member
States by reducing disparities in the level of development; and to promote
investment in key sectors to improve the competitiveness of regions and
countries.

In the period 2007-2013, cohesion policy will receive almost €350
billion, which is over one-third of the total EU budget.

Cohesion policy is managed primarily by DG REGIO and is funded at
the EU level by a series of financial instruments: the structural funds,
including the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) and the
European Social Fund (ESF); and the Cohesion Fund. For 2007-2013, the
operation of these funds has been harmonised across three main objec-
tives:

e Objective 1 — Convergence, aimed at the least-developed countries
and at regions, where the GDP per capita is below 75% of the EU
average. This objective receives over 80% of the total funding from all
three funds;

e Objective 2 — Regional competitiveness and employment, which
covers all the other regions. EFRD and ESF provide for this objective
a total of €55 billion for 2007-2013. The funds mainly support
projects to promote innovation and entrepreneurship, protect the
environment and invest in human resources.

4 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/history/index_en.htm
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e Objective 3 — European Territorial Cooperation, commonly referred to
as ‘INTERREG’, now in its fourth series of programmes. This
objective is financed by the EFRD for a total of €8.7 billion and
supports cooperation in several areas, such as training and
employment, culture, tourism, environment management, and rural
and coastal development.

To receive the funding, every Member State draws up a National Strate-
gic Reference Framework (NSRF), which insures that the interventions
are in line with the EU’s guidelines on cohesion. Regions draw up opera-
tional programmes establishing a coherent set of priorities for their devel-
opment strategy. Like the NSRF, the operational programmes have to be
validated by the Commission before implementation, which is monitored
by the Commission and the Member States.

3.2 Programmes with particular Arctic relevance

Different programmes, with different geographic coverage and specific
aims, cover High North regions. The descriptions below refer to the pro-
grammes for the 2007-2013 period which are particularly relevant for
their Arctic aspects and cross-border nature. Similar programmes existed
for the previous budgetary periods.

3.2.1. INTERREG IV NORD - Sapmi programme™®

INTERREG IVA NORD covers a broad area in Sweden, Norway and
Finland and aims at financing cross-border cooperation in a number of
priority areas (development of industry and commerce, research, devel-
opment and education, regional functionality and identity, and Sapmi —
borderless development). ERDF total funding over the period 2007-2013
is around €33 million, out of a total of €74 million.

The most Arctic-relevant priority area is the sub-programme called
Sapmi, which refers to the name of the cultural region traditionally inhab-
ited by the Sami people, and which replaces several specific EU regional
programmes intended for the Sdmi in the region. The main objective is to

5 http://www.bd.lst.se/utveckling/default.aspx?propl D=10009827
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strengthen and develop Sami culture and society and at the same time to
ensure sustainability of the region as a whole on the basis of Sami needs
and expertise. The Sapmi sub-programme has a budget of around €10
million for the whole period, of which about €4 million are provided by
the ERDF.

3.2.2 Northern Periphery Programme®®

This INTERREG IV B programme covers northern EU regions (the
northern regions of Sweden and Finland, a large share of Norway, includ-
ing the Svalbard, the Faroe Island, Greenland and Iceland, as well as parts
of Scotland, Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland) with common
features — sparse population, rurality, insularity, harsh climate and pe-
ripherality — which justify cooperation. Partners from north-west Russia
and Eastern Canada can be associated, with limitations in available sup-
port, on a project by project basis.
The programme has three priorities:

¢ Promoting innovation and competitiveness in remote and peripheral
areas; for example, through joint projects and cooperation between
SMEs and research institutions, building on maritime trade and
information networks;

e Sustainable development of natural and community resources; for
example, by addressing climate change impacts, developing
renewable energy, strengthening urban and rural services and
promoting natural and cultural heritage;

e Technical Assistance to support administration, project preparation
and evaluation activities.

It finances individual projects, whose partners can include public authori-
ties, research and education institutions, NGOs and SMEs (although pri-
vate partners will not receive co-financing).

In 2007-2013, the ERDF will provide €35 million Euros. Another €34
million will be provided by the participants, including €10 million by
non-EU participants.

%8 http://www.northernperiphery.net/
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3.2.3 Kolarctic'

Cross-border cooperation (CBC) between EU regions and regions in
neighbouring countries, as well as in Russia, may be co-financed by the
EFRD and the ENPI (see box in section 2.1.3).The main example is the
Kolarctic programme.

The Kolarctic ENPI CBC Programme 2007-2013 will finance
cross-border co-operation projects between regions in the northern
parts of Finland, Sweden and Norway and north-west Russia. Its goal
is to address problems of the European periphery, to integrate these re-
gions closer with the rest of Europe and to promote cross-border coopera-
tion, including with Russia.

The programme has three priorities:

e Economic and social development, including cooperation to promote
SMEs and to develop energy resources;

e Common challenges, such as environmental protection, adapting to
climate change and improving health and social services;

e People-to-people cooperation and identity-building, including support
for indigenous cultures, education exchanges and the integration of
young people in economic activities.

In their preliminary commitments, the EU will provide a total of €28
million for the period 2007-2013; Finland and Sweden a total of €14
million; Norway €7 million; and Russia €14 million. In addition, the
participants in each individual project will be asked to provide co-
financing.

The new Programme is still being approved by the participating EU
Member States and Russia; it is hoped that the implementation could start
before the end of 2008. As a general rule, all projects should involve at
least one partner from the EU and one from Russia; however, up to 20%
of Russian and Norwegian co-financing can go to bilateral projects be-
tween these two countries. Both public and private institutions can par-
ticipate.

" http://www.kolarcticenpi.info
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3.3 Elements of assessment

It is quite difficult to judge the specific relevance of the EU cohesion
policy for the Arctic. The primary objective of the policy — to reduce
disparities in the level of development in the EU - is valid independent of
the geographical characteristics of the regions concerned. It is however
interesting that the Lisbon Treaty, in the context of cohesion policy, men-
tions explicitly the northernmost regions with very low population density
as deserving particular attention. This would help bringing those regions
closer across the borders, as well as closer to the EU, until now often a
distant reality.

The challenge for the policy appears rather to achieve strong coordina-
tion of and synergy among the various programmes and sources of fi-
nancing which seem to coexist, in various configurations and sometimes
with quite similar aims, in the same northern/Arctic geographical area,
including financing from the agricultural funds (see section 4).

The main responsibility for ensuring that regional policy funding will
benefit Arctic areas in the best possible way rests, virtually by definition,
with the interested Member States and regions. However, a definition by
the EU of its Arctic interests could help to channel regional aid to action
with a real added value.






4. Common Agricultural Policy

4.1 The policy

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)*® was the foundation of a com-
mon Europe, and has consistently had, for better or worse, a central role
in the EU. The CAP is now quite different from its original design. Fol-
lowing the 2003 reform, the CAP is presently based on a two-fold ap-
proach. A market-related support system (around €320 billion for the
period 2007-2013), which to a large extent has broken the previous link
between subsidies and production, aims at providing a basic income sup-
port to farmers, through the European Agricultural Fund for Guarantee,
while leaving them free to decide on their production. A second system
with a budget of about €78 billion for 2007-2013 supports rural devel-
opment and the environmental function of agriculture, via the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development; under this scheme, it is up to
the Member States to decide for which measures they require financial
support in the context of integrated rural development programmes. To
give an order of magnitude, Finland is to receive a total of over €2 billion
for rural development in the period 2007-2013 and Sweden over €1.8
billion.

A “health check” has recently resulted in proposals for a policy
package aimed at streamlining and modernising the CAP, including by
shifting money from direct aid to the Rural Development Fund, to be
used by Member States to reinforce inter alia programmes regarding
climate change and the protection of biodiversity.

%8 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/index_en.htm
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There are neither specific provisions in the CAP for the Arctic, nor
specifically earmarked funds for the Arctic region. However, aspects
of the CAP apply to the northernmost regions of Finland and Sweden.

4.2 High North-relevant aspects

4.2.1 Agriculture

One of the problems which Finland and Sweden had to address in the
accession negotiations was farming in their northern regions. Due to the
difficult conditions — short growing seasons, low population density, long
distance to trade centres — production costs of agricultural products in
those regions were higher than the EU average. As farmers had to adjust
to EU price levels, this implied a potential loss of income for them, which
would have led to the reduction or disappearance of agricultural produc-
tion in those regions, particularly in the case of Finland.

As part of the accession package, Finland and Sweden were given the
possibility to grant long-term national aid (the so-called Nordic Aid), in
addition to the support they receive under the CAP, to farmers operating
north of 62° latitude (for Finland) and of 59° (for Sweden), according to
certain criteria, and with the aim of ensuring that agricultural activity is
maintained in those regions.

This aid has gone primarily to milk production. In Finland, it also
comprises payments for reindeer husbandry.

A recent impact evaluation of the Nordic Aid schemes™ financed by
the Commission has concluded that such aid has been instrumental in
slowing down the reduction in farming activity in northern regions and
recommended inter alia broadening the scope of the schemes to sustain-
able land management and environmental services practices, including
targeted measures such as for the protection of the Arctic environment.

Reindeer husbandry in the EU enjoys a particular status in traditional
Sami areas (see section 10.2). In the CAP it is categorised as “farmed
game”. While 2004 EU legislation®® would have made it impossible to
continue the traditional slaughter of reindeer, particularly as practised in

* http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/eval/reports/nordic/index_en.htm .
2 Regulations 852 and 853 on the hygiene of foodstuffs (OJ of the EC L 139 of 30-5-2004).
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Sami regions, Finland and Sweden were able to secure EU approval for
this practice under exceptions provided for in the legislation for tradi-
tional practices and for specific regions subject to particular constraints.

4.2.2 Forestry

Forest policy remains a primarily Member State competence. There are,
however, a number of EU forest-related actions.”*

For the period 1999-2004 the EU established a framework for such
actions in support of sustainable forest management, based on the coordi-
nation of national forest policies and forest-relevant policies and initia-
tives. Such a strategy reflected the different uses of EU forests (timber
production, protection of groundwater, anti-erosion, recreational use).

Based on the principles of the strategy, an EU Forest Action Plan
2007-2011 has been adopted. The Plan acknowledges the need for spe-
cific approaches and actions for different types of forests and proposes a
set of key actions, where the Commission has functions of facilitator and
coordinator, aiming to improve long-term competitiveness, improve and
protect the environment, contribute to the quality of life, and foster coor-
dination and communication. These actions would also enable the EU to
fulfil the international commitments relating to forests, such as under the
Convention on Biodiversity (see section 8.2.1).

It is recalled in this context that the EU Member States are very active
in the United Nations Forum on Forests.

Sustainable use of forestry land is explicitly mentioned among the
measures eligible for support under the Rural Development scheme.

4.3 Elements of assessment

As already noted, the CAP does not address the Arctic, and takes rela-
tively limited account of the specific conditions of the EU’s northernmost
areas. It was originally conceived for a very different geographical set-
ting, and for decades the main preoccupation has been to satisfy farmers
in southern and central Europe, rather than to address the needs of a lim-

2 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/fore/index_en.htm .
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ited number of producers in marginal areas, where the main problem is to
maintain a minimum level of farming and land occupation.

Allowing Finland and Sweden to maintain their national aid, and al-
lowing the exception in the case of reindeer slaughtering, have been prac-
tical solutions to what were from an EU perspective minor problems.

The flexibility left to Member States as regards the management of ru-
ral development programmes gives them another pool of resources to take
account of specific situations.









5. Climate change

The EU has been in the lead in international negotiations on climate
change since the subject appeared on the political agenda in the late
1980s. It pushed for strong commitments to reduce anthropogenic green-
house gas (GHG) emissions at the 1992 Climate Convention (UNFCCC,
entered into force in 1994), and for strong reduction targets in the 1997
Kyoto Protocol (entered into force in 2005). Thus climate change policy®
has become a flagship for EU action in the international field. Climate
change has been singled out in the Lisbon Treaty as the main environ-
mental problem to combat.

The strong evidence of higher than average temperature rise in the
Acrctic region and associated severe impacts, convincingly proven by the
2004 ACIA report and confirmed by the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report,
has provided well-founded arguments for the EU position.

Increasing awareness of climate change consequences for Europe and
the world is also the main impetus for the recent surge of interest in the
Acrctic through a number of EU policies.

This section sets out a brief description of EU climate policy on miti-
gation and adaptation, with general reference to Arctic aspects, including
in the field of security.

The role of climate change as the main driver for Arctic-related activi-
ties in other sectoral policies will be highlighted in the relevant sections.

22 http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/s15012.htm, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/
climat/climate_action.htm
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5.1 Mitigation

The box below provides an overview of present EU commitments and
action to reduce GHG emissions.

Present EU commitments under the Kyoto Protocol include a collective 8%
reduction target for EU-15 (the EU members in 1997), individual 8% re-
duction targets for most of the new Member States, 6% reduction targets
for Hungary and Poland, and no targets for Cyprus and Malta. Targets are
to be achieved during 2008-12, relative to 1990 emissions (some Member
States were allowed to choose different base years).

Internally, the main responsibility in the Commission for EU climate
policy remains with DG ENV (Environment). Other parts of the Commis-
sion, primarily the DGs dealing with energy and research, share the task of
preparing and translating the agreed climate policy into legislative propos-
als. Presently, combating climate change is the first of the 6th Environ-
mental Action Programme’s four priorities. The need to reduce emissions
has been progressively integrated into key EU policy areas such as agricul-
ture, energy, regional policy and research, via a dedicated European Cli-
mate Change Programme (ECCP), which has also initiated the EU Emis-
sions Trading System (ETS).

EU attention is presently focused on international efforts to combat cli-
mate change in the post-2012 period.

The European Council of March 2007 endorsed an integrated energy
and climate package based on the objective of a maximum increase in
global average temperature of 2°C over pre-industrial levels. To this end,
the EU would commit itself to reduce GHG emissions by 30% by 2020
(compared to 1990 levels), provided that a similar commitment is under-
taken by the other industrialised countries and adequate contributions
come from the more economically advanced developing countries.

The EU has in any case undertaken a unilateral commitment to reduce
its GHG emissions by 20% by 2020.

The Bali Conference of the Parties (COP-13, December 2007) has
agreed on a “road map” — only procedural at this point in time — for
preparations of the December 2009 COP-15 in Copenhagen, where the
Parties intend to agree on a global post-2012 framework on climate
change.
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In line with the commitment undertaken in 2007 and the proclaimed
ambition to maintain international leadership in the negotiations, the
Commission adopted in January 2008 a package of energy and climate
policy proposals.?® Combined with the previously proposed 2006 Energy
Efficiency Action Plan and the 2007 proposal for the reduction of carbon
dioxide from passenger cars, the package lays the groundwork for how to
achieve a 20% reduction target by 2020.

In addition to proposing a burden-sharing of the 20% reduction target
among Member States (and a suggestion of how to increase it to 30% if
international agreement will be achieved), the package provides for
measures to achieve 20% renewable energy in overall energy consump-
tion (burden-sharing, green certificates-trading, certification of bio-fuels),
criteria for carbon capture and storage and a modification of the emis-
sions-trading directive. Achieving greenhouse gas emission reductions
through flexible mechanisms (CDM) will continue to be possible.

The new proposals have already stirred controversy with several
Member States during their preparations, and the forthcoming negotia-
tions in the Council and Parliament will be challenging. The European
Council of March 2008 has recognised the potential competitiveness
problem for energy intensive industries. It has, however, maintained that
the package is a good basis for agreement and called for such agreement
to be reached before the European Parliament’s election in the summer of
20009.

Presently producing less than 15% of global GHG emissions, the EU,
irrespective of any supplementary effort, will be able to have only a rela-
tively minor impact on global climate change, including in the Arctic.
What matters most is what happens in the rest of the world, which ac-
counts for 85% of emissions.

It is clear, however, that the EU’s leading role in climate change miti-
gation efforts — whether in international negotiations or by domestic ac-
tion — is of significant value to the Arctic. Where some circumpolar coun-
tries are reluctant or outright opposed to take the necessary commitments,
the EU may even become the main interpreter of Arctic concerns.

For this role, there appears, however, to be a need for more explicit,
mainstream recognition and consideration of the specific problem for the

2 http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/president/focus/energy-package-2008/
index_en.htm.
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Arctic areas than what is presently the case. Awareness of the Arctic’s
special situation with respect to climate change is not enough. Coordina-
tion of many policy areas such as environment, energy, fisheries, research
and external relations is necessary for the EU to make a real difference in
the way the challenge of climate change in the Arctic will be faced.

5.2 Adaptation

The focus of EU climate change policy has so far been on mitigation.
Adaptation to inevitable climate change is at an earlier stage. To this end,
the Commission is preparing, for late 2008, a “white paper” with concrete
proposals.

As a first step, the Commission produced in 2007 a “green paper” on
options for EU action for adaptation to climate change.”* The paper
stresses in general the need for further research, early integration of adap-
tation into all present and future EU policies, funding programmes and
external action, and involving all stakeholders in the development of
adaptation strategies.

While not focusing on Arctic-specific problems, the paper recognises
that the Arctic region is among the most vulnerable areas in Europe, and
underlines the importance of involving Russia, Europe’s far north,
Greenland and the Arctic region in adaptation efforts, particularly regard-
ing cross-border issues such as, inter alia, regional seas, ecosystem func-
tioning, research, biodiversity and nature, disaster management, human
health and energy supplies. It highlights the need to improve the basic
understanding and prediction of impacts of climate change in the Arctic
and raises the general question of whether a re-thinking of EU external
policy is needed in light of the need to adapt to climate change.

The results of public consultation on the green paper launched by the
Commission, which has included a seminar devoted to northern Europe
and the Arctic region, will contribute to shaping future EU action on ad-
aptation.

24 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/climat/adaptation/index_en.htm
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5.3 Security implications

A paper on Climate Change and International Security®® was submitted to
the March 2008 European Council by the High Representative and the
Commission.

The Arctic is identified in the paper as one of the regions where cli-
mate change is fuelling threats to international security. The paper high-
lights the potential conflict over resources, particularly energy resources,
which are opening up in the Arctic together with new trade routes, as a
consequence of global warming. Hence the “increasing need to address
the growing debate over territorial claims and access to new trade routes
by different countries which challenge Europe’s ability to effectively
secure its trade and resource interests in the region and may put pressure
on its relations with key partners”.

The conclusions make a number of general recommendations, includ-
ing developing multilateral responses and cooperating with third coun-
tries, and lists a series of possible actions. Suggestions for possible action
of particular relevance to the Arctic are to integrate adaptation and resil-
ience to climate change into EU regional strategies, such as the Northern
Dimension, and to “develop an EU Arctic policy based on the evolving
geo-strategy of the Arctic region, taking into account i.e. access to re-
sources and the opening of new trade routes”.

This analysis echoes and elaborates on the recognition of the geo-
strategic importance of the Arctic region in the framework of the Inte-
grated Maritime Strategy (see section 9.1).

The European Council underlined the importance of the issue set out
in the paper and invited the Council “to examine the paper and to submit
recommendations on appropriate follow-up action, in particular, on how
to intensify cooperation with third countries and regions regarding the
impact of climate change on international security by December 2008 at
the latest”.

% http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/reports/99387.pdf







6. Energy

There are clear indications that the EU’s new interest in the Arctic is
strongly driven by energy-related considerations, which are in turn linked
to climate change issues.

While the “climate package” as described in section 5 on climate
change is composed mainly of energy measures, energy policy itself, %
managed by DG TREN (Transport and Energy), has no legal basis of its
own in the EU Treaty presently in force. Environment and internal market
provisions of the Treaty have so far provided the legal framework for a
long list of legislative acts, such as on the energy efficiency of appliances
and buildings, renewable energy in electricity generation or as motor fuel,
or on the much debated liberalisation of gas and electricity markets.

However, in recent years, the implications of the climate policy for the
energy sector, the dramatic increase of energy prices (particularly oil
prices), and the intensified concerns for the future security of supply have
contributed to push energy issues to the top of the political agenda. In
recognition of its importance at the European level, an entire Article in
the Lisbon Treaty is dedicated to the subject of energy.

Of the general objectives of energy policy, the one with greatest Arc-
tic relevance is ensuring energy supply security.

The EU is a net energy importer and currently imports 50% of its total
consumption. This share is predicted to rise to 65-70% over the next 20
years. This is particularly relevant to oil and gas, precisely the energy
resources likely to be exploited in the Arctic region in the future.

Particularly in the case of natural gas, a relatively environmentally
friendly fuel (sulphur free, low carbon dioxide emission) and one still
linked to regional markets (pipelines rather than liquefied gas installa-

% http://ec.europa.eu/energy/index_en.html
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tions), it is in the EU collective interest to ensure that traditional gas sup-
pliers in the north (Norway and Russia) will be able to continue to de-
liver. Hence the EU interest in the development of production in Arctic
gas fields — and at the same time in the development of comprehensive
measures to safeguard against environmental damage.

The liberalisation of EU energy markets has made it more difficult to
ensure a coherent external energy policy, as decisions concerning future
fuel supplies are increasingly taken at company level, albeit in some cases
still government controlled. It remains to be seen whether an overall EU
approach to possibly significant future gas supplies from the Arctic will
be able to take priority over the commercial interests of individual com-
panies. The high investments necessary and risks associated with uncer-
tainties over future price developments may lead to broader political
agreements behind certain project developments.

The March 2008 European Council has stressed the need to increase
security of supply as a key element for achieving the EU integrated cli-
mate and energy policy and sustainable economic development, and reit-
erated its call to develop the external dimension of the energy policy,
underlining at the same time the importance for the EU and the Member
States to speak with a common voice on energy issues with third parties.
Significantly, this pronouncement is immediately followed by the consid-
eration of the security/climate change issue, which has strong Arctic im-
plications (see section 5.3).

In relation to the EU interest in the Arctic, energy policy might rapidly
become the co-driver, together with climate change, rather than the ghost
driver it has been so far.









7. Research

7.1 The policy

EU research policy, for which DG RTD (Research and Technical Devel-
opment) is responsible, is pursued primarily by facilitating and financing
the coordination of work at the national level, principally through shared-
cost or contract research, via calls for proposals. In addition, research
financed directly and totally by the EU budget is undertaken by the Joint
Research Centre.

Norway and Iceland participate in EU research policy as associated
countries.

EU research activities are coordinated through framework pro-
grammes. The framework programme and its budget, as well as the quo-
tas allocated to the main themes, are adopted by co-decision of Council
and Parliament. The activities subsumed under the main themes are
elaborated through Specific Programmes, which, together with an indica-
tive financial breakdown, are approved by qualified majority by the
Council after consultation of the Parliament. The Specific Programmes
are then implemented by way of detailed annual Work Programmes (top-
ics, instruments, indicative budgets) adopted by decision of the Commis-
sion after a management committee, composed of representatives of the
Member States, expresses its opinion. Detailed calls for proposals are
issued in the framework of the work programme.

The present programme, running from 2007 to 2013, is the Seventh
Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development
(FP7).
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7.1.1 Characteristics of FP7

FP7? has a total budget of €50.521 billion for the period 2007-2013. It
has four main themes (Cooperation, Ideas, People and Capacities) and is
characterised by a strong commitment to developing multilateral initia-
tives for addressing global challenges, such as climate change, and a new
approach to promoting international cooperation. International coopera-
tion is mainstreamed across the whole programme, and budgets for inter-
national cooperation are built into each relevant call for proposals.

This approach implies a broad expansion of the European Research
Area®® (described in the box below).

The European Research Area (ERA) was created in the context of research
policy as part of the Lisbon process — a process launched in 2000 to im-
prove EU competitiveness by creating a dynamic and knowledge-based
economy. ERA aims at combining a European internal market for research,
effective European-level coordination of national and regional research ac-
tivities, and policies and initiatives implemented and funded at the Euro-
pean level.

The EU is presently in the process of reflecting on how the ERA perform-
ance can be improved, on the basis of the results of a public consultation.

Coordinated research at the regional level also takes place in the frame-
work of the ERA-NET scheme, aimed at developing and strengthening net-
working of large-scale research activities. For these activities, the Commis-
sion covers all the additional costs associated with the transnational aspects
of coordination.

The FP7 has also instituted specific international cooperation actions
(SICAS), reserved to third countries on the basis of mutual interest and
third country needs. The Russian Arctic region is a potential beneficiary.

% http://ec.europa.eu/research/fp7/index_en.cfm
2 http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/index_en.htm
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7.2 Arctic-relevant research

Research is the EU policy sector which most directly targets the Arctic
region. Reflecting the main current interest of the EU and Member States,
Arctic-relevant research focuses on issues related to climate change.

Several projects relating to the Arctic were completed or initiated un-
der the previous framework programmes, and more activities are foreseen
under FP7.

7.2.1 Arctic research under FP 5 and FP6

As a contribution to the 2007 International Polar Year, the Commission
published “European Research on Polar Environment and Climate”,?
which lists results from and information on nearly 60 projects of the Fifth
and Sixth Framework Programmes directly or indirectly related to polar —
mostly Arctic — issues. Their combined financing totals approximately
€200 million.

Two ongoing projects from FP6 exemplify the range of Arctic-related

action supported by the EU:

e DAMOCLES (Developing Arctic Modelling and Observing Capa-
bilities for Long-term Environmental Studies) is a four-year project
(ending in 2009) with an EU contribution of over €16 million out of a
total cost of over €24.5 million. It involves the integrated efforts of 48
research institutions in 12 European countries, coordinated with the
US, Russia, Canada and Japan. It aims at identifying and understand-
ing the changes occurring in the sea-ice, atmosphere and ocean of the
Acrctic region, improving modelling of these changes, and determining
appropriate adaptation strategies for a range of anticipated socio-eco-
nomic impacts following the disappearance of the perennial sea-ice.

e EUROPOLAR (European Polar Consortium for the strategic
coordination and networking of European Polar RTD programmes)
covers research cooperation in the polar regions of 25 ministries,
funding agencies and national polar authorities from 19 European
countries, including Russia, mobilising a combined annual budget of
around €300 million. The European Polar Board, the expert committee

2 http://ec.europa.eu/research/environment/pdf/polar_catalogue_final.pdf
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on polar region science policy of the European Science Foundation, is
a major managing partner in the consortium. The project also aims at
deepening and strengthening the interactions between countries with
large Polar RTD Programmes and nations with evolving Polar Pro-
grammes, with the long-term goal to develop a “European Polar
Entity” that will enable Europe to maximise and direct its critical mass
at the global level. The EU funds all transnational coordination expen-
ses with a budget of €2.5 million over four years, ending in 2009.

7.2.2 Arctic research under FP7

In connection with the International Polar Year, the international sympo-
sium “Polar environment and climate: The Challenges — European re-
search in the context of the International Polar Year”, held in March
2007,% addressed polar /Arctic action under FP7.

Research topics

Of the four main themes of FP7, “Cooperation” is the most richly en-
dowed (€32.413 billion for the period 2007-2013), and covers support to
collaborative research across the EU and beyond in ten thematic areas.
While thematic areas such as “Health”, “Food, agriculture and fisheries,
and biotechnology”, “Information and communication technologies” and
“Energy” are potentially relevant to the Arctic, the most Arctic-relevant
area continues to be “Environment (including climate change)”.

With an indicative budget of €1.89 billion, research under the “Envi-
ronment” thematic area aims at addressing, through a coordinated ap-
proach at the pan-European and often global level, a series of key issues.
Of particular importance in this context is the heading “Climate change,
pollution and risks”, where the direct relevance of Arctic research is ex-
plicitly recognised.® Research in this area is also meant to contribute to

* http://ec.europa.eu/research/environment/pdf/polar_env_and_climate_proceedings.pdf

%! The activities listed under this heading are “Pressures on the environment and climate:
functioning of climate and the earth and marine system including the polar regions; adaptation
and mitigation measures; pollution in air, soil and water; changes in atmospheric composition
and water cycle; global and regional interactions between climate and atmosphere, land sur-
face, ice and the ocean; and impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems, including the effects of the
sea level rise on coastal zones and impacts on particularly sensitive areas”.
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the implementation of EU commitments under relevant international in-
struments (climate change, biodiversity, POPs, inter alia).
Projects with Arctic relevance approved so far under FP7 concern:

e The stability of the thermohaline circulation (THOR project) a
collaborative project involving 21 partners aimed at improving the
quantification of the risk, time horizon and possible scenarios for a
thermohaline circulation breakdown (EU contribution, € 9,2 million
over 4 years).

e The acoustic technology for observing the interior of the Arctic Ocean
(ACOBAR project), with 9 partners (EU contribution, € 3 million over
4 years).

Other calls made in 2007-2008, for projects on topics of Arctic interest
concern:

e Sea-level rise: trends in contributions from continental ice, processes
and links to climate change, a collaborative large-scale project aimed
at contributing to the fifth IPCC assessment by quantifying the risk of
a substantial acceleration of sea level rise due to continental ice
melting (EU contribution, €4-10 million).

¢ Climate change impacts and thresholds on Arctic Ocean ecosystems, a
collaborative large-scale project aimed at defining the elements of
vulnerability and the adaptive capacity of Arctic and north-east
Atlantic ecosystems, and the proximity of Arctic Ocean ecosystems to
critical thresholds (EU contribution, €4-5 million).

e Comparison of health risks in populations in the Arctic and selected
areas in Europe due to the spreading of contaminants resulting from
climate change, small or medium-scale focused research projects,
where international collaboration is encouraged, in support of EU
policies related to health impacts of global change, including
adaptation policies (EU maximum contribution, €3.5 million).

Infrastructures

Another FP7 theme — “Capacities” — is particularly relevant to the Arctic.
With a budget of €4.097 billion, it aims at optimising the use and devel-
opment of research infrastructure and contributing to the creation of new
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infrastructures of pan-European interest. A call of great relevance to the
Acrctic has been issued under the 2008 work programme:

o Integrating, for efficient polar research, existing observation and
monitoring stations in both Arctic and Antarctic regions. This
call specifically targets the strategic research needs of the the-
matic priority area “environment, including climate change” of
the Cooperation programme (EU contribution, €3-10 million,
possibly up to €15 million in special cases).

As regards infrastructures, an important role is played by the European
Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures (ESFRI), an advisory group
to the Commission (see box below).*

ESFRI brings together representatives of EU Member States, Associated
States and the European Commission to support a coherent approach to
policy-making on research infrastructures in Europe, and to act as an incu-
bator for international negotiations about concrete initiatives. In 2006 ES-
FRI developed a first strategic road map for Europe, which describes the
scientific needs for Research Infrastructures of pan-European relevance for
the next 10-20 years.

Some of the infrastructures identified in the ESFRI road map as of pan-
European relevance offer opportunities for Arctic regions, particularly the
research icebreaker Aurora Borealis, but also EMSO, EUFAR, EURO-
ARGO, IAGOS-ERI, ICOS and LIFEWATCH.*® The EU will support
the preparatory phase (2008-2011) of Aurora Borealis and EMSO
(European Multidisciplinary Seafloor Observation) with € 4,5 million and
€ 3,9 million respectively.

Joint Research Centre activities

The Joint Research Centre (JRC), whose mission is to provide customer-
driven S&T support for the conception, development, implementation and
monitoring of EU policies, will also aim under FP7 to develop interna-

® http://cordis.europa.eu/esfri/.
% For more details on these projects, see: ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/esfri/docs/
esfri-roadmap-report-26092006_en.pdf
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tional collaboration in areas of strategic importance, including global
warming, sustainable development and global resources.

As a contribution to the International Polar Year, the JRC coordinates
and funds international work on an Atlas of Northern Circumpolar Soil.
The JRC will also continue forest cover monitoring in Russia.

Although no definite decisions have yet been made, there seems to be
some potential for cross-cutting JRC projects, including issues related to
Acrctic shipping, in the framework of research on energy supply security.

7.3 Elements of assessment

A first general consideration is that the different geopolitical interests of
EU Member States result in a widely different range of polar research
structures, practices and funding, leading to fragmentation, overlapping
and dispersion of resources.®

This reflects on EU research, where, in general, the “common good”
of structured cooperation between the EU and its Member States on
themes of general EU interest has to compete with specific national pri-
orities and other EU policy demands. Arctic research is not mainstream,
is restricted to a limited number of main national actors and as yet has no
clear definition of its aims. As such, it may suffer even more acutely from
this general problem.

Another problem, on the other hand, may result from too much coop-
eration, with large projects involving large artificial groupings of research
institutions giving rise to unwieldy administrative and management re-
quirements.

The continuing and growing importance of research on climate change
and the visibility and impetus given to Arctic research by the Interna-
tional Polar Year offer a good opportunity for more structured thinking on
polar/Arctic research in the EU, taking into account the orientation that
will emerge from ongoing EU reflection on the Arctic.

The idea of regional approaches as building blocks in the European
Research Area, recently advanced by Norway, could also be explored.

% See also the analysis by the European Polar Consortium, (http://www.esf.org/publications/
polar-board.html), which concludes advocating a framework for European polar activity with
common priorities and harmonised procedures.




¥ L

QRN e




8. Environment

8.1 The policy

EU action in the field of the environment® is managed in DG ENV (En-
vironment). General multi-annual Environmental Action Programmes
form its framework. The legislative instrument normally used is the direc-
tive, which is binding as to the results to be achieved but leaves to na-
tional authorities the choice of form and methods by which they are
achieved. Regulations, directly applicable in Member States, are used
when a uniform implementation is required, for instance, when trade
questions are involved.

The Community framework for environment policy for the period
2002-2012 has been established by the Sixth Community Environment
Action Programme (Sixth EAP). The Programme, which represents the
environmental dimension of the EU’s Sustainable Development Strategy,
focuses on four priority areas: climate change; nature and biodiversity;
health and the quality of life; natural resources and waste.

For each of these areas, the Sixth EAP sets out specific objectives and
priority actions. Furthermore, the Sixth EAP establishes strategic ap-
proaches to meet the EU environmental goals and sets objectives and
priority actions on international issues.

% http://europa.eu/pol/env/index_en.htm
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The main financing instrument for EU environmental policy is LIFE
(see box below).

Since the early 1990s, DG ENV has administered the EU LIFE Pro-
gramme, which finances projects in the EU and, in some cases, neighbour-
ing countries. The Programme has two main components: LIFE-Nature, for
biodiversity projects; and LIFE-Environment, which focuses on new tech-
nologies and environmental management. LIFE has provided an average of
€500,000 per project.

For the period 2007-2013, the programme has been updated by intro-
ducing a new dimension on information and communication, and is now
called LIFE+. It will continue to disburse its money through competitions,
most likely on a yearly basis. The first call for proposals in 2007 offered
almost €190 million in project co-financing, So far, LIFE+ only covers the
27 EU Member States. In the previous LIFE programmes, a small share of
funding went to projects in third countries; this is expected in future years,
but will depend on new budget resources.

8.2 Main Arctic-relevant fields

The theme of climate change has been treated separately in section 6 of
this report.

EU environment activities in other fields with significant potential
Acrctic relevance are described briefly below.

8.2.1 Nature protection/Biodiversity

Broad nature protection policy was introduced in the EU with the 1992
“Habitats” directive (Directive on the conservation of natural habitats and
of wild fauna and flora). The directive established a fully-fledged protec-
tion policy covering animals, plants and their respective habitats. In-
tended originally as the tool for the EU implementation of the Council of
Europe Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife, as
well as for the UN Bonn Convention on the protection of migratory spe-
cies, the Habitats directive also became the main tool for EU implementa-
tion of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) — today the
most important international dimension of EU action in this field.
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A key element in the implementation of the Habitats directive is the
establishment of “Natura 2000, an EU-wide network of nature protection
areas covering all of the EU’s different geographical regions. The north-
ernmost areas of Finland and Sweden are considered part of the Boreal
Region — the term “Arctic” does not appear in this context.

Significantly, the 1979 Directive on the conservation of wild birds, the
earliest EU tool for nature protection — which covers birds and their habi-
tats in the EU and is particularly relevant for migratory species, including
many with an Arctic range — never applied to Greenland, although
Greenland was EU territory at the time of its adoption. Moreover, as na-
ture legislation is outside the EEA agreement, Norway and Iceland are
not partners in the EU nature protection network either.*®

About a dozen LIFE projects have focused on the northern regions of
Finland and Sweden since the programme’s start. Most of these supported
nature conservation actions: for example, projects to protect the Arctic
fox in the two countries and to protect the Western Taiga Forests in Fin-
nish Lapland. The EU also contributes to an initiative to promote popula-
tion level management of large carnivores, including Arctic species such
as wolves and wolverines.

As for climate change, the EU has been a strong driver on the global
scene in promoting the protection of biodiversity. The EU has the objec-
tive of halting biodiversity loss by 2010, and was instrumental in the
adoption of the CBD objective to significantly reduce the rate of biodi-
versity loss by the same date. While it is doubtful whether either objective
will be achieved, to maintain momentum towards the achievement, the
Commission in 2006 produced an Action Plan to the horizon of 2010 and
beyond,*” with priority objectives divided into four policy areas (biodi-
versity in the EU, the EU and global biodiversity, biodiversity and cli-
mate change, and the knowledge base). The external dimension of the
Action Plan contains objectives of particular potential relevance for the
Acrctic region: to support a more effective implementation of the CBD and
related agreements, to work for the integration of biodiversity into other
global processes, notably the Commission on Sustainable Development,
and trade and climate change negotiations, to ensure adequate funding for

% The Council of Europe has initiated an “Emerald” network aiming at establishing for its
members, including Norway, Russia and Iceland, an approach similar to Natura 2000, though
without the legally binding character of EU legislation.

*" http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/Ivb/128176.htm.
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global biodiversity research, inter alia, on the interlink ages with climate
change, to enhance funds earmarked for biodiversity in external assis-
tance and to strengthen mainstreaming of biodiversity into sectoral and
geographical programmes.

At the May 2008 Conference of the Parties of the CBD, the EU gave
an active contribution to the adoption of decisions with Arctic relevance,
reflecting key EU priorities. These include the adoption of criteria for
identifying marine areas in need for protection, and agreement on work,
in the context of the relevant UN process, to identify such areas and pro-
vide guidance for the assessment of environmental impacts of activities
undertaken in the high seas; agreement on a process integrating biodiver-
sity concerns in climate negotiations; agreement on a road map for final-
izing the negotiations of a regime on international access and benefit-
sharing (ABS) for genetic resources. This is relevant in the context of the
emerging policy responses, in Greenland and in other Arctic states, to the
issue of bioprospecting in the Arctic.

8.2.2 Marine environment

A Marine Strategy Framework Directive, which aims at fostering longer
term support for the protection and restoration of marine habitats and
species, was adopted in May 2008. The box below describes the main
provisions.

The Directive establishing a framework for Community action in the field
of marine environmental policy (Marine Strategy Framework Directive),*®
which will also apply to EEA states, establishes a framework within which
Member States have to act to achieve or maintain good environmental
status in the marine environment by the year 2020 at the latest. Member
States are required to develop Marine Strategies, which, while specific to
their own waters, reflect the overall perspectives of the marine region con-
cerned. To this end, they have to coordinate as closely as possible with
other Member States and third countries of that region. One such region is
the north-east Atlantic, and reference is made to the EU commitments un-
der the OSPAR Convention. The strategies must be based on the ecosystem

to be continued

% Official reference not yet available.
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approach, in order to protect and preserve the marine environment and pre-
vent and reduce inputs into it, with a view to phasing out pollution. They
should also aim at greater coherence between the different policies, agree-
ments and legislative measures which have an impact on the marine envi-
ronment, and at ensuring the integration of environmental concerns. The
strategies will have to be developed step-by-step: assessment of the status
of the marine environment through the identification of pressures and im-
pacts, determination of the objectives, establishment of a monitoring sys-
tem, elaboration of necessary policies and measures in different sectors.
They have to be reported to and approved by the Commission and will be
regularly updated.

The Directive does not have direct territorial applicability to the Arctic.
However, in the course of the adoption process, the European Parliament
recognised the potential relevance to the Arctic, and proposed inserting a
new, quite forward-looking, Article, introducing an obligation for the
Commission to

“report on the state of the marine environment of Arctic waters of importance
for the Community and, where appropriate, propose...relevant measures for
their protection, with a view to establishing the Arctic as a protected area,
similar to the Antarctic, and designated as a ‘natural reserve devoted to peace

and science’”.

Not surprisingly, this proposal did not receive enough support to be
adopted as such by the Council, but it had the merit of drawing atten-
tion to the issue. It was recast in a clause of the directive’s preamble, a
means often used in EU legislation to express political considerations
which do not find their proper place in the Articles of the legislative
instrument, as follows:

“The serious environmental concerns, in particular those due to climate
change, relating to the Arctic waters, a neighbouring marine environment of
particular importance for the Community, need to be assessed by the Commu-
nity institutions and may require action to ensure the environmental protection
of the Arctic”.
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This is a rare explicit recognition in an official act that the Arctic is a EU
concern, and a reminder that the EU should reflect on how the Arctic
environment should be protected.

8.2.3 Chemicals

The Arctic is a recognised sink for chemical substances, which arrive
transported by wind, river and ocean currents from industrialised areas in
the south. Low temperatures, large deposits of fat in animals, human diets
traditionally rich in those animal fats, make the Arctic a particularly vul-
nerable target.

EU action in the field of chemicals has therefore direct relevance to
the Arctic.

EU legislation on chemicals is over 40 years old. Concerns for human
health led to requirements for classification and labelling of chemicals. In
the early 1980s requirements for pre-marketing testing of all new chemi-
cals were introduced, including testing for possible negative environ-
mental impact. It took another 20 years before a comprehensive system
was put in place for all chemicals, including the vast majority already on
the market

REACH

The EU Regulation on the Registration, Evaluation and Authorisation of
Chemicals (REACH),* entered into force in 2007, provides for the grad-
ual testing and evaluation of all commercially used chemicals, and is to
be seen as implementing the principle of preventive action in this field.

Priority is given to the testing of substances produced in the highest
volumes and which cause the most serious concerns. There is scope for
cooperative work with regard to substances potentially harmful to the
Arctic.

Mercury

EU action on mercury“® was spurred by the realisation that mercury and
its compounds are highly toxic to ecosystems, wildlife and humans. Mer-
cury is at present a subject of intensive studies in the Arctic region, where

% http://ec.europa.eu/environment/chemicals/reach/reach_intro.htm .
“0 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/chemicals/mercury/index.htm .
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accepted safe levels are significantly exceeded in some areas, in a region
with few or no mercury sources.

Mercury emissions were drastically reduced in the EU in the last dec-
ades, and the EU strategy launched in 2005, which addresses the remain-
ing mercury emissions, has been quite successful in achieving its objec-
tives. The EU will also ban, from 2011, the export of metallic mercury
and ensure that it does not re-enter the market and is safely stored.

In this situation, the main potential future impact of EU action on the
Acrctic region is at the international level.

The EU is a party to the 1979 UNECE Convention on long-range
transboundary air pollution (LRTAP) and its 2003 Protocol on Heavy
Metals, including mercury. However, action in this framework may be
of limited importance, as a number of countries with high emissions
are not parties to the protocol.

In a more global context, the Commission takes active part in the ne-
gotiations in the framework of the UNEP Open Ended Working Group
mandated to examine a list of priority issues for further action on mer-
cury. The EU has consistently supported an international legally binding
instrument as more effective than the “soft” form of partnerships fa-
voured by other parties, including the US and Canada.

Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs)

POPs* — PCBs, dioxins or persistent chlorinated pesticides — are univer-
sally recognised Arctic chemical pollutants, and have been targets of EU
environmental legislation for decades. POPs are being phased out in the
EU.

The EU is a party to the 1998 Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollut-
ants of the LRTAP Convention, as well as to the 2004 Stockholm Con-
vention on Persistent Organic Pollutants.

The Convention is implemented in the EU by a 2004 regulation,
which is regularly updated and specifically concerns the production, plac-
ing on the market, use, discharge and elimination of substances which are
banned or restricted under the Stockholm Convention or the UN-ECE
Protocol.

The Commission, which has already submitted proposals for the in-
troduction of additional POPs in the Stockholm Convention, has recently

“ http://ec.europa.eu/environment/pops/index_en.htm .
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presented an implementation plan for the Convention, where it pledges
inter alia to continue work to identify potential POPs warranting interna-
tional action and to strengthen international cooperation and information
on concentrations of emerging POP substances, especially in remote re-
gions, as well as on the extent of trans-boundary dispersion.

Ozone-depleting substances

The EU has been, since the beginning of the 90es, a major player in the
Montreal Protocol for the control of ozone depleting substances —which
drew attention to the polar regions in the early days of environment pol-
icy. It has implemented the Protocol through successive Regulations, the
latest dating from 2000, with provisions consistently going beyond the
Protocol’s requirements. *2

The Regulation is due for review in 2008, to address in particular the
issues of the recovery and safe disposal of the substances in question, of
illegal trade, and of the links with climate change.

8.3 Civil protection

Civil protection®® is dealt with by a specific unit in DG ENV.

In 2001, an EU mechanism to improve coordination of civil protec-
tion assistance intervention in major emergencies was established. The
mechanism covers primarily people but also the environment and
property in the event of natural and man-made disasters, acts of terror-
ism and technological, radiological or environmental accidents occur-
ring inside or outside the EU, taking also into account the special
needs of the EU’s isolated, outermost and other regions or islands.
The mechanism’s focal point for communication and information in
case of emergencies or threats of emergencies, as well as for the coor-
dination of assistance offers, is the Monitoring and Information Centre
operated by DG ENV. Presently, the 27 EU Member States and the
three EEA countries participate in the mechanism. Support is available
on request by the affected country, including third countries.

2 http://ec.europa.eu:80/environment/ozone/index.htm
3 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/civil/index.htm .
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The mechanism will continue to be the reference tool for the re-
sponse to marine pollution accidents, in coordination with EMSA (see
section 9.3), with which it has formalised working arrangements.

A civil protection financial mechanism was established for the period
2007-2013. With a total amount of nearly €190 million, it finances pre-
vention and preparedness measures for emergencies in the EU and in
associate countries, including training programmes to ensure compatibil-
ity and complementarity of intervention measures, and actions to assist
with the response to the immediate consequences of a major emergency
regardless of its nature, including the response to accidental marine pollu-
tion emergencies.

The increasing importance of civil protection has been recognised by
the insertion of a relevant Article in the Lisbon Treaty.

8.4 European Environment Agency (EEA)

The European Environment Agency (EEA)** was established in 1990 and
has been active, in Copenhagen, since 1994. The EEA’s mandate is to
collect, prepare and disseminate objective, reliable and comparable in-
formation at the European level on the present and foreseeable state of the
environment in terms of quality, sensitivity and the pressures exerted on
it. To this end, the Agency coordinates a European environment informa-
tion and observation network (Eionet). The information provided is meant
to cover priority areas of the EU environmental policy, in particular trans-
frontier, plurinational and global phenomena, to enable policy-makers to
decide on appropriate measures for protecting the environment at national
and European levels and to monitor the effectiveness of policies and
measures implemented.

Membership is open to non-EU countries sharing the same concerns.
Thus, the members of the EEA are currently the 27 EU Member States,
Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway (European Economic Area countries),
Turkey, and Switzerland. The Agency cooperates with other European
and international bodies, such as the OECD, the Council of Europe, the
UN and its agencies, as well as with cognate institutions in non-member
countries, such as the EPA.

4 http://www.eea.europa.eu/
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EU agencies are independent administrative bodies endowed with legal
personality, established in various locations in the Member States and dis-
tinct from the Community institutions. They are set up in order to accom-
plish a very specific technical, scientific or managerial task specified in the
legislative act which establishes them

The EEA has over the years maintained a strong interest in the Arctic, a
region relevant to its assessing and reporting activities in several fields,
particularly on climate change and chemicals.

Already in 1997, the EEA published a report on the Arctic environ-
ment, followed in 2004 by another report, “Arctic environment: European
perspectives. Why should Europe care?”, prepared in collaboration with
UNEP and AMAP, and aimed at raising awareness of the problem. The
report described the main pressures on the Arctic environment and the
increasing threats to it and indigenous peoples from unsustainable devel-
opment, pollution and climate change. It concluded that there were means
to address these problems, particularly in the framework of international
efforts, but that to be implemented they needed a genuine commitment at
all levels; that Europe’s strong connection to the Arctic warranted its
commitment; and that the EU had therefore the drive and the potential to
play a leading role in addressing the Arctic — which was wishful though
well-argued thinking.

The 2004-2008 EEA Strategy includes activities in the Arctic area,
mainly relating to the marine environment. The 2008 EEA work pro-
gramme has inter alia a specific objective to support Arctic policies and
the Northern Dimension, including IPY.

The EEA is pursuing reinforced and more continuous and systematic
cooperation with the working groups of the Arctic Council, based on the
conviction that it could be mutually beneficial, particularly in priority
areas such as climate change and adaptation, pollutants, biodiversity and
marine management. It is also studying the possibility of incorporating
Arctic issues into Eionet activities.
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8.5 Elements of assessment

Where internal EU action in the environmental field could have a direct
impact on the Arctic, as in the case of chemicals, it has already fulfilled
much of its potential. It may therefore have limited additional impact in
the future, although the implementation of the marine strategy directive
may be important given the proximity to the Arctic.

There is, however, great potential for EU environment policy to drive
international efforts to address Arctic environmental concerns, particu-
larly regarding the protection of the marine environment, the loss of bio-
diversity or the emissions of dangerous chemicals. In all these fields, a
solid foundation already exists for a leading role, as in the field of climate
change.

In this situation, it is quite regrettable that, particularly at the stage of
preparation of EU legislation, a lack of resources — human as well as
financial — appears to have hindered or prevented Commission contacts
with the Arctic regional bodies working on the same themes. Insufficient
international cooperation has in fact been recognised in the mid-term
assessment of the Sixth EAP as one of the main underlying problems
which could hamper efficient and effective progress towards its objec-
tives over the coming period. The Commission has called for sharpening
the focus of Europe’s external action and further integrating environ-
mental considerations into all EU external policies in order to better ad-
dress the global nature of the most serious environmental problems.

It is clear, for instance, that the ecosystem approach which is now rec-
ognised as essential for the protection both of the marine and the terres-
trial environment in the EU requires a broader perspective than the EU,
and therefore its implementation for the Arctic needs the involvement of
all Arctic countries and particularly Norway and Russia.

The Arctic expertise of the European Environment Agency and its
links with the polar scientific world can greatly contribute to a more fo-
cused Arctic dimension of environmental policy.

Finally, the relevance of civil protection for the Arctic will presuma-
bly — if sadly — increase, with the increased likelihood of navigation acci-
dents and extreme weather conditions in the High North. As civil protec-
tion is associated in the Commission with environmental policy, this rein-
forces the latter’s central place in an EU/Arctic context.






9. Maritime policy

9.1 The new integrated policy

The concept of an integrated EU maritime policy® was born of the rec-
ognition that the intensification of the multiple activities related to oceans
and seas is leading to conflicts of use and the deterioration of the marine
environment — hence the need for these activities to be considered as a
whole in order to ensure their sustainable development while reducing
their negative impact.

A Task Force established in early 2005, involving all relevant DGs
under the lead of the DG responsible for Fisheries and Maritime affairs,
produced a 2006 Green paper as the basis for consultations with stake-
holders. The Green Paper referred to the Arctic’s particular sensitivity to
climate change and its role in the global climate system. In their re-
sponses, stakeholders with particular Arctic interests, such as Finland,
Iceland, Norway and the Committee of Arctic Parliamentarians, drew
attention to the consequences of global warming in the Arctic region with
respect of to security, pollution prevention, oil and gas exploitation, ship-
ping, tourism, Arctic maritime technology and protection of biodiversity.

Building on the results of the consultation, the Commission prepared a
communication and an action plan on an Integrated Maritime Policy
(IMP) for the EU, which were endorsed by the European Council in De-
cember 2007.

The IMP aims to change compartmentalised decision-making in the
EU by taking into account interrelations and synergies and to develop the
different sectoral policies in a coherent policy framework. Oceans sus-

“ http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/index_en.html .
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tainability is recognised as the main challenge, intimately connected with
climate change.

The guiding principles for EU action in the IMP are identified as subsidi-
arity and competitiveness, ecosystem approach and stakeholder participation.

Under the IMP, Member States are required to draw up their own na-
tional integrated maritime policies according to guidelines set by the
Commission in 2008, and report thereon from 2009.

The new policy is due to develop three main horizontal planning tools:

e European network for maritime surveillance, bringing together and
making interoperable the different surveillance systems for maritime
safety and security, protection of the marine environment, fisheries
control, control of external borders and law enforcement activities in
general;

e maritime spatial planning and integrated coastal zone management,
according to common principles;

e European marine observation and data network (EMODNET).

Furthermore, the IMP will focus its action on five key objectives:

e maximizing the sustainable use of oceans and seas;

¢ Dbuilding a knowledge and innovation base for maritime policy;
¢ delivering the highest quality of life in coastal regions;

e raising EU visibility in the maritime field;

e promoting Europe’s leadership in international maritime affairs.

The Action Plan sets out the specific actions that the Community intends
to take as a first step towards the implementation of the IMP, establishing
a framework for further action.

Environmental aspects relating to the IMP are treated in section 8,
with particular attention to the marine strategy directive, which provides
the environmental pillar of the IMP. Aspects relating to fisheries and
maritime transport are considered in sections 9.2 and 9.3 below.

9.1.1 Arctic-relevant aspects

Many aspects of the IMP transcend the EU-specific framework (devel-
opment of tools for surveillance and data collection, action to reduce



pollution from ships, action for sustainable maritime tourism) and have

The European Union and the Arctic: policies and actions

potential relevance to the Arctic.

However, the most Arctic-relevant aspects are to be found in the de-
velopment of the IMP’s external dimension. In this respect, the Commis-

sion intends inter alia to undertake the following activities:

Assess in 2008 the place of the EU in maritime international organisa-

tions, “from IMO to IWC?”, in order to achieve a consistent approach
between internal and external action in addressing regional or global

problems, such as the conciliation of economic activities with environ-

mental concerns. The box below describes EU issues in the IWC.

The Council has adopted a decision establishing the position to be ex-
pressed by the Member States acting jointly in the interest of the EU, in ar-
eas of EU competence, at the 60" meeting of the International Whaling
Commission in June 2008. The EU so far did not coordinate its position in
the IWC. 21 Member States are presently parties to the IWC, while the
Commission has observer status (the IWC is only open to governments).
The EU overarching objective is expressed as “to ensure an effective inter-
national regulatory framework for the conservation and management of
whales”, and the Member States are due to support the continuation of the
moratorium on commercial whaling, as well as proposals aiming to “end
the conduct of “scientific whaling”. This position is motivated with the
main argument that EU internal environmental legislation and policies,
which strictly protect all cetaceans; will be more effective in Community
waters if backed by coherent worldwide action, as whales are migratory
species. The decision provides furthermore that the management of abo-
riginal whaling will be supported, if properly regulated and within the
scope of documented and recognised subsistence needs, on condition that
conservation of relevant stocks is not compromised, having due regard to
the precautionary principle and scientific advice.

This issue, which has a great popular appeal in the EU, is very sensi-
tive for a number of Arctic partners. Denmark voted against the decision,
and declared that it will take advantage of the possibility foreseen in the
context of the Treaty to continue acting in the IWC in the interests of
Greenland and the Faroe Islands, without being bound by the above com-
mon position
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e Continue working for the effective protection of marine biodiversity,
including in the high seas, in regional and international fora, as well as
put forward by 2009 a strategy for the protection of high seas
biodiversity.

¢ Include IMP objectives in its regular policy dialogue in the framework
of the Northern Dimension, particularly with Canada, Norway and the
US, which have already taken steps towards an integrated policy
approach, with a view to the sound management of shared regional
seas. Moreover, as navigation in the Arctic increases in volume, there
appears to be an obvious and immediate advantage for the EU to
develop its maritime surveillance and observation tools in cooperation
with non-EU Arctic coastal states, in particular Norway and Russia.

Last but not least, the IMP Action Plan provides that the Commission
produce in 2008 a report on strategic issues for the EU relating to the
Acrctic Ocean.

An interservice working group to prepare the report has been estab-
lished, under the lead of DG RELEX, with a wider mandate than the
maritime dimension, and is due to finalise its work before the end of
2008.

In the meantime, a significant administrative development has taken
place that reflects the Commission’s determination to pursue a more inte-
grated maritime policy and its new interest in the Arctic. In the re-
baptised DG “MARE” three geographical Directorates have been set up
to manage both the IMP and the common fisheries policy in Europe’s
main maritime regions. One of the Directorates, “Atlantic, Outermost
Regions and Arctic”, will coordinate the DG action in the Arctic.

9.2 Fisheries

The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP),* originally part of the Common
Agricultural Policy, became a separate policy in 1983.

The fisheries policy is an exclusive EU competence; in other words,
the EU has the primary legal authority to act in this area. The CFP has
now as its main objective to ensure a responsible and sustainable exploi-

“6 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp_en.htm
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tation of existing fish stocks. This would be done through measures to
protect and conserve fishing resources, and to minimise the impact of
fishing activities on marine ecosystems, as well as through the progres-
sive implementation of an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries man-
agement. At the same time, the CFP aims to contribute to efficient fishing
activities within an economically viable and competitive fisheries and
aquaculture industry, while providing a fair standard of living for those
who depend on fishing activities and taking into account the interests of
consumers.

Each year, the Council fixes quotas for EU Member States on the ba-
sis of scientifically determined total allowable catches (TACs), and of the
interests of EU fishermen and consumers, in what is traditionally a long
and difficult balancing exercise.

EU bilateral*’ and multilateral fishing agreements became necessary
when distant-fishing vessels from the EU lost access to their traditional
grounds following the extension of the EEZ.

Agreements with states which have the means to exploit their own re-
sources usually take the form of an exchange of quotas. Such is the case
for the agreements with Iceland, the Faroe Islands and Norway, which are
concluded for a duration of several years and involve annual determina-
tion of quotas for specific species which are adopted by the Council and
included in the annual TAC and quotas regulation (TQR).

With other countries which do not fully exploit their fishery resources,
the EU concludes agreements on a financial contribution to gain access to
those countries” waters for EU fishing vessels. With the reform of the
CFP in 2002, these agreements have evolved towards a form of partner-
ship, where part of the contribution is set aside for the development of
sustainable and responsible fisheries in the country in question. The fish-
ing agreement with Greenland (see section 12 of this report) belongs to
this category.

In general, the CFP’s economic weight does not justify its promi-
nence. Fisheries in Arctic waters in particular do not represent a major
part of the EU fishing effort, although the situation may change following
the change in climate.

The CFP’s importance to the Arctic is mostly indirect, through EU
participation in international organisations and regional fisheries organi-

7 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/external_relations/bilateral_agreements_en.htm .
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sations (RFMOs) to ensure rational exploitation of fish stocks. These
include the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission, which covers an
area extending to the Arctic Ocean.

One of the stated objectives of the CFP external dimension is to im-
prove world governance in this field. As regards the sustainable exploita-
tion of fishing resources in the high seas, the EU has played an active part
in the relevant UNCLOS agreements, including the 1995 Straddling
Stocks Agreement. It is further recalled that the EU supports the creation
of an international binding instrument to protect high seas biodiversity
(see section 8.8.1).

Finally, a very important element in the EU fisheries policy is meas-
ures to fight illegal, undeclared and unregulated (IUU) fishing, for which
the EU has recently proposed a new strategy. The reinforcement of con-
trol and surveillance activities foreseen under the Integrated Maritime
Policy will play a role in this context.

9.3 Maritime transport

Maritime transport is part of the EU transport policy, managed in the
Commission by DG TREN.*® It remains to be seen whether the new
Commission in 2009 will maintain this structure or reorganise all EU
maritime activities around the new DG MARE. The policy has been char-
acterised by the reluctance of a number of important maritime Member
States to cede competence to the EU in a field they consider of essential
national interest, and at the same time by their feeling that maritime
transport is an issue of global nature requiring more global solutions than
the EU framework. The EU is a party to UNCLOS, but not a member of
the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), though it applies a num-
ber of international instruments adopted in the framework of IMO,
through regulations. The EU policy on shipping and ports encourages
short sea shipping as a competitive alternative to road transport (“motor-
ways of the sea”); it has lately focused on improved efficiency of port
operation, safety (after the 1999 Erika and the 2002 Prestige accidents)
and security (after 11 September 2001).

“8 http://ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/index_en.htm
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The most relevant element of EU maritime transport policy to the Arc-
tic is probably maritime safety — regarding more effective and consistent
port inspections of ships, improved traffic monitoring, better training for
seafarers, intensified surveillance and enhanced means for combating
pollution. The European Maritime Safety Agency, created in 2002, pro-
vides technical and scientific assistance to the Commission, the Member
States, Iceland and Norway, in these key areas, and has operational tasks
in oil pollution, preparedness, detection and response, in cooperation with
the civil protection mechanism (see section 8.4).

Regarding specifically Arctic initiatives,* the EU has contributed €3
million to the ARCOP project (2003-2005), a study with a budget of over
€5 million, involving 21 organisations in the EU, Norway and Russia, and
aiming to clarify economic and environmental aspects of oil and gas
transportation via the Northern Sea Route. The conclusion has been that,
whereas high oil prices make this possibility economically sound, envi-
ronmental concerns remain and need to be considered more in depth — as
has been confirmed by the recent AMAP report.

The Northern Marine Corridor project, started in 2002 and continuing
until mid-2008, partly financed by the EFRD in the context of INTER-
REG 11, involves 9 countries and 20 regional partners, including some in
north-west Russia. It has an Arctic component, as it aims to connect the
Barents area (Murmansk and Arkhangelsk) to northern Norway to the
coastal areas of the North Sea and the Northern Periphery, including Ice-
land, the Faroe Islands and Greenland. Trial trips were made on the route,
the development of which is considered important inter alia for the ship-
ping of hydrocarbons from the Arctic fields, to shift cargo transport from
road to sea and to contribute to regional development.

9.4 Elements of assessment

The Integrated Maritime Strategy is an ambitious attempt to integrate
different and not necessarily fully compatible EU policy areas into a co-
herent framework. It is too early to judge whether this attempt, which

49 See: http://www.arcop.fi/index.htm and http://www.smartcity.no/ir/public/openindex/
view/list nmc2006.htmI?ARTICLE _1D=1140187268312& exp=0
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goes against ingrained habits of thinking and strong sectoral interests, not
least within the Commission itself, will succeed.

It is quite fitting that it is in the IMP framework that the Arctic has
been “re-discovered”, though to a considerable extent thanks to impulsion
coming from outside the EU. The Arctic Ocean is certainly a major new
frontier for the EU, and its main promises, in terms of exploitation of new
oil and gas resources, new trade routes, possibly new fisheries, even of
increased tourism, are of great strategic importance.

According to the language used in the Action Plan, the report on stra-
tegic issues for the EU relating to the Arctic Ocean would “lay the foun-
dation for a more detailed reflection on the EU interests in the Arctic
Ocean and the EU role in this respect”, allowing to arrive at “an overall
assessment of European interests and concerns in the Arctic, based on an
analysis of different sectoral interests and their interrelationship”.

This formulation, while quite general, carries at the same time the risk
of an imbalance. The EU perspective on interest analysis has to take ac-
count of powerful actors, including industry, focusing on narrow — though
important — interests, while the analysis of concerns, particularly envi-
ronmental, is global by definition.

It is to be hoped that ongoing general EU reflection on the Arctic will
consider all relevant issues in depth and in the framework of a genuinely
holistic approach.

As regards maritime affairs in particular, the increased attention given to
the Arctic will hopefully result in a greater awareness of Arctic issues in
the EU and/or Member States participation in relevant international
work, be it through UNCLOS, IMO or OSPAR, as well as lead to intensi-
fied cooperation with relevant sections of the Arctic regional bodies,
such as the PAME and EPPR working groups of the Arctic Council.









10. Indigenous peoples

10.1 The policy

EU policy towards indigenous peoples® is a relatively recent develop-
ment, dating from 1998.

The main actors in this development were Denmark and Spain, coun-
tries with strong links to indigenous peoples, albeit in different hemi-
spheres. The increasing awareness of the indigenous peoples issue at the
global level in the 1990s, notably in the UN framework (ILO Convention
169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples, Rio Declaration and Convention
on Biological Diversity, UN Resolution on the International Decade of
the World’s Indigenous People, Vienna Declaration) also played an im-
portant role.

In 1998, the Commission produced a working document which pro-
vided the basis for its indigenous people’s policy. The document, en-
dorsed by a Council Resolution, set a series of general fundamental prin-
ciples. It recognised the value of the indigenous cultures as a potential
resource to the entire planet, the importance that indigenous peoples at-
tach to the affirmation of their “self-development”, including their own
diverse development concepts, and the importance of encouraging their
full and free participation in their countries’ development and democratic
processes. The resolution further stressed the special role of indigenous
peoples in maintaining and enhancing biological diversity and in provid-
ing unique sustainable development models.

While these developments were taking place mainly in the framework
of the development cooperation policy, Arctic indigenous people’s repre-

% http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rights/ip/index.htm .
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sentatives, notably from the Sami Council and the Inuit Circumpolar
Conference, were actively involved in their preparation.

Further important steps in EU policy towards indigenous peoples were
as follows:

¢ In 1999, two Council Regulations on the implementation of human
rights policy >* which became the legal basis for support of indigenous
peoples’ rights through the European Initiative for Democracy and
Human Rights (EIDHR), renamed in 2006 the European Instrument
for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) °2;

e A 2002 Council Resolution®® which invited inter alia the Commission
to “mainstream indigenous peoples’ issues into the European Union’s
policies, practices and work methods” and recommended the full and
effective participation of indigenous peoples in all the stages of
relevant cooperation projects;

e The 2005 “European consensus on development”,> a joint statement
adopted by the Council, the Parliament and the Commission as the
basis for EU development cooperation policy, which recommended a
strengthened approach to mainstreaming the indigenous peoples’ issue
and stated that the key principle for safeguarding indigenous peoples’
rights in development cooperation is to ensure their full participation
and the free prior and informed consent of the communities
concerned.

Meanwhile, the Commission has established an independent inter-service
group on indigenous peoples, to coordinate the work of the relevant DGs
(external relations, internal market, trade, environment, development,
research, justice and home affairs, aid to cooperation).

On the international scene, all EU Member States supported the crea-
tion of a Permanent Forum for indigenous peoples and in 2007 all sup-
ported the adoption of the UN declaration on indigenous peoples’ rights.

The policy towards indigenous peoples is presently dealt with mainly
in DG RELEX. The Commission’s EuropeAid cooperation office (DG

*! Human Rights Regulations 975/1999 (Article 2.1 (d) and 976/1999 (Article 3.1(d)).
52 http://www.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eidhr/index_en.htm .

%% http://ec.europa.eu/development/policies/crosscutting_en.cfm .

* 0J EC C46 of 24-2-2006
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AIDCO) manages EU external aid programmes and is responsible for the
implementation of the policy principles in the EU’s external cooperation.

10.2 Arctic-relevant aspects

Most references to Arctic indigenous peoples are quite naturally to be
found under the Northern Dimension policy. The first ND ministerial
conclusions in 1999 stated that the Arctic Window would attract attention
to Arctic indigenous peoples, but the extent to which this has happened is
debatable. Even the conclusions of the 2002 Arctic Window conference
referred to indigenous peoples only as part of Arctic societies.

In the founding documents of the renewed ND, indigenous peoples
issues are mentioned, together with environmental, health and social
issues, as objectives of specific relevance to the North, which the ND
will continue to address.

The ND policy framework document mentions the protection of in-
digenous peoples as one of its basic internationally recognised principles,
and the visibility of local and cultural identity and heritage as a priority
sector.

In the rather complicated distinction between ND “partners” (EU, Ice-
land, Norway and Russia), “participants” (northern regional councils,
financial institutions operating in the north and EU institutions), “other
actors” and “observers” (Canada, US), indigenous peoples’ organisations
are listed as “other actors”, together with regional, sub-regional and local
organisations and authorities, non-governmental and other civil society
organisations, universities and research centres, business and trade union
communities, etc.

The Sami population of Sweden and Finland has received direct sup-
port under the regional policy and this support is going to continue (see
section 3).

There are no specific provisions about the rights of EU indigenous
peoples, who are covered by the legal framework put into place in the EU
to tackle discrimination on grounds of racial or ethnic origin.” However,
Protocol No. 3 on the Sdmi people to the Accession Treaty of Sweden
and Finland recognises that exclusive rights to reindeer husbandry within

% See answer to Parliamentary question E-4547/06.
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traditional Sdmi areas may be granted to the Sdmi and that the protocol
may be extended to take account of any exclusive Sami rights linked to
their traditional means of livelihood.

As regards Arctic indigenous peoples outside the EU, in the frame-
work of the EIDHR, the EU has funded, with a grant of nearly €300,000,
a two-year project concluded in March 2008.

The beneficiary of the grant is RAIPON - the Russian Association for
Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East. The project
emphasises capacity-building for the promotion and protection of indige-
nous peoples’ rights through their participation in UN work, and assisting
the ratification by Russia of the ILO Convention 169.

Furthermore, under the EIDHR, the Sami Council has received several
grants to support its work with indigenous peoples outside the EU for the
same purposes.

10.3 Elements of assessment

The EU’s attitude with respect to indigenous peoples takes the form of
policy in the broad sense of the word, subsumed under aid to develop-
ment and human rights policies.

In addition to the actions described above, Arctic indigenous people
can and do benefit from support under the EU’s thematic worldwide pro-
grammes, such as gender, culture, health, environment and natural re-
sources, and civil society and local authority programmes.

Looking ahead to the great challenges to be faced in the Arctic — such
as adaptation to climate change, conservation of resources, oil and gas
exploitation — it is clear that the empowerment and awareness-raising of
indigenous peoples are crucial to their ability to effectively participate in
decision-making processes which will directly affect them. Greater politi-
cal representation in regional and international bodies should be encour-
aged and facilitated. The EU can continue to play a role in this respect.









11. Animal welfare and trade

11.1 Cases

The cases presented in this section have common features: on the one
hand, they affect external and internal EU trade, a key policy for the EU,
therefore raising delicate legal issues; on the other hand, they are first and
foremost animal welfare issues — a subject that arouses public passions
which any legislator could only ignore with great difficulty. While re-
sponsibility for legislation in these cases was and remains with DG Envi-
ronment, the environmental aspects of these cases are much less clear,
although they are regularly brought forward as more acceptable and ob-
jective reasons for taking trade measures.

11.1.1 The baby seals case

The popularly named baby seal case®® started with a campaign by animal-
rights and environmental organisations against the culling of harp and
hooded seal pups by Canadian and Norwegian hunters, which reached
Europe at the end of the 1970s. Some EU Member States adopted unilat-
eral import restrictions, and public support for an EU-wide ban grew,
reflected by millions of signatures. In 1982, the European Parliament
adopted a series of resolutions asking the Commission to act. A proposal
for a ban on imports of products of seal pup skins was submitted by the
Commission in October 1982 and adopted with uncharacteristic rapidity
in February 1983, despite serious doubts about the legal ability of the EU
to act in this specific case. Animal welfare was not mentioned in EU leg-
islation at that time, and environmental considerations did not apply in

% http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biodiversity/animal_welfare/seals/index_en.htm .
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reality, as the species were not threatened. The ban, initially applied for a
limited period, became permanent in 1989.

Following the publicity given to the issue, the whole market for seal-
skins collapsed rapidly and dramatically. The main victims were native
populations, Greenland and Canadian Inuit. While the ban concerned only
seal pups skins, and products of traditional Inuit hunting were explicitly
exempted, the public was not prepared to make that level of distinction.

11.1.2 The leghold traps case

At the beginning of the 1990s, a similar action was initiated regarding
leghold traps, used in the north, particularly Canada and Russia, but only
to a limited extent in the Arctic, to capture fur animals.

Once again, following strong pressure from the European Parliament,
the EU adopted in 1991 a regulation foreseeing a ban to be implemented
from 1995 on the import of furs from countries which allowed the use of
leghold traps or of other inhumane trapping methods.

Given the much greater economic interests involved than in the previ-
ous case, however, a compromise solution was found with the conclusion,
several years later (1998), of an agreement on international trapping stan-
dards between the EU, Canada and Russia, which would allow continued
imports of pelts from those countries.”/*®

11.1.3 The seals case

Recently, the issue of a ban on sealskin imports has resurfaced, fol-
lowing news of the resumption of larger scale seal hunting in Canada.
Several EU Member States have introduced or are considering introduc-
ing national legislation measures to ban the import and use of seal skins
and seal products.

5 http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/Ivb/128147.htm .

% In this case no reference was made to native peoples’ rights, in spite of representations be-
ing made to the Commission. The Commission services questioned the importance of the fur
trade to Canadian indigenous peoples, and judged that even the consequences of the destruction
of the sealskin market had been grossly exaggerated; they argued that the fur trade is not part of
traditional native culture, but a sign that such culture has been corrupted and is now artificially
dependent on the outside; that fur trapping is doomed anyway and should not be encouraged; that
trapping and hunting may well retain a strong cultural significance for natives, but this is also
because indigenous politicians can use these activities to secure land claims.
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Once again, the European Parliament, which has an active “Euro-
group for Animal Welfare”, has exerted its influence. In 2006, with the
support of over 370 members, the Parliament adopted a written declara-
tion requesting the European Commission to regulate the import, export
and sale of all harp and hooded seal products, citing both environmental
considerations — the depletion of seal stocks due to the killings — and
concerns about cruel killing methods. The declaration added that the
regulation “should not have an impact on traditional Inuit seal hunting”
without offering further specification, and while noting that this only
accounted for 3% of the current hunt.

Again, there is a current controversy over the legal ability of a Mem-
ber State to introduce a unilateral ban on imports in this specific case, and
on the legal justification of a EU ban.>®

The Commission requested the European Food Safety Authority
(EFSA) — a European Agency tasked to provide objective and independ-
ent science-based advice on a series of issues, including animal welfare —
to issue an opinion on the animal welfare aspects of killing and skinning
of seals.

The opinion® stated that the available evidence had been critically
evaluated but little information had be found that could be considered
scientifically valid and completely unbiased, or for which there was not a
lack of independent verification. It concluded that, while rapid and effec-
tive killing was possible, and practised, there was strong evidence that it
does not always occur, but the degree to which it happens is difficult to
assess.

At the same time, the Commission opened a web-based public consul-
tation to receive “feedback from the general public on issues relating to
the animal welfare aspects of the killing of seals”. The results of the con-
sultation have not yet been made public but can be easily foreseen. While
the economic impacts of a ban is also being assessed, a proposal for an
EU-wide ban has already been announced. Although the precise condi-

% Animal welfare as a concept was introduced in EU legislation by Protocol 33 of 1997 on
the protection and welfare of animals, which provides that: “In formulating and implementing
the Community’s agriculture, transport, internal market and research policies, the Community
and the Member States shall pay full regard to the welfare requirements of animals, while re-
specting the legislative or administrative provisions and customs of the Member States relating
in particular to religious rites, cultural traditions and regional heritage.” The same provision
appears, reinforced, in the Lisbon Treaty.

8 hitp://www.efsa.europa.eu/EFSA/efsa_locale-178620753812_1178671319178.htm.
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tions and modalities are not yet known, the ban would regard imports of
seal products from countries which cannot prove that such products were
obtained humanely. The affected countries will be those which export
sealskins or use them in their fur industry (Denmark/Greenland, Canada,
Norway). Individual Arctic and northern communities, which had started
enjoying the resurgence of a small sealskin market, but remain vulnerable
to outside forces because of their limited economic basis, will again be
hit.

11.2 Elements of assessment

Volumes have been written on the above cases — about the legal aspects
and, more frequent, about the ethical aspects. The EFSA conclusion that
unbiased, non-partisan evidence is hard to find holds for all those cases.
The feature these cases share is that, while not originating in the Arctic,
they had — and still have the potential for — negative repercussions on the
relationship between the EU and Arctic societies, although such negative
effects, particularly in the past, may have been to a large extent unin-
tended and unanticipated.

Perhaps more important, these cases highlight the existence of a deep
cultural divide between the feelings of the European public in general —
of which the European Parliament may become an enthusiastic interpreter
—and the perspective of Arctic populations.

This divide cannot be bridged by the politically correct — but ineffec-
tive — “indigenous exception”. The high visibility of these issues risks
fostering negative attitudes towards the EU among the Arctic population,
neutralising recognition of positive EU action.









12. Greenland and the EU

12.1 Development of a relationship

Greenland is a special case in the history of EU/Arctic relations, and in-
deed in EU history.

In 1973, in spite of a majority of its inhabitants having opposed join-
ing the EU in the accession referendum, Greenland, together with Den-
mark, joined the EU, adding to it a vast Arctic territory and a sizeable
indigenous population (about 40,000 Inuit).

Greenlanders saw membership as a serious threat to their lifestyle and
above all to their economy: it meant that fishermen from other EU Mem-
ber States had virtually unrestricted access to its waters, implying that
Greenland lost control of fish, its main economic resource.

After Home Rule was introduced in 1979, Greenland’s authorities,
also spurred by the introduction of the 200-mile EEZ which gave
Greenland potential control over far greater resources at a time of dimin-
ishing fish stocks, called a new referendum on EU membership in 1982,
and 52% voted in favour of leaving the EU.

After rather long and difficult negotiations — the withdrawal of a
Member State or even of a territory had simply not been foreseen by the
Treaty — on 1 February 1985 Greenland withdrew from the EU, on rather
favourable conditions.

By virtue of its special relationship with Denmark, its geographical
proximity to the North American continent, the characteristics it shared
with developing countries (insufficient infrastructure, an economy almost
exclusively dependent on one economic activity, severe economic de-
pendency on another country and relatively low per capita GNP),
Greenland was granted the status of OCT (Overseas Countries and Terri-
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tories).” OCTs are a rather diverse collection of territories (from French
Polynesia, to the Netherlands Antilles, to South Georgia) which, while
depending constitutionally on a Member state, are not part of the EU
territory, although in most cases their nationals have been recognised as
EU citizens. Their relationship to the EU is one of association, with the
purpose of promoting their social and economic development and estab-
lishing close economic relations with the EU. OCTs enjoy free access to
EU markets for their products, as well as access to the European Devel-
opment Fund assisting their economic and social development. Greenland
was, however, set apart since the very beginning. Free access to EU mar-
kets for its products was subordinated to an agreement offering EU fish-
ing vessels satisfactory terms of access to Greenland waters. Access to
the Fund was replaced by financial compensation under the same agree-
ment, roughly equivalent to the financial help Greenland received when
part of the EU.

This arrangement was regularly discussed and renewed, until it was
challenged by the Court of Auditors and the Parliament, which started
questioning the balance between payments and fishing possibilities.
Moreover, the reform of the CFP had introduced a different kind of fish-
eries agreement, based on the concept of partnership.

In 2002, realising the uniqueness of the Greenland case, the Commis-
sion published a communication in which it addressed the desirability of a
different relationship, a free-standing partnership agreement going be-
yond OCT status.®

The negotiations led ultimately to a less drastically different — but still
rather original — solution.

In 2006, a joint EU/Denmark/Greenland declaration®® stressed the
close historical links between the EU and Greenland and the need to
strengthen and update them within a long-term perspective, taking into
account Greenland’s status as an OCT, while ensuring that Greenland
continued to receive the same level of funds as in previous years on the
basis of a two-fold partnership.

The first element is a Fisheries Partnership Agreement, by which the
EU gives Greenland a financial contribution of €17.8 million per year for

61 See Articles 182-188 of the Treaty. See also http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/s05034.htm .
62 COM(2002)697 final.
53 0J of the EU L 208 of 29/6/2006, p. 32.
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the period 2007-2013, of which approximately €2 million come from
licence fees from ship-owners. About 25% of this contribution is ear-
marked for Greenland’s budget for the continued promotion of sustain-
able and responsible fishing, while the rest is disbursed in exchange for
fishing opportunities in Greenland waters.

The other element is a Decision on relations between the EU and
Greenland/Denmark,® which establishes a partnership to be implemented
by developing cooperation for the sustainable development of Greenland
with an annual allocation of €25 million over the same period. Greenland
has selected education and training as the first focal sector for cooperation
under this agreement. As an OCT, Greenland has access to a number of
EU programmes, including those on education and research.

A Greenlandic-Danish Commission presented to the respective Par-
liaments, in May 2008, the results of its work on the extension of
Greenland’s Home Rule competences in a number of sectors, notably the
judiciary and the exploitation of economic resources. A referendum on
these issues will take part in Greenland in November 2008. Enhanced
Greenland’s self-governance as foreseen will not modify the present
status of Greenland vis-a-vis the EU.

12.2 Elements of assessment

This rather lengthy historical narrative is instructive in a number of ways.

It demonstrates that, in spite of the repeated official recognition of the
specificities of Greenland as an Arctic society, not much effort has been
expended to take these specificities into account. The EU’s relationship
with Greenland has thus been made to fit as far as possible in “tradi-
tional” EU patterns. The fundamental impetus for the EU’s relationship
with Greenland has been the need to preserve the balance of the EU’s
internal and external fisheries arrangements — fishing possibilities in
Greenland waters are exchanged for third countries quotas, to balance EU
fisheries agreements in the North Atlantic. Beyond that, the relationship
with Greenland has sometimes appeared to be uneasy, possibly also be-
cause of Greenland’s support of causes unpopular in the EU, such as
whaling and sealing

5 0J of the EU L 208 of 29/6/2006, p. 28.
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On the other hand, the need to establish a new relationship with
Greenland may have sparked broader thinking about the Arctic. While the
previous EU official pronouncements only generically recognised the
“special features” of Greenland, the 2002 Commission communication
mentioned above was quite visionary in taking a long-term view, recog-
nising the key bridging role of Greenland as a partner in circumpolar
cooperation and the underlying need for the EU to ensure a consistent
overall approach to matters pertaining to the Arctic, particularly within
the context of the Arctic Window of the Northern Dimension.

The 2006 joint declaration also highlights the importance of the rela-
tionship with Greenland for geostrategic reasons and cooperation in the
context of climate change, energy issues and maritime affairs, including
transportation. It recalls the context of the Arctic Window, and the spe-
cific relevance of Greenland’s fragile natural environment and the chal-
lenges confronting its population, while recognising the importance of
Greenland as a responsible partner in the management and conservation
of the environment and natural resources, including fish stocks.

These concepts could well be incorporated as elements of ongoing re-

flection on the EU/Arctic relationship. The EU might find some added
value in exploiting Greenland’s privileged standpoint as an independent
society with strong ties to both the EU and the Arctic.
For its part, Greenland has been instrumental in promoting the Arctic
issue, particularly at the Arctic Window Conference held in llulissat in
2002, when it became somehow the interpreter of the needs and aspira-
tions of Arctic societies. The foreseen changes in Greenland’s Home Rule
could result in more direct links and interaction with the EU, thus enhanc-
ing the possibility for Greenland to continue playing a similar role.









13. The European Parliament and the
Arctic

The European Parliament deserves a specific place in this report as the
EU institution which, for better or worse, has shown the greatest attention
to Arctic issues.

There are general reasons for this. Compared to the Commission or
the Council, the EP collectively has a less constrained vision of the world,
including of the space outside the EU. At the same time, individual MEPs
have a more focused vision of regional/local issues, be it through links
with their constituencies or intellectual interest. Parliamentarians have
freedom to act without the limitation of rigidly programmed action; on
the other hand, being elected representatives of EU citizens, they are
more attentive and sensitive to the moods and concerns of the public.

This implies that the Parliament can become effectively involved in
issues which are not mainstream, such as the Arctic, and also that in-
volvement may often depend on the personal commitment of one or a few
parliamentarians who can sway the mood of the entire Parliament.

In the EP, Arctic affairs fall under the remit of the Foreign Affairs
Committee’s Delegation for relations with Switzerland, Iceland and Nor-
way and to the European Economic Area, which is also responsible for
the Parliament’s relations with the Nordic Council, the Conference of
Parliamentarians of the Arctic Region and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary
Conference, and has permanent seats in these assemblies.

Over the years, particularly since the 2002 Arctic Window Confer-
ence, the Delegation’s Chair, who retained responsibility for Northern
Dimension issues after moving to the Parliament vice presidency, has
been very active on Arctic matters and instrumental in keeping the Arctic
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issue alive, inter alia by regularly posing parliamentary questions on the
subject.

In some cases, such as issues linked with the exploitation of living re-
sources (seal hunting, trapping), the Parliament’s involvement has led to
clashes with the Arctic world, in particular Arctic indigenous peoples (see
section 11).

On other issues, the Parliament has consistently distinguished itself as
a defender of the Arctic and its inhabitants, by recommending greater
attention to indigenous peoples issues, including within the Arctic Win-
dow, stressing the need for improving coordination between the EU and
other regional bodies operating in the Arctic and for EU participation in
their work, and underlining the importance of cooperation with the US
and Canada, particularly in the field of Arctic research. All these aspects,
which are still not sufficiently developed in the Northern Dimension, are
repeatedly stressed in a number of Resolutions on the ND that the Parlia-
ment has adopted since 1999.

As an original contribution, the EP on several occasions called for

greater involvement of parliamentarians and other elected representatives
in a Northern Dimension Forum. In a 2005 Resolution on the future of the
Northern Dimension, the EP called on the Commission to take the oppor-
tunity of the forthcoming International Polar Year to develop new initia-
tives together with the Arctic partners, and in particular work towards a
“Charter for Arctic Governance”.
In March 2007, the EP took the initiative for a Parliamentary Conference
on the Northern Dimension. The Conference statement again focused a
great deal of attention on the Arctic, calling all stakeholders in ND policy
to actively work towards achieving its objectives as they are expressed in
the ND Arctic Window, and underlining the role and the vulnerability of
the Arctic to climate change and the potential of indigenous peoples tradi-
tional knowledge as a basis for addressing the adaptation issue. The Con-
ference renewed calls for a Northern Dimension Parliamentary Forum
and for considering the possibility of creating a Charter for Arctic Gov-
ernance.A seminar on Arctic governance was organized by European
Parliament’s group ALDE (Alliance of Liberal and Democrats for
Europe) in May 2008.









14. An EU Arctic Policy?

The overview shows that present EU activities which directly affect the
Acrctic region are limited.

For one thing, the EU has a very limited, if any, territorial basis in the
Acrctic region, depending on which definition of the term “Arctic” is used,
and no coasts bordering the Arctic Ocean.

Moreover, EU programmes related to the northernmost regions in
Sweden and Finland and to north-west Russia, the EU contribution to
nuclear safety activities in the Kola peninsula and EU payments to
Greenland by virtue of its OCT status are Arctic-relevant insofar as they
target areas and problems which happen to be in the Arctic region. How-
ever, the rationale for EU action is no different than it is in other geo-
graphic regions.

On the other hand, in fields such as environment, research or maritime
policy, EU activities have significant relevance to the Arctic and the EU —
in particular the Commission — is becoming increasingly aware of, and
interested in, Arctic issues.

The predominant factor in this development has been the growing
visibility and importance of climate change as a policy driver, both at EU
and at global levels. Studies and research linking climate change in the
Arctic to several policy fields — from biodiversity protection to indige-
nous peoples’ rights — have intensified, also in connection with the ongo-
ing International Polar Year. Calls for greater attention to the Arctic,
including from the European Parliament, have multiplied.

The first in-depth examination by the Commission of the EU/Arctic
relationship, currently under way, has resulted from the Commission’s
reflection on maritime issues in the framework of the Integrated Maritime
Strategy. This is understandable. The Arctic Ocean is where the most
visible and radical changes will happen as a consequence of climate
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change, and where the most wide-ranging new opportunities will appear,
from the opening of new transportation routes, to the exploitation of hith-
erto inaccessible resources. It is also where the danger is highest that the
situation may get out of hand, due to the possibility of severe social and
economic disruptions for coastal populations and environmental risks and
security threats inherent to the exploitation of the new opportunities.

All this makes the EU’s approach to the Arctic a highly political issue.
It is significant that the possible development of an EU Arctic policy has
been envisaged for the first time in an EU foreign/security policy paper
aimed at the European Council, the highest political level in the EU, and
that the same paper hints at possible pressures on international govern-
ance in the context of climate change-related threats — albeit not with
specific reference to the Arctic.

It is equally significant that the recent Ilulissat Declaration®, issued
on 28 May 2008 at the end of the Arctic Ocean Conference reuniting the
five circumpolar states, is quite clear in asserting that the main steward-
ship role in protecting the Arctic Ocean lies with those states, and that the
extensive existing legal framework offered notably by UNCLOS is a
solid foundation for the responsible management by the five coastal states
and other users of the Arctic Ocean, without any need for developing a
new comprehensive international legal regime.

The main question is therefore whether, at this juncture, both the con-
ditions and the political readiness exist for ensuring a role for the EU in
the Arctic, bearing in mind that such a role should not only be justified in
the eyes of EU Member States but also of the non-EU Arctic countries, as
a necessary requisite for such an initiative to be successful and produc-
tive.

Whatever will result from the Commission’s reflection, it is clear that
the situation requires as a minimum a more systematic, proactive EU
approach, rather than the attitude of relative indifference which has often
been the case in the past.

The possible features of such an approach are discussed below.

8 http://www.ambottawa.um.dk/en/servicemenu/News/THEILULISSATDECLARATION
ARCTICOCEANCONFERENCE .htm
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14.1 Survival of the fittest...

If left to develop on the basis of its own internal dynamics — or lack of
them — the future relationship of the EU with the Arctic remains uncer-
tain.

The potential for oil and gas exploitation in the Arctic, even if less
than often claimed, would always be sufficiently large to be considered
highly important, both for circumpolar countries and for private compa-
nies wanting to exploit it. Particularly as regards gas resources, the EU —
as domestic production declines and the importance of gas as the most
environmentally-friendly fossil fuel increases — has a strong interest in
securing external gas supplies and therefore in positioning itself to take
advantage of future developments in gas production in the Arctic. Like-
wise, the EU has a strong interest in future transport developments in the
Arctic, whether transport from oil and gas production fields, or the open-
ing of shorter routes to the Far East.

Whether in energy or transport, sustainability should be at the core of
these developments. If safeguards are not put into place, purely economic
factors may prevail. The EU, as a great economic power, has a corre-
sponding responsibility in this respect.

There may be a temptation for the EU to frame an intensified action in
the Arctic along the lines which are being developed for the Baltic within
the Northern Dimension — the Arctic is, after all, a priority area in the
ND. However, an Arctic strategy (the term “Arctic window”, while
imaginative and widely recognised, has a connotation of exclusion — a
world you look at from inside, but which is separate and possibly alien)
would be much more difficult to develop in the present ND context.

When the ND was created, the EU had the function of a safe hinter-
land serving the interests of Norway and Finland in addressing problems
such as obsolete nuclear installations or border management, and at the
same time the interests of other circumpolar countries. In the present
situation, more direct EU involvement in the Arctic would be justified by
the broad EU interest, particularly in the controversial field of energy
resource exploitation. It may be expected that some of the Arctic partners
would not necessarily see such a development as in their national interest,
and that tensions could appear as a consequence.
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Moreover, the present nearly exclusive concentration in the ND on the
relationship between the EU and Russia does not easily accommodate a
broader EU Arctic perspective.

14.2 ...or intelligent design?

The overview shows that a number of EU policies, notably climate
change and research, are already in the process of forming links with the
Arctic more strongly than in the past, and that this process is likely to
gain momentum. Maritime policy in its different aspects will necessarily
have to take into account the new situation created by the opening of the
Arctic Ocean. Global efforts to conserve biodiversity, or to prevent irre-
versible damage from air- and waterborne dangerous chemicals, will have
to intensify. Qil and gas resources in the Arctic are still a heavily disputed
issue, whether as to their total size, to the time frame within which they
can be developed or to the environmental safety question; in any case,
while the Arctic aspects of EU energy policy have not yet been fully de-
veloped, their importance from an EU perspective is evident.

Of course, those policy areas have a stronger internal EU, rather than
Acrctic, dimension. A call for a fully fledged EU Arctic policy could be
difficult to accept, not least for EU Member States with no direct in-
volvement and with different priorities, particularly if it would involve
financial implications.

However, the Arctic policy relevance of the activities described in the
report is sufficiently strong to justify that the Arctic aspect should be
dealt with in a structured rather than in an accidental way. The present
situation clearly does not properly reflect the importance of the region to
the EU.

A determined effort to identify and develop the Arctic dimension of
EU policies would be the appropriate answer to the challenge.

An “Arctic Dimension” strategy would ensure the necessary coordina-
tion of policy initiatives and specific actions focussing or having an im-
pact on the Arctic, and offer the necessary flexibility to allow adjust-
ments. It would give the EU an identifiable instrument for cooperation
internally, with other bodies dealing with Arctic matters such as the Arc-
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tic Council or the Nordic Council of Ministers, and with non-EU Arctic
countries.

An initiative in this sense, while falling well short of the concept of a
Charter of Arctic Governance, would in all likelihood be seen favourably
by the European Parliament, as a significant step towards an EU role in
the protection of the Arctic. It would also be welcomed by civil society,
in particular indigenous peoples and the important NGOs active in the
region.

A more developed “Arctic Dimension” would need to be reflected in
the Commission structure. While a supporting network linking the rele-
vant DGs would be necessary, a central dedicated “Arctic function” ap-
pears indispensable as a focal point for coordination and contact.

The “Arctic function” should have at its centre close cooperation be-
tween the DGs dealing with environment, research, maritime affairs and
external relations.

Where the “Arctic function” could be located is a matter of discussion.
The links to external policy and the coordinating function, as well as the
Northern Dimension expertise, could point to the DG External Relations.
On the other hand, such a location would mean making it vulnerable to
the disturbances of foreign policy. Research policy, while very important
in an Arctic context, is by nature a support policy, and therefore unsuit-
able to anchoring a more complex function. The integrated maritime pol-
icy is still in a very early stage of development, and given the strong
commercial interests involved, its final shape is still uncertain.

The best solution at this stage would probably be anchoring the “Arc-
tic function” in environment policy. Environment policy has been estab-
lished over many years as a solid and increasingly important EU policy,
and DG Environment has numerous highly Arctic-relevant activities in
the fields of climate change, marine protection, chemicals and civil pro-
tection. The links with the European Environment Agency could be an
added advantage.

In fact, at this point the EU’s commitment and activities — both inter-
nally and in the international arena — relating to the protection of the ma-
rine environment are possibly the most potentially relevant to the Arctic,
as they are already germane to the main future challenge of a more open
Arctic Ocean. It is an area where the EU could already throw its full
weight as a significant Arctic actor, on the basis of the same principles on
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which its internal action is based — the precautionary principle, the princi-
ples of preventive action, that environmental damage should be by prior-
ity rectified at the source, and that the polluter should pay.

The accent on environment/research would facilitate both recognition
by the Arctic partners that the EU has a valuable role to play in the region
and interaction with other regional bodies engaged in the same pursuits.

It would have the further advantage of a relatively “politically neutral”
connotation: the environment is a long-established field of political coop-
eration in the Arctic and, traditionally, relatively independent of the gen-
eral political situation.

The llulissat declaration mentioned above specifically opens to co-
operation with other interested parties, including within international
fora, particularly the Arctic Council and the Barents Euro-Arctic
Council, on the themes of environmental protection, scientific re-
search, and navigation safety. It appears reasonable that the EU would
engage in Arctic activities by first answering to this call.

In this context, it might be worthwhile to consider whether a coop-
eration framework modelled on the lines of the OSPAR agreement
and addressing the above issues could constitute a useful approach.
Combining scientific assessment and monitoring and development of
recommendations and decisions, with relatively extensive consultation
among parties which have quite different levels of direct interest and
involvement, such approach would have the merit of offering a high
level of flexibility.

14.3 The Nordic Council of Ministers and the EU

It is too early to have a clear idea of the features of a possible new EU
approach to the Arctic. It is the right time to contribute to the ongoing EU
reflection and elaboration process.

This offers a special opportunity and confers a particular responsibil-
ity to the Nordic Council of Ministers, the members of which are in the
privileged position of being either EU Member States or closely associ-
ated to the EU, as well as full and active members of Arctic cooperation.

NCM members can collectively apply extensive experience of and ex-
pertise in Arctic-related matters, a specific sensitivity to the Arctic human
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dimension, and a long-established commitment to the principles of sus-
tainable development.

Individual NCM/EU members can help identify possible synergies
through their specific experience and detailed knowledge of EU policies
and mechanisms.

Many priorities for NCM and EU action already coincide, first and
foremost combating climate change. Indeed, this is also a joint priority for
the three Scandinavian presidencies of the Arctic Council up to 2012,
together with the integrated management of resources, a concept which is
rapidly — if somewhat belatedly — becoming a tenet of EU policies.

There is therefore a foundation for an effort by the NCM to influence
the shaping of the EU attitude toward the Arctic, including building
stronger bridges with Arctic neighbours. Sweden, which will have in
succession the NCM, EU, and Arctic Council presidencies, will be in a
particularly crucial position.

At this stage the NCM’s most important task might be to provide the
EU with arguments and practical suggestions on how to coherently sub-
stantiate its Arctic interest, thus building a platform for future enhanced
cooperation. This process would also make it possible for the NCM to
identify specific opportunities for its future action, aimed at participating
in and/or complementing EU action.






Appendix
Decision-making in the EU — Actors
and processes

Main actors — Institutions

The European Parliament

The European Parliament is directly elected in nationally held elections
by the citizens of the 27 EU Member States — totalling more than 490
million people. It presently has 785 members (smaller Member States
have a proportionally larger number of seats), divided into seven Europe-
wide political groups which represent a wide spectrum of political views,
including those on European integration.

From being mainly a consultative body in the EU’s early days, the
Parliament has, over the last 20 years, gained considerable influence on
political development in general and on the legislative process in particu-
lar, although it cannot directly introduce legislative proposals. It does,
however, publish a number of “own initiatives” reports and adopts resolu-
tions providing the impetus for new legislation.

The Council

Council of the European Union

The Council of the European Union is the institution representing the
Member States, and as such it is the EU’s primary decision-maker.

% For further information, see: http://europa.eu/institutions/inst/index_en.html
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The Council, in which Member States are in principle represented at
the ministerial level, meets in different configurations and with different
frequency, according to the policy area discussed.

As regards EU policies where decision-making powers have been
delegated to the EU, such as most of the policies covered in this report
(the so-called “first pillar”), the Council’s main function is to adopt legis-
lation proposed by the Commission — usually jointly with the European
Parliament. The Council also co-ordinates the broad economic policies of
the Member States, and concludes international agreements.

In the realm of intergovernmental cooperation, it deals with common
foreign and security policy issues and freedom, security and justice matters.

The Council is assisted by a General Secretariat, under the responsi-
bility of a Secretary General, High Representative for common foreign
and security policy. The High Representative contributes to the formula-
tion, preparation and implementation of policy decisions in common for-
eign policy and security matters.

The Council presidency rotates among Member States every six
months (with the present membership of 27, each Member State will hold
the presidency only once every 13% years). Holding the presidency does
not provide any additional formal powers, but the fact that the presidency
decides the agenda means that issues of interest to it can be promoted and
others avoided. This advantage may be tempered by the fact that, in re-
cent years, a practice has been adopted of cooperation between successive
presidencies.

To take care of their national interests within the EU, Members States
maintain in Brussels well-staffed Permanent Representations to the EU,
headed by diplomats with ambassadorial status.

European Council

Four times a year, the EU Heads of State and Government (elected presi-
dents and prime ministers) and the President of the Commission meet in
the European Council.

The European Council provides the necessary impetus for the devel-
opment of the EU (e.g. as regards monetary union, enlargement, foreign
policy initiatives — such as the Northern Dimension — and, recently, en-
ergy and climate change) and defines the EU’s general political guide-
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lines. It also tries to solve at the highest political level problems that
could not be solved by the Council of Ministers.

The Commission

The European Commission is traditionally described as being “the guard-
ian of the Treaty” and exerting “exclusive right of initiative”. This is
reflected in several important tasks, in particular proposing legislation,
managing and implementing EU policies and the budget and ensuring the
correct application of EU legislation.

“Commission” designates in fact two entities:

The college of Commissioners, presently composed of one member
from each of the 27 Member States, headed by a president appointed
by the national governments and approved by Parliament. The Com-
mission serves for a five-year period. The commissioners, who are
responsible for the portfolios allocated to them, are supposed to act
independently of their governments in the general EU interest, al-
though in practice they may continue to be sensitive to national
interests. The Commission holds collective responsibility vis-a-vis the
Member States and the rest of the world.

The institution as such, by far the largest EU institution, while still a
small one when compared to national administrations. The Commis-
sion’s work is carried out in Directorates-General (DGs) and
specialised services. Each DG is responsible for a particular policy
area and is headed by a Director-General who is answerable to one of
the commissioners. Overall coordination is provided by the
Secretariat-General.
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Decision-making

Passing Legislation

The Commission, the Parliament, and the Council are the three main
bodies involved in the EU legislative process.®’

As already stated, the Commission has the exclusive right to propose
EU legislation. In practice, this formal right is exercised in many cases in
response to outside pressures, such as pronouncements by the Parliament
or the European Council, or impulsion by individual Member States.
Examples can be found in this report.

The proposals are elaborated by the Commission’s DG responsible for
the policy in question, on the basis of consultations with national gov-
ernments and other stakeholders, including industry and NGOs.®® They
have to be accompanied by an impact assessment. The draft is then dis-
cussed with other DGs (interservice consultation, particularly important
for issues involving several policy sectors, such as climate change, mari-
time affairs, etc.), then examined by the college of Commissioners, which
adopts the proposal and submits it to Council and Parliament for decision.

It is evident that already at this stage there is much leeway for influ-
encing the process, and that therefore Commission proposals usually
reflect from the outset the different interests involved.

Once submitted to the Council, Commission proposals are negotiated
by representatives of Member State administrations, meeting in working
parties which deal with different policy areas. The negotiation includes
consideration of the Parliament’s opinion, as expressed in an amended
Commission proposal. The working party submits the outcome of its
work to the Committee of Permanent Representatives of Member States

87 Other institutions play a consultative role. The European Economic and Social Committee
(which represents employers, workers, trade unions and consumers) is consulted in a number of
areas, including cohesion, environment and research policies. This body also has the right to
issue its own opinions. The Committee of the Regions (which represents local and regional
interests and has a particular responsibility to ensure that the principle of subsidiarity is obser-
ved) is consulted on matters related to education, environment, cohesion and cross-border coope-
ration..

% preparation of legislation has become in many cases a more complex process in recent
years. Often the Commission initiates, with a “Green paper” containing a general presentation of
an issue, a broader consultation with stakeholders. On that basis, it often prepares an “Action
plan” or “White paper”, a compilation of the actions required to achieve a certain objective,
before proceeding to specific legislative proposals.
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to the EU (COREPER), which endorses the outcome and/or tries to solve
the outstanding problems before the Ministers deliberate on the proposal
in the Council.

Each proposal for new legislation is based on a specific Treaty arti-
cle,®® referred to as the “legal basis” of the proposal. The Treaty lays
down the procedures linked to the specific legal basis. The most com-
monly used is the *“co-decision” procedure (Article 251 of the EC Treaty),
which applies to the main EU policies treated in this report, such as re-
search, environment and cohesion policies, and is therefore described
here in more detail.

Under the co-decision procedure, the Council, after its first reading
and after obtaining the Parliament’s opinion, adopts a common position
on a proposal by qualified majority voting. It can be noted in this regard
that, although only a qualified majority is needed, he Council usually
aims at consensus, or at least the broadest possible agreement, which in
some cases is possible only through complex non-official exchange deals
among Member States.

The common position is then submitted to Parliament for a second
reading. If Council and Parliament cannot reach agreement, the disputed
elements of the proposal are brought before a conciliation committee
composed of equal numbers of Council and Parliament representatives,
with the Commission acting as an honest broker. The conciliation com-
mittee is supposed to reach a compromise on a text, which is then resub-
mitted to Parliament and Council for final adoption.

Agreement in first reading with Parliament, where the Council adopts all
the Parliament’s proposed amendments, is possible although infrequent.

The “consultation” procedure applies inter alia to agricultural, fisher-
ies, taxation and discrimination policies. According to this procedure, the
Parliament can ask for amendments to a Commission’s proposal, which
the Commission may take into account in presenting an amended pro-
posal, on which basis the Council deliberates.

In all cases, if the Council wishes to modify a Commission proposal
without the Commission accepting the modification, it must do so unani-
mously.

% The present Treaty will be replaced by the Lisbon Treaty, after ratification by all Member
States. Where particularly relevant, reference is made in this report to changes which will be
introduced by the Lisbon Treaty.
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Acting in international fora

The international agreements referred to in this report in the field of the
environment are mostly “mixed agreements”, where the competence is
shared between the EU and the Member States. They are therefore con-
cluded jointly by the EU and the Member States, and often the EU, at the
ratification, makes a declaration about the sources of its competence.

International negotiations in this field are conducted in accordance
with directives issued by the Council. Often these take the form of
“Council conclusions”, a kind of “soft law” act which has the advantage
of avoiding lengthy bureaucratic procedures for its adoption. The conclu-
sions, which are usually prepared in cooperation with the Presidency and
Commission, undergo examination by working party and COREPER, and
are nearly always adopted unanimously by the Council, although a quali-
fied majority in favour is sufficient when the subject matter requires a
qualified majority in internal legislation.

During the negotiations on the basis of the Council directives, the
Commission and a special committee of representatives of Member States
agree on the specific position to be taken. In case of serious disagree-
ments, the matter is reported to the Council. The Parliament, while not
involved in the negotiations, is kept regularly informed by the Commis-
sion and consulted before the agreement’s conclusion. The decision to
conclude mixed agreements requires unanimity.

It is worth recalling that Member States have in general a duty of loyal
cooperation, which requires an effort to present a united front to the rest
of the world.

Determining the Community budget

The EU annual budgets are based on a multi-annual financial framework
— the so-called financial perspective. This is established for seven years
through an inter-institutional agreement, which is obtained through a
protracted process given the issue’s highly political character. The finan-
cial perspective limits EU expenditure over a fixed period so as to impose
budgetary discipline, and translates to a certain extent the EU’s broad
strategic and political policy priorities into financial terms.

The EU budget is divided into broad categories of expenditure, called
“headings”. The current financial framework 2007-2013, entailing of
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budget of some €975 billion over the seven-year period, has four main
policy headings: “natural resources”, “sustainable growth”, “security and
justice”, and “the EU as a global player”. The financial framework estab-
lishes the maximum commitment appropriations that can be put into the
EU budget each year for a particular heading and fixes an overall annual
ceiling on commitments and payments.

Within the multi-annual financial framework, each year the EU budget
is agreed to by Parliament and the Council through a budgetary procedure
according to a calendar fixed by the Treaty. Initially, the Commission
forwards to the Council and Parliament a preliminary draft budget, which
the Council and Parliament modify through a complex process. It in-
volves two readings in each institution, where the Parliament has the final
word on amending the non-compulsory expenditure, i.e. expenditure
which does not derive directly from the Treaty, and the Council has the
final word on the compulsory expenditure, which represents the main part
of the budget.

To give an example, the 2008 budget has been finalised for a total of
€129.1 billion. Of this, about €54 billion (41.7%) goes to agriculture and
rural development; €47 billion (36.3%) to cohesion/regional develop-
ment; equal amounts of €7.3 billion (5.6%) to third countries (pre-
accession, neighbourhood policy, development cooperation) and to ad-
ministrative expenses; €6 billion (4.7%) to research; and the rest is di-
vided among the other activities.

When considering these numbers, it should be borne in mind that the
EU budget represents only a very small percentage (+/— 2%) of public
spending within the EU. For many sectors the bulk of spending comes
from the national budgets, and the allocations from the EU budget do not
directly reflect EU political priorities. For the environment sector, for
example, EU expenditure is approximately €0.3 billion per year, against a
€200 billion national expenditure. Similarly, the annual budget allocation
of €6 billion to research does not imply a weakening of the status of re-
search as a priority under the Lisbon competitiveness strategy — according
to which the EU has fixed the objective of spending for research and
development at 3% of its GDP, or more than €300 billion annually, by
2010.

The responsibility for the implementation of the budget lies with the
European Commission and Member States. The greatest part of the EU
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funds (some 76%, including most of the agricultural and regional devel-
opment spending) is spent under what is known as “shared management”,
where authorities in the Member States, rather than the Commission,
manage the expenditure.



Sammanfattning

Under lang tid gavs EU endast begransade tillfallen att samarbeta kring
fragor rérande Arktis.

Fram till EU utvidgningen 1995, hade samverkan framfdrallt haft att
gora med Gronlands intrdde i EU och dess senare beslut att avsdga sig
medlemskapet samt ett antal kontroversiella EU-initiativ knutna till ut-
nyttjande av levande resurser (salfangst, viltvard och valfangst) i de ark-
tiska omradena. Dessa fragor hanterades pa ad hoc-basis. EU utvecklade
darmed inga institutionella ramar eller sérskilda instrument for att hantera
arktiska fragor.

Arktis framstod salunda, fran ett EU perspektiv, som en mycket avlag-
sen och annorlunda verklighet.

Efter utvidgningen 1995 da bade Finland och Sverige hade tagit steget
in i Unionen skulle EU komma att hantera fragor med nordliga aspekter.
Dessa fragor togs upp som en del av de allmanna ramarna for tillampliga
atgarder — mutantis mutandis- i relation till specifika regioner och med-
lemsstater, sarskilt inom fragor gallande regionalpolitiken.

Den sallsamma situation som uppstod i och med Grénlands uttréde ur
Unionen minskade avsevart i betydelse i samband med att Gronland dar-
efter kom att falla in under den befintliga ramen for Utomeuropeiska
lander och.territorier (OCT-landerna). Av det handelseférlopp som be-
skrivits ovan vore det darmed missvisande att se de EU-atgérder tagna i
dessa sammanhang som representativa ens for en begynnande EU politik
gentemot Arktis.

| detta avseende var det mer relevant att det i 1995 ars EU-utvidgning
inkluderades tva stater som deltog i det arktiska samarbetet och hade
starka kopplingar till de dvriga arktiska l&nderna — sérskilt med Norge
och Island. Vidare hade EU i och med utvidgningen &ven férvarvat en
grans mot Ryssland- ett land med stora arktiska omraden.



120 The European Union and the Arctic: policies and actions

Efter Finlands initiativ att skapa EU: s Nordliga dimension 1999 kom
Arktis att bli ett erként begrepp inom EU — det talades om det “Arktiska
fonstret” inom den Nordliga dimensionen. Trots att de nordiska EU-
ordfdrandeskapen entrdget har strévat efter att ge Arktis 6kad synlighet
har det i EU-kontexten enbart spelat en perifer roll, —visserligen i EU: s
naromrade, men fortfarande préaglat av utanforskap.

Eftersom den Nordliga dimensionen i allt hogre grad identifieras som
EU: s Rysslandspolitik gor att de bredare aspekterna rérande Arktis riske-
rar ytterligare marginalisering. Detta till trots att den arktiska regionen
angavs som ett prioriterat omrade inom den Nordliga dimensionen.

EU:s hittills storsta atagande i Arktis under den Nordliga dimensio-
nens miljopartnerskap (NDEP) &r finansieringen av den karntekniska
saneringsverksamheten pa Kolahalvon . Denna aktivitets uppkomst har
emellertid knappast sitt ursprung i den geografiska beldgenheten i Arktis.

Situationen har forandrats under de senaste aren. Klimatférandringar-
na har bidragit till att Arktis fatt varldens uppmarksamhet eftersom Arktis
kanske ar den region i varlden som kommer att paverkas mest av klimat-
forandringarna, forandringar som kan komma att fa aterverkningar aven
vid de lagre breddgraderna. EU, som har gjort klimatférandringen till en
av sina huvudprioriteringar har darmed blivit mer medvet om Arktis vik-
tiga roll.

En analys av EU: s sektorspolitik vid denna tidpunkt visar att en rad
politikomraden ar relevanta eller potentiellt relevanta for den arktiska
regionen, och att néstan alla ar kopplade till klimatférdndringarna. Med
tanke pa klimatforandringarnas globala karaktar och det pagaende Inter-
nationella Polararet (IPY), ar forskningspolitik och i synnerhet klimatrela-
terad forskning, ett omrade dar EU:s verksamhet i allt hogre grad relate-
ras till Arktis.

Arktis betydelse for EU:s arbete att ddmpa klimatférandringarna och
EU:s anpassningspolitik ar tydlig. Inom 6vriga omraden av miljopolitik,
sarskilt biologisk mangfald, kemikalier, havsmiljon och naturskydd, ater-
speglas EU:s atgarder redan till viss del i Arktis. Den storre potentiella
inverkan spelar emellertid EU:s handlande i ett bredare internationellt
sammanhang.

EU.s integrerade maritima politik, en relativt ny utveckling inom EU,
syftar till att skapa en ram for hela EU: s maritima verksamhet (fiske,
transport, turism, miljo och forskning) med ett hallbarhetsperspektiv.
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Alla dessa aktiviteter som i sig sjélva har betydelse bortom Unionens
granser, ar av stor potentiell betydelse for Arktis eftersom Norra ishavet
blir mer lattillgangligt som en f6ljd av den globala uppvérmningen.

De nya mojligheterna och riskerna med ett 6ppet Norra ishav har varit
de viktigaste faktorerna som sporrat Kommissionen att initiera en bredare
diskussion om EU och Arktis, vars resultat bor vara tillgangliga senare
under 2008. | detta sammanhang maste arktiska aspekter beaktas i rela-
tion till EU: s energi- och transportpolitik, ett sammanhang dar Arktis
hittills knappt har uppmérksammats .

Oron for internationella sakerhetsfragor i det arktiska omradet (sarskilt
i samband med territoriella tvister, resursexploatering och nya transport-
vagar) har gjort att fragan om en eventuell EU-politik gentemot Arktis har
tagits upp aven vid Europeiska Radet.

Oavsett resultatet av denna bredare diskussion, star det klart att EU
maste anta en mer proaktivt och systematiskt forhallningssatt gentemot
Arktis, omfattande samtliga relevanta politikomraden. EU:s agerande bor
uttryckas pa ett satt som uppfattas som bade engagerat och konstruktivt
av saval dess medlemsstater — Arktis och icke-arktiska — som av arktiska
lander som star utanfor EU.

Europaparlamentet som har foresprakat en forstarkt roll for EU i Ark-
tis kommer att spela en avgorande roll, eftersom fragan om Arktis pa EU-
niva framst ar ett politiskt beslut. Stod fran det civila samhéllet bor ocksa
finnas med, eventuellt via ett offentligt remissforfarande. For att fa en
“rattmatig plats i midnattssolen” utan att framsta som en konkurrent till
andra aktérer borde EU koncentrera sig pa fragan gallande skydd av den
sérpraglade miljon i Arktis. Detta framforallt eftersom EU har stor tro-
vardighet inom milj6fragor genom att ga i braschen for kampen mot kli-
matférandringarna. Harvidlag bér EU:s samarbete med internationella
arktiska regionala samarbetsorgan och arktiska partners och inom 6vriga
multilaterala fora intensifieras och eventuellt formaliseras. med hallbar
utveckling som dévergripande végledande princip.

Storre hansyn till den méanskliga faktorn — sociala och kulturella livs-
forhallandena i Arktis — skulle bidra till att EU etablerar sig som en re-
spekterad och uppskattad aktor pa den arktiska scenen.

De nddvandiga forutsattningarna for att EU skulle kunna spela denna
roll kunde vara béttre intern samordning bland EU: s politikomraden, inte
minst inom Kommissionen. Detta skulle kunna uppnas genom inréttandet
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av ett fristdende Artis-enhet, som skulle tjana som kontaktpunkt for
kommunikation med yttervérlden, sérskilt med de arktiska landerna men
ocksa med andra EU-medlemsstater och inte minst med allménheten.

Nordiska Ministerradet, med dess medlemslander i norr, dess kunska-
per inom saval Arktis som EU och med hallbar utveckling som ledstjarna,
skulle pa ett konkret satt kunna komma att bidra i utarbetandet av en
eventuell framtida EU: s strategi rérande Arktis.

Juni, 2008
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