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The European Union after L aeken:
a Convention, a Constitution, a Consensus?

Dr. Edward Best and Dr. Sophie Vanhoonacker

Professor and Associate Professor, EIPA

On 15 December 2001 the European Council adopted
the Laeken Declaration, establishing a“ Convention on
the Futureof Europe” whichisto meetin advanceof the
next Intergovernmental Conference (IGC). This
Convention —which will bring together European and
national parliamentarians with representatives of
national governmentsand of the European Commission,
and include candidate countries as well as present
Member States—isto debate aseriesof questionsabout
the Union’ sconstitutional framework and fundamental
political system.

It is a bold step which has raised considerable
expectations, aswell asafew eyebrows: will suchahuge
and diversebody really be ableto come up with specific
and generally-acceptable answers? Y et it isremarkable
initself that such acomprehensive agenda should have
been accepted by the Heads of State or Government of
al 15 Member States. And thereislittle doubt that the
Convention, an instrument that is not foreseen in the
Treaty, represents an important innovation in how the
Union goes about changing itself.

Inthelasttenyears, thefirst decadeof post-Cold War
Europe, one |GC hasled to another asthe EU hastried
simultaneously to manage the radical deepening of
integration from a single market through a single
currency and common security arrangements towards
political union; to prepare its institutions and policies
for an enlargement from 12 membersto 15 and then 25
or more; and to deal with theuncomfortablefact that the
support of its citizens cannot be taken for granted, as
shown by the Danish“No” to Maastrichtin 1992 and the
Irish “No” to Nicein 2001.

Inthisprocess, each | GC hasexplicitly foreseenthe
next one. The Maastricht Treaty had to be concluded in
haste amid the accel erated historical events of thetime.
It was thus not only asecond best or alesser evil which
all could agreeshould berevisited. It wasalso part of the
bargain to postpone some questions in order to reach a
deal. The Treaty on European Unionthuscommitted the
parties to come back in 1996 to review some of the
arrangements agreed, although the agenda quickly had
to be broadened to include the demands of enlargement
and the problems of legitimacy. The ensuing 1996-
1997 IGC, however, failed to resolve the institutional
issueswhichwereconsideredindispensableprerequisites
for enlargement. The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty wasthus
accompanied by a Protocol committing the Union to
deal with these “left-overs’ and to carry out a broader
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review of its ingtitutional system before enlargement
involving more than five countries took place. The
result was another IGC, formally opened in February
2000, which produced theNice Treaty in December that
year. Andyet again, the conclusionswere accompanied
by an agreement to come back and do better next time.
Another IGC would be called in 2004 to address, at a
minimum, four outstanding issues:. the delimitation of
competencesbetweenthe UnionandtheMember States,
thestatusof the Charter of Fundamental Rights, therole
of national parliamentsand simplification of thetreaties.
Y et the Declaration on the Future of the Union which
was attached to the Treaty of Nice was at least as
significant with regard to the process as to the content
of the next steps, calling for a*“ broad and open debate”
involving not only governments but national
parliamentsand civil society. The Laeken Declaration,
one year later, would define the modalities of this
debate.

Thisnew interest ininvolving the public may partly
have been ageneral reactionto thealarmingly low level
of public support indicated by polls. According to
Eurobarometer, on average across the whole Union,
barely half of citizens could say positively that the
European Union was a good thing. This was not only
regrettable but could (and did!) have practical
consequences when it came to ratification.

Thereseemsal sotohavebeen abroad consensusthat
the purely diplomatic approach to agreeing changes
had run out of steam. Theprocessof hoppingfromtreaty
totreaty can certainly be seen asareflection of the step-
by-step approachtointegration which hascharacterised
European integration since the days of Monnet and
Schuman. However, it al so seemed to many involved to
be producing “diminishing returns’ (that is, it was
progressively taking more and more time and effort to
reach agreements) as well as a negative image for the
public, while contributing to the quite undemocratic
complexity of the Union’'s constitutional framework.
Finally, therewastheshiningexampleof the Convention
which successfully drafted a Charter of Fundamental
Rights in parallel to the 2000 IGC. In contrast to the
purely intergovernmental negotiationsover institutional
reform and the final bad-tempered wranglings behind
closed doorsin the early hours at Nice, the Convention
had brought together representatives of national
governmentsand national parliaments, aswell asof the
European Commission and the European Parliament,
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and hadworked onthebasisof transparency, consultation
and consensus.

At least for the next time, there can be no substitute
for an IGC. Article48 of the Treaty on European Union
isquite clear that only the governments of the Member
States have the power to change the treaties. However,
could not the Convention model be a new and more
effective way of preparing the decisions to be taken?

The Report presented by the Swedish Presidency in
June 2001 therefore outlined not only the option of a
group of government representatives(liketheReflection
Groupwhich metinadvanceof the1996-1997 1GC) and
that of asmall group of wise persons, but also the idea
of “abroad and open preparatory forum” for the next
IGC. This last option was strongly supported by the
upcoming Belgian Presidency, the other two Benelux
countries? and anumber of other Member States, aswell
asthe European Parliament® and the Commission. Not
al agreed. The United Kingdom was the strongest
opponent of the idea, fearing that this would tie the
handsof thel GC. Even after the decision wastaken, the
UK pressed for along period of digestion between the
end of the Convention and the beginning of the IGC in
order to weaken any direct link between the two.
Although in the end there was a clear decision of the
European Council to go ahead with the Convention, it
is clear that hopes and expectations differ widely, and
the structure of the Convention may in fact not make it
easy to come up with clear and consensual results.

Moreover, itisevident that the Convention will not
be acting in isolation. In the last few years, a new
political debate has emerged over the constitutional
framework of Europe and the roles of the European
institutions. Thishasbeenfed mainly by speechesgiven
by national political leaders — chiefly from the big
Member States—starting with German Foreign Minister
Joschka Fischer in May 2000, followed by French
President JacquesChiracin Juneand UK PrimeMinister
Tony Blair in October. And just asthe Convention was
comingintobeinginthelast daysof February 2002, new
proposals were jointly presented by the British and
German Governmentswithaview to strengthening both
transparency andtheroleof theCouncil inthelegislative
process. This predictably provoked open concerns in
some quarters about the influence which national
governments, and especially the big Member States,
would exert over the Convention’s proceedings.

TheConvention

The composition of the Convention generally follows
that of thebody which drafted the Charter of Fundamental
Rights: one representative of each government, two
membersof each national parliament, 16 membersof the
European Parliament, and two Commission re-
presentatives.* However, the candidate countries —
including Turkey —will now participate, with the same
representationasthecurrent Member States” andwill be
able to take part in the proceedings without, however,
being ableto prevent any consensuswhich may emerge
among the Member States’. Therewill be 13 observers:
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three representatives of the Economic and Social
Committee and three of the European social partners,®
sixfromtheCommitteeof theRegions; and the European
Ombudsman. This means that there will be a total
number of 105 full members, of whom two-thirdswill be
parliamentarians. At thetime of writing it had not been
agreedwhat rolewoul d be played by the Observersor by
the alternate members.®

The Laeken Declaration also appointed the
Chairman, former French President Valéry Giscard
d’ Estaing, andtwoVice-Chairmen, former Italian Prime
Minister Guiliano Amato and former Belgian Prime
Minister Jean-Luc Dehaene. It was agreed that the
Praesidium should have 12 members: the Chairman and
Vice-Chairmen; two representatives of the European
Parliament,” the two representatives of the European
Commission, two representatives of the national
parliaments,® and the governmental representatives of
thethree Member Stateswhichwill hold the Presidency
of the Council during the life of the Convention, i.e.
Spain, Denmark and Greece.®

The Declarationisclear asto theleading role of the
Praesidium and the Chairman, who “will pave the way
for the opening of the Convention’s proceedings by
drawing conclusions from the public debate. The
Praesidium will serveto lend impetus and will provide
the Convention with aninitial working basis.” In order
to involve citizens, “a Forum will be opened for
organisations representing civil society”. The
Declaration gives the impression that this will also be
very much inthe hands of the Praesidium: “astructured
network of organisations receiving information on the
Convention’s proceedings. Their contributions will
serve as input into the debate. Such organisations may
be heard or consulted on specific topics in accordance
witharrangementsto beestablished by the Praesidium.”
Itwassubsequently agreedthat VVice-Chairman Dehaene
would have special responsibility for the Convention’s
interaction with civil society.

Atthetimeof writing, theRulesof Procedurehad not
beenfinalised, althoughitwasalready clear that working
groupswill becreatedto deal with particular issues. The
Declarationleavesopenthenatureof thefinal document
to be produced (for which Vice-Chairman Amato will
have special responsibility). This* may comprise either
different options, indicating thedegreeof supportwhich
they received, or recommendations if consensus is
achieved.” It does stress, however, that this should not
tiethe hands of the Member States. “ Together with the
outcome of national debates on the future of the Union,
the final document will provide a starting point for
discussionsinthel ntergovernmental Conference, which
will taketheultimatedecisions.” TheConventionshould
conclude by June 2003.

ThelL aeken Agenda

The four sections included under the heading of
“Challengesand ReformsinaRenewed Union” modify,
reorganiseand add to the pointsinthe Nice Declaration.
A total of just over 50 questionsareformul ated. Despite
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the emphasis in the first part on the Union’srolein a

globalised world, there are only fleeting references to

enhancing the coherence of European foreign policy,

reinforcing synergy between the High Representative

andthe Commissioner responsiblefor external relations,

and possibly extending the external representation of

the Union in international fora
Most questions concern theinternal workingsof the

Union, grouped in four sections:

 clarification of the principlesfor deciding who does
what, and possible reorganisation of competences
between EU and Member States (and regions);

» simplification of the Union’s instruments;

e how to increase “democracy, transparency and
efficiency” in the EU; and

e constitutionalisation of the Union in the process of
simplification of the Treaties and incorporation of
the Charter on Fundamental Rights.

Itisinitself avery significant stepthat theHeadsof State
or Government should have agreed to a such a broad
agenda which includes fundamental questions about
the political organisation and nature of the Union. Y et
only afew new points are introduced: for example, the
idea that the President of the European Commission
could be appointed by the European Parliament or even
directly elected, asmeanstoincreasetheauthority of the
Commission; the possible introduction of a European
electoral constituency as a means to strengthen the
credibility of the Parliament; and the need to review the
rotating Presidency. Most of the questions posed have
been high on the agenda since the 1990s or before, and
nothing isreally added in the Declaration which makes
it any easier to solve the problems.

Among the many questions posed with regard to
democracy, transparency and efficiency, for example,
the role of national parliaments has been debated
constantly since the late 1980s. A Declaration was
attached to the M aastricht Treaty in which governments
undertake to ensure that national parliaments have
adequate time to scrutinise Commission proposals, as
well as encouraging contacts between the national
parliamentsand the European Parliament. The Treaty of
Amsterdam included a Protocol obliging the
governments of the Member States to ensure that their
parliaments received proposals for EU legislation at
|east six weeks before the Council was scheduled to act;
and encouraging COSAC™Y to play an active role,
particularly with a view to ensuring respect for
subsidiarity. The possibility of a new institution is
mentioned in the Laeken Declaration, but it is not easy
to see what more could be done to give the national
parliaments an institutionalised role at European level.
Theideaof apermanent chamber of national parliaments
has been pushed by Tony Blair (and before him, most
notably, by various French politicians), although his
public proposals were not clear as to the specific role
such a body should play, and the British Government
has seemed morerecently to back away fromthisidea.**
Any ideaof achamber working on aday-to-day basisin
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parallel tothe European Parliament, however, till faces
thestrong counter-argumentsthat thiswould only create
further institutional complexity and further undermine
the EP’s credibility.

Likewise, theissueof thedistribution of competences
and the application of the principle of subsidiarity has
been at the centre of the European debate since before
the Maastricht Treaty (quite apart from being a basic
question in any integration project). The Laeken
Declaration sensibly breaks down the issue into two
parts. Itfirstaskswhether itispossibletomake* aclearer
distinction between three types of competence: the
exclusive competence of the Union, the competence of
the Member States and the shared competence of the
Union and the Member States”. It then asks whether
there needs to be an adjustment of who doeswhat —for
example, should the Union do more in the areas of
defenceor police cooperation, or should somethingsbe
more clearly left to the Member States or the regions?
The Declaration stressesthat areorganisation “canlead
both to restoring tasks to the Member States and to
assigning new missionstothe Union”. Y et nothing new
is said about how to deal with these challenges and
dilemmas. How can one reconcile a fixing of
competenceswith themai ntenance of dynamism?What
about the fact that competences are mostly shared, and
that in practice the division of tasks has been according
tofunctionrather than by sector? Even wherethere may
be exclusive legislative competence, in other words,
amost all the responsibility for policy implementation
remainsin the hands of the Member States or sub-state
authorities. Canone, in practice, really envisage aclear
separation of who will “do” what?

Rather different problems arise with regard to the
very un-simplequestionof “simplification”. TheLaeken
Declaration sensibly dividestheissueinto two parts. A
short section on “Simplification of the Union’'s
instruments’ thusrai sestheissuesof reducingthenumber
and clarifying the nature of the various legislative
instruments, as well as clarifying the areas in which
“non-enforceable” methodssuch as* open coordination”
areappropriate. Thereisawideconsensusthat something
must be done to deal with the unnecessary complexity
and confusing nomenclatureintheserespects, and many
would argue that this could be done without major
constitutional implications. Simplification of the
treaties, on the other hand, is rightly put into a quite
separate section entitled “Towards a Constitution for
European citizens’, along with the status of the Charter
of Fundamental Rights. Again, thereisawideconsensus
as to the desirability of sorting out the present
constitutional mess of having Treaties which change
Treatieswithin other Treaties, but it isalso clear that it
is very hard to reorganise the Treaties without any
change in the law.

As the Laeken Declaration says, “The question
ultimately arises as to whether this simplification and
reorganisation might not lead in the long run to the
adoption of aconstitutional textintheUnion” (emphasis
added). Thiswording isinteresting. After all, the Court
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of Justice has already ruled that the treaties are a
“congtitutional charter” for the Union. Does the
Declaration actually commit anyone to go further?

Expectationsand Prospects

In the run-up to Nice, the European Parliament openly
urged that “the | GC should amend the procedurefor the
revision of the Treaties with a view to the ‘consti-
tutionalisation’ of the Treaties and the democratisation
of the revision process by means of the introduction of
apower of joint participationin decision-making for the
institution which represents the States and that which
represents Union citizens.”2 More recently the EP has
proclaimed itself in favour of “the emergence—even at
this stage through the Convention established by the
Laeken European Council — of a constituent power
exercised jointly by the national parliaments, the
Commission, the European Parliament and the
governments of the Member States, which would not
only allow effective preparation of reform of thetreaties
but would also give Europeanintegration effortsgreater
legitimacy andwouldthusmark anew chapter intherole
of parliaments in European integration by introducing
a maor institutional innovation.”

Those who want a full European Constitution will
obviously judge the results and the impact of the
Convention by the extent towhichit contributesto such
formal constitutionalisation, but those who hope for a
modern European equivalent of Philadelphia —
apparently including Mr Giscard D’ Estaing —arelikely
to be disappointed. To be sure, there can be unexpected
outcomes. Whenthemembersof theUSConventionmet
in Philadelphiain May 1787, they had only been given
a mandate to introduce amendments to the original
Articlesof Confederation, but they ultimately produced
an entirely new document. The new Constitution was
controversial andledtofiercedebates, but wasultimately
adopted and has survived to become an important
symbol of unity. However, althoughthe American states
at the time were indeed less integrated than the EU
today, for many reasons it will not be smple for the
members of the Laeken Convention to come up with a
similarly bold proposal, quiteapart from convincing the
Member Statesto put it into practice. The US Founding
Fathers did nothing less than create a new system of
national government. It is doubtful whether most
membersof the Conventionwill bewillingtogothat far,
and also whether there is sufficient popular support to
approve any such radical changes.

Y et it would be wrong to reduce evaluations of the
Convention to suchterms. Therearetwo kinds of hopes
and expectations for the Convention which are quite
independent of any such ambitions, and are just as
importantinthelongterm. Thesearea) that it may prove
amoreeffectiveaswell asdemocratic way of preparing
major decisions, both by building consensus between
decision-makers and by involving in advance those
actors who will have to ratify the decisions which are
taken; and b) that it may afford an opportunity for the
publictobecomemoreinvolvedinthe European process
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more generally (which will also require, of course, that
individual governments and parliaments themselves
take the necessary initiatives).

In this context it is worth asking what consensus-
buildingactually means. Inparticul ar, doesit necessarily
meantotry to produceasingleset of concrete proposals,
or even the text of a Draft Constitution, albeit with
minority opinions? Evenif such atext can be produced,
thereisno guarantee asto how the subsequent IGC will
act, andtheremay becosts. Indeed, theremay beacertain
trade-off between thedegreeof concretenessand unicity
which is pursued in the proposals to come out of the
Convention, on the one hand, and the degree of
involvement in the Convention’s proceedings on the
part of the parliamentarians and the public who are to
ratify the outcome of the next IGC, on the other.

The Nice Declaration on the Future of the Union
seemed to open up an unprecedented pause in the
integration process, an opportunity for the public to
“catch up” with what has happened and for their
representatives, at least, to have more of a chance to
influence with some degree of calm what isto happen
next. Therewouldbeastarting period of oneyear (2001)
for national debates to be launched. There would then
beaperiod of two years (2002 and 2003) for someform
of structured debate at European level. And only then,
in 2004 — and with the equal participation of the new
Member States — there would be a formal agreement
between the governments asto the constitutional future
of this very new European Union.

Already the time horizons are under pressure, as
Member States hope to manage the agenda so that their
country can start or end the |GC, and other actorstry to
time things so as to guarantee that everything will be
over before the next European elections in June 2004.
This only accentuates concerns about the working
methods of the Convention — mainly the fear that the
Praesidium, under the double pressures of time and
ambition (and perhaps also the personal style of the
Chairman), may givelessattentionthanismeritedtothe
process of actually bringing in the European parlia-
mentarians and the European public, in order to get on
with drafting a “Constitution for European Citizens’.
Theseconsiderations, of course, apply all themoreinthe
case of the candidate countries.

Whatever thefinal document lookslike, and even if
there is a significant gap between the end of the
Convention and the beginning of the |GC, it will not be
possibleto ignore the outcome of a Convention chaired
by a former President flanked by two former Prime
Ministers, with the participation of all national
governments and parliaments as well as the European
Parliamentand Commission. After all, itistheparliaments
whichwill in most caseshavethepower toratify, or not,
theresults of the IGC. Evenif therewill not beasingle
document, the Convention can make a tremendous
contribution to the stability and | egitimacy of European
integration by promoting general agreement and public
understanding asto the basic principlesaccording towhich
we al want the European Union to operate and to evolve.
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NOTES

‘Report ontheDebateontheFutureof theEuropeanUnion’,
Brussels, 8 June 2001.

On 22 June 2001, the Benelux countries had put forward a
memorandumonthefutureof Europeinwhichthey arguethat
thel GC should be prepared by aforum chaired by aleading
political figureand composed of representativesof national
parliaments, the EP, the European Commission’s, the
governmentsof theMember States(* Benelux Memorandum
on the Future of Europe’, 22 June 2001).

‘ European Parliament Resolutiononthe Treaty of Niceand
the Future of the European Union’, 31 May 2001.

There was only one Commission representative in the
previousConvention. Thetwo Commissionersnow will be
Michel Barnier, who has had personal responsibility for
|GCsandinstitutional reformintheProdi Commission, and
AntonioVitorino, whowasthe Commission’ srepresentative
intheConventionwhichdrafted the Charter of Fundamental
Rights.

The European socia partners are the two main bodies
representingemployers” organisationsat Europeanlevel (the
Union of Industrial and Employers Confederations of
Europe - UNICE, and the European Centre of Enterprises
with Public Participation - CEEP) and the European Trade
Union Confederation- ETUC.

The European Parliament proposed in the run-up to the
Convention that the alternates should play afull roleinthe
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11

12

13

proceedingsinall respectsexceptvoting, asin EPCommittees,
which would mean that plenary sessions would actively
involve some 200 people.

Thetwo representatives of the European Parliament in the
Praesidium are Ifigo Méndez de Vigo and Klaus Hansch.
The first meeting of the representatives of the national
parliamentsin Brussel son 22 February agreed, onthebasis
of anunderstanding reached between thetwomajor political
groups, that these would be Gisela Stuart, the UK Labour
representative, andformer Irish PrimeMinister John Bruton.
Itisstriking that the Spanish and Greek Governmentshave
named Members of the European Parliament as their
representatives.

COSAC isthe conference of specialised European affairs
Committeesof theEU national parliamentsandtheEuropean
Parliament, which has met every six months since 1989 to
discuss particular aspects of the EU’ sevolution.

TheUK Houseof L ords, aswell astheEuropean Parliament,
hasrecently pronounced itself against such proposalsfor a
second chamber.

EP Resolution on the constitutionalisation of the Treaties
adopted in October 2000 (2000/2160(INI)).

European Parliament, Committeeon Constitutional Affairs,
‘ Report on relations between the European Parliament and
thenational parliamentsin Europeanintegration’, A5-0023/
2002, 23 January 2002. p.8, emphasis added. 4
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Post-L aeken Assessement
Justice and Home Affairs

Claudia Faria
Lecturer, EIPA

Justice and Home Affairs was one of the fields on the

spotlight for the Laeken Council. Not only a mid-term

review of theprogressachievedinthecreationof anarea
of freedom, security and justice since the Tampere

Council would take place!, and guidelinesissued onthe

further stepsto take, but also because, since the events

of September 11", thisareahasunderstandably deserved
alot of attentionfrom the EU Institutions, the pressand
the public in general.

Following those tragic events, a Specia Council
was held in Brussels on 21% September and a Plan of
Action? was approved, identifying measuresurged to be
taken on the fight against terrorism, covering several
policy areas. AnExtraordinary Justiceand HomeAffairs
Council Meeting had taken place a day before, where
detailed Conclusions were approved, ranging judicial
cooperation in criminal mattersand police cooperation,
but also including implications on external border
controls.

Also in September, the Commission presented two
important proposals in the aftermath of the events of
September 11™:

o one for a Council Framework Decision on the
European Arrest Warrant and the surrender
proceduresbetweentheM ember States(Com (2001)
522 Fina/2)

» and one for a Council Framework Decision on
combating terrorism (Com (2001) 521 Final).34

What was expected, then, of the Laeken Council, in

respect of thear ea of freedom, security and justice?

» areview of theprogressaccomplished sinceTampere
and further steps to take

o areaffirmation of the priority on the fight against
terrorism, stressing the importance of judicial
cooperation (namely throughthe EUROJUST® unit)

e arecognition of the work achieved in asylum and
immigration, as well as redefinition of clear
guidelines, giving it a further impulse.

In a speech dated September 27"2001, Commissioner
Vitorinohadveiled hisconcernsreferringto(...) aloss
of momentum in the work being done in the Council
(...)" and hoping that the Lagken Council would “(...)
put moreeffortintoproviding clear palitical instructions
on working methods and shared priorities to be set, so
astoestablishahierarchically structured strategy for the
second part of the Tampere timetable” .
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Therewasageneral feeling, particularly inthe area
of asylumandimmigration and concerning theadoption
of legidation, that not enough was being done, and not
fast enough.” Thisis al the more true considering the
high hopes for a more dynamic approach in this area,
sinceit wastransferred to the First Pillar by the Treaty
of Amsterdam (new TitlelV of theEC Treaty), and since
the instruments approved are now Community
instruments, of a binding nature.

Ontheother hand, international organisationsissued
appeal sand recommendati onsfor the European Council,
revealing concernsonissuesof humanrightsprotections,
that may be overridden by security issues, and on the
hasty adoption of instruments (namely on the fight
against terrorism), that may put at risk the principles of
transparency and democratic control called for in
Tampere®

Whereall thesehopesand concernsmirrored in the
Presidency’ sConclusions?

Under the title “ Strengthening the area of freedom,
security and justice” — underlining that the creation of
such an areais accomplished, although thereis a need
to reinforce it — the European Council reaffirms the
commitment towards the fulfilment of the Tampere
milestones. It clearly indicatesthe need for speeding up
work and new guidelines. Which are these guidelines
and how can work be speeded up?

Onthecommon asylumandimmigration policy, the
European Council callsfor an integration of the policy
onmigrationinto the EU’ sforeign policy (in particular
through the conclusion of readmission agreements), for
an action plan on illegal immigration®; for a European
system for exchanging information on asylum and
migration, for theimplementation of EURODAC?; for
specific programmes to combat racism and dis-
crimination. It further asks the Council to submit by
April 2002 amended proposals on asylum procedures,
family reunification and the “Dublin I1” Regulation®,
aswell astoaccel eratework ontheproposalsonreception
standards, onthedefinition of refugeeand on subsidiary
protection.

Althoughtheactionscalledfor arenot new, emphasis
isnow placed in some of the aspects of the asylum and
immigration policy:
® cooperation with countries of origin and transit (con-

clusionof readmissionagreements), anessential instru-

ment for the effectiveness of the migration policy*?
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* managing migration flows (fighting illegal
immigration and smuggling of human beings), that,
asit should be stressed, includes preventive aswell
asrepressive measures- implementing EURODAC,
an essentia tool for an improved application of the
existing Dublin Convention

* integration — the need for a balanced approach is
expressed on the call for measuresto combat racism
and discrimination.

By setting a time limit, until 30 April 2002, for the
submission of amended proposal s, the European Council
also puts a clear emphasis on the common asylum
policy, and on the need to approve legislative
instruments in order to achieve a common European
asylum system.

On the other hand, the management of external
border controls was mainly referred to as atool in the
fight against terrorism, illegal immigration and
trafficking in human beings, and the Council was asked
to set up a common visa identification system.

As it was expected, the fight against terrorism
deserved attention in the Presidency Conclusionsof the
Laeken Council, aswell asdid thefieldsof judicial and
police cooperation in criminal matters: there was a
recognition of thework done and of theresultsachieved
so far, averification that work is proceeding according
to schedule and areaffirmation that more action will be
taken in thisregard. The messageis clear and it comes
inlinewith the conclusions of the Special Council held
in September. The European Council acknowledged

NOTES

1 ThelL aeken European Council washeld onearly December
2001, halfway between theentry intoforce of the Treaty of
Amsterdam and the end of the 5 year period set out in the
Treaty for the adoption of measures related with the free
movement of persons, asylum, immigration and external
border controls,inorder to createanareaof freedom, security
injustice; aso, 1 May 2004isthetarget datefor theapplication
of theco-decisionproceduretotheareasunder new TitlelV
of the Treaty of the E.C.

2 Conclusionsand Planof Actionof theExtraordinary European
Council Meeting, of 21st September 2001 — see site
WwWw.europa.eu.int.

3 TheEuropeanArrest Warrant repl acesthelengthy procedures
of extradition and, in respect of listed offences, without
verification of the principle of double criminality; the
Framework Decision on combating terrorism does not
includeadefinitionof “terrorism”, butitdefinesterroristaims
and offencesand establi shesminimum penalties—for more
details and for the text of the European Commission’s
proposals, see site www.europa.eu.int.

4 Political agreement was reached, on the European arrest
warrant, on 11 December 2001, that shall be in force on
January 1st 2004. Agreement was also reached on the
Framework Decision on combating terrorism.

> EUROJUST is aunit constituted of judges, magistrates,
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the progress achieved by the setting up of Eurojust, by
the increased powers of Europol and by the European
Police College and the Police Chiefs Task Force.

In fact, the events of September 11" had as aresult
areorientation of prioritiesin Justiceand Home Affairs,
and apush forwardto policeand judicial cooperationin
criminal matters(thethird pillarissues). Besidesthenew
actions called for, also the instruments and measures
already scheduled to be approved were achieved and
approved quicker than previously.

Thefight against terrorismisalsoamajor priority of
the Spanish Presidency, through an integrated strategy
that includes the reinforcement of the rule of law
instruments throughout the Union, the strengthening of
the cooperation among the Law Enforcement Forces of
theMember States, theresponsetothecurrent dimensions
of terrorism and international cooperation.

However, not all the expectations were mirroredin
the Presidency’s Conclusions. There was a limited
recognition of the efforts done so far. Moreover, there
was some disappointment on the confirmation of an
approach more turned to ensure effective security and
fight against crime than to ensure a balance with
provisions on human rights and international
protection.®®

Also, despite the setting of a short deadline for the
submission of amended proposals and the indication of
priorities and guidelines, acknowledgement that
progress did not achieve the expected level on the
common asylum and immigration policy still leaves a
bitter feeling that more could be done.

prosecutorsandlegal expertsfromtheMember States, with
responsibility for coordinating criminal investigations in
matterspertainingtotheinterestsof the EU or/and of several
Member States; aprovisional EUROJUST unitwasalready
in place since December 2000 (Council Decision of 14
December 2000 setting upaProvisiona Judicial Cooperation
Unit, OJ L 324, 21.12.00).

6 Commissioner Antonio Vitorino, speech of 27th September
2001, fromwebsite The European Palicy Centre, alsofound
a the European Commission’'s site www.europa.eu.int/
comm/dgg/justice_home/index_en.htm.

7 SeetheBelgian Presidency’ sdocument dated 6 December
2001, onthe evaluation of the Conclusions of the Tampere
European Council, that can al so befound onthementioned
sitewww.europa.eu.int.

8 See, among others, UNHCR’s Recommendations to the
Laeken Summit, Srengthening the Tampere Process, the
UNHCR’s Preliminary Observations on the European
Commission’ sProposal’ sfor Council Framework Decisions
on combating terrorism and onthe European arrest warrant
and the surrender proceduresbetween member States, and,
under UNHCR Press Releases, “Ten refugee protection
concerns in the aftermath of Sept. 11", from the site
www.unhcr.ch; | LPA SubmissionstotheEU L agken Summit,
fromthesitewww.ilpa.org; Statement tothe L aeken Summit
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by the European Council on Refugees and Exiles and
Observations by the European Council on Refugees and
Exiles on the Presidency Conclusions of the European
Council MeetinginLaeken, fromsitewww.ecre.org; “ Europe
and Refugees: Freedom, Security and Justice?’, speech by
Amnesty International, from site www.amnesty-eu.org.
The Action Plan was adopted by the JHA Council on 28
February/1 Mar. —site: www.ue.eu.int/newsroom
EURODAC is a database system for the comparison of
fingerprints of asylum seekers, designed to help the
implementation of the Dublin Convention — Council
Regulation EC 2725/2000, concerning theestablishment of
Eurodacfor thecomparison of fingerprintsfor theeffective
application of the Dublin Convention, OJL 316, 11.12.00.
Regulationtoreplacethe Dublin Conventiononasylum, on
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the rules and mechanisms to determine the Member State
responsiblefor examiningasylumapplicationslodgedinone
of the Member States, published in OJL 254, of 19.08.97;
thenew Commission proposal for aRegulation (Com (2001)
447) can be found on site www.europa.eu.int.

Infact, theintegration of Justiceand Home Affairsmatters
inthe EU’ sexternal relationsis of growingimportance, as
well asisanintegrated approachtothisarea; oneof thefirst
initiativesinthissensewasthecreation,in 1998, of theHigh
Level Group on Asylum and Migration, attempting a
crosspillar approachat theroot causesof asylumandmigration
issues.

Seeforinstance ECRE’ sObservationsonthe Presidency’s
Conclusions, on site www.ecre.org. 4
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The Significance of Laeken for
CFSP/CESDP

Dr. Simon Duke
Associate Professor, EIPA

Laekenmay well represent amilestonefor Europe, inthe
sensethat it setsinto motionaprocessthat will culminate
in amajor constitutional treaty in 2004. However, the
meeting of the European Council on 14-15 December
2001 bore more mixed results for foreign and security
policy.

The Belgian Presidency had of course steered the
Union’ sresponsetothehorrificeventsof 11 September.
The plan of action to combat terrorism, adopted by an
extraordinary European Council meeting of 21
September, progressed al though securing agreement on
the European arrest warrant was not without glitches.
The response to the September attacks also saw an
enhancement of EU-Russiarelationswithasummit held
inBrusselson 3 October, which covered arangeof topics
of mutual concernrangingfromenergy; theKaliningrad
oblast; trade; and theel aborati on of aCommon European
Economic Area. The Belgian Presidency conclusions
also noted developmentsin the Western Balkans, most
notably the replacement of Bodo Hombach by Erhard
Busek as Special Coordinator of the Stability Pact. The
electionsheldin Kosovo on 17 November launched the
process of provisional self-government. Elsewhere,
notably in Africa, a Euro-African meeting in October
continued the dialogue initiated in Cairo in May 2000.

Two of the three annexes to the Presidency
Conclusions addressed external relations. Thefirst was
a Declaration on the Operational Capability of the
Common European Security and Defence Policy.
Pressurehad been mountingfor thedeclarationsincethe
Nice European Council and thiswas only increased by
theeventsof 11 September. The declaration stated that:

Through the continuing development of the ESDP,
the strengthening of its capabilities, both civil and
military, andthecreation of theappropriate EU structures,
the EU isnow ableto conduct some crisis-management
operations. (Emphasis added)

Exactly which crisissmanagement operations the
declaration referred to remained vague, although the
referenceisassumedtorefer tothelower-end Petersberg
tasks (such as humanitarian and rescue tasks). This
assumption is based on significant qualifications that
appear in a later passage: ‘To enable the European
Union to carry out crisis-management operations over
thewholerangeof Petersbergtasks, including operations
which are the most demanding in terms of breadth,
period of deployment and complexity, substantial
progresswill havetobemade'. Thiswill not beeasy and
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the attainment of ‘substantial progress underpins the
ambitious mandate of the Spanish Presidency.!

The Laeken summit took place in a mood of some
optimism since, ‘the Union intend[ed] to finalise the
security arrangements with NATO and to conclude
agreementson guaranteed access toarangeof Alliance
assets and capabilities. Ankara, who charged the EU
membersof NATOwithreneging onanagreement made
a NATO’'s Washington Summit in April 1999, had
blocked agreement on thisissue. AccordingtotheApril
1999 agreement, the ‘utmost importance’ should be
attached to ‘ensuring the fullest possible involvement
of non-EU European alies in EU-led crisis response
operations, building on existing consultation
arrangementswithinthe WEU' . It wasal so observedthat
of the 16 potential regional conflict flash points, noless
than 13 were in Turkey’s proximity. As an associate
member of the WEU, Turkey enjoyed an activerolein
decision-making on questions of security and defence
—rights that are not replicated in the ESDP setting.

In early December 2001 pressreportssurfaced of an
Anglo-American backed agreement with Turkey which,
apparently, addressed Ankara’'s concerns and opened
up the way to the finalisation of the arrangements with
NATO.2 The prevailing optimism was soon quashed by
therejection of theagreement by Greeceon 16 December
(the day after the Laeken summit), on the grounds that
the agreement did not contain any assurances that
Turkey would not block an ESDP operation in the
Balkans—aregion seenasvital to Greece’ ssecurity and
stability.®

Thefailureof the Ankaraagreement hasanumber of
implicationsfor theL aeken document. It doesnot, inthe
first place, underminethe validity of the declaration on
operational capability for ‘some crisis-management
operations'. It does though pose a more fundamental
problemfor how theEU will equipitself for theremaining
Petersberg tasks, in the absence of guarantees, or the
presumption of availability, of certainkey NATO assets.
If theimplication of the failure of the agreement isthat
theEU will havetorely increasingly upon assetsthat are
independent from NATO (which may imply necessary
duplication by the EU of NATO assets), asecond issue
will cometo thefore.

The Belgian Presidency struggled to find asolution
to the funding of the EU Rapid Reaction Force prior to
the Laeken summit. The Presidency suggested three
funding scenarios: a minimum pre-funding amount
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(with military operations based on a pay-as-you-go
system); full scale funding based where contributions
would be based on national GNP; and, finally, amix of
thefirst two. There was though no consensus on any of
the options prior to the summit, which presentsthe EU
Member States and the Spanish Presidency with the
qguestion of how they meet the well-rehearsed
shortcomings of ESDP, based on the assumption that it
may not be possible to borrow NATO assets.*

The second annex concerned the Middle East. The
Declaration on the Stuation in the Middle East was
though clouded by the decision by Israel, on the day
prior to Laeken, to break off all contact with Palestinian
leader Y asser Arafat, accusing him of doing too littleto
stopterrorism. The subsequent apprehension of avessel
full of largely Iranianoriginarms, allegedly procured by
the Palestinian Authority, further complicated the
prospectsfor peace. Thesecuring of peaceintheMiddle
East is a pressing matter for the Spanish Presidency,
since stability is vital for broader Mediterranean
prosperity.

The Presidency conclusions, aswith previous ones,
reflect a mixture of accomplishments and unfinished
work. The events of 11 September prompted speedy
action on counter-terrorism and a good deal were
implemented with impressive speed. Much though
remainsto becompl eted, such asenhanced co-operation
between the Member States to counter chemical or
biological threats. The essential links between the
internal efforts to counter terrorism (predominantly
Justice and Home Affairs) and the external dimensions
(found in both the first and second pillars) have also to
be made; again, an item that is squarely on the agenda
of the Spanish Presidency.
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The declaration on operational capability of ESDP
isless bold than may appear at first glance, since only
themost modest operationscan currently beundertaken.
Furthermore, there is the very real danger that the
declaration may have been premature since, by not
specifying which crisiss-management operations the
Unionmight conduct, fal seexpectationsmay arise. The
Union has not, in other words, resolved the capability-
expectations gap by means of the declaration. The
stickingpointsfor ESDP (and thusthe Spanish Presidency
agenda) remain those of resources and the Union’'s
relationswithNATO. It would though beunfair to point
thefinger at theBelgian, or any other, Presidency for the
shortcomings in addressing these two vital issues.
Ultimately, it is up to the Member States to provide
answers. ThePresidency canand should act asacatalyst.

NOTES

1 See Spanish Defence Minister Federico Trillo sets out the
Spanish Presidency’ sobjectivesfor Securityand Defence(in
Fpanish), Madrid, 10January 2002, at http://www.ue2002.es.

2 See ‘Turkey Signals dea on EU force', Kathimerini, 3
December 2001, p.1. and Judy Dempsey and L eylaBoutlon,
‘Turkey Breaks Impasse on EU Rapid Reaction Force',
Financial Times, 4 December 2001, p.7.

3 Judy Dempsey, ‘Greece blocks accord with Turkey’,
Financial Times, 16 December 2001.

4 Themilitary shortcomingsweresystematically identifiedin
the WEU’ sNovember 1999 Audit of Assetsand Capabilities
and also appear in all pre-Laeken Presidency conclusions
since 1999, as well as at the November 2000 Capabilities
Commitment Conferenceandthe CapabilitiesI mprovement
Conferencethefollowing year. O

Eipascope 2002/1

11



12

EU Enlargement
State of play and issues ahead

Speech delivered at the conference in Maastricht, 4 March 2002

Glnter Verheugen
Member of the European Commission, responsible for EU Enlargement

L adiesand Gentlemen,

It is a pleasure to be invited here today and exchange
viewswith you at the Fifth European Conference of the
European Institute of Public Administration. The
functioning of the European Union and indeed the
success of Enlargement
rely to a large extent on
efficient public admini-
stration at al levels of
government.

The Commission
therefore encourages
initiatives such as this
conference today, which
aim to bring together
public sector decision-
makers and contribute to
good and solid working
relations between them
and the countries they
represent. Enlargement
will only succeed —in the
sense of being a lasting
success — if it has the
democratic support of |‘
Europe' s citizens.

Moreover, public
administrations in both the Member States and the
candidate countries have a key role to play in helping
the population adjust to an enlarged European Union,
and to ensure a successful transformation process.

2002 isa decisive year for the European Union
OnJanuary 1st, the Euro becameaday-to-day reality for
300 million European citizens. Just afew days ago, the
Convention on thefuture of Europe hasstarted working
at concrete proposals to make the EU more efficient,
transparent and democratic. However, the EU’s top
priority —andthisisnot only theview of theEnlargement
Commissioner (!), but also the view of the entire
Commission and all the Institutions — remains
Enlargement.

| have noted with satisfaction that the topic of this
year’ sconference" Enlargement - last |ap or last chance’
reflects a view which | have repeatedly expressed to
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Gunter Verheugen, EU Commissioner responsible for Enlargement.

political decision makers in recent months: We have
|ong passed the point of no return and Enlargement must
now bepursued asamatter of urgency. Wemust keepthe
momentum, which has been achieved, and we certainly
cannot afford any substantial delays. Thiswouldthreaten,
if not erode, our carefully
balanced accession
strategy.

Our aim remainsto see
the accession of up to 10
new members mentioned
at the Laeken European
Council in time for the
European elections in
2004. TheCommissionis
100% committed to this
ambitious task and is
convinced that Enlarge-
ment will strengthen, not
weaken European inte-
gration.

But in order to achieve
this aim, important and
fundamental decisions
need to be taken in the
course of thisyear.

Beforelooking at some
of mainissuesinthenegotiations, itisworth reminding
ourselves of the historic opportunity that lies before us
and the chance for lasting stability and security in
Europe which is at stake:

* Thecurrent Enlargement processhasal ready resulted
in the extension of democracy and therule of law to
the former communist countries of Central and
Eastern Europe. In that sense Enlargement has
aready fulfilled a historic task.

Moreover, with half abillion consumers- morethanthe
populations of Japan, Australia, Canada and the US
combined, the enlarged EU will become the world's
largest single market. And, most important since
September 11th 2001, closer co-operation in the areas
of police, security and defencewill makeanenlarged EU
better equipped against international terrorism and
organised crime. Enlargement therefore meansfirst and

http://www.eipa.nl



foremost: increased economic and political stability
and increased security for Europe and its citizens.

Continued evaluation of candidate countries
Theresultsof the Commission’ sRegular Reportsonthe
candidate countries presented last November indicate
that the adoption of the “acquis’ is, in general, making
good progress. However, theadministrativeandjudicial
capacities in the candidate countries need to be raised
to EU’s standards and the Commission has therefore
proposed a specific action plan to help increase institu-
tional efficiency.

At the end of
thisyear, theCom-
mission’s Regular
Reportswill assess
whether the “can-
didates for 2004"
have an adequate
administrative ca-
pacity totranspose
and implement the
acquis by thetime
of accession.

For that purpose we have set up Action Plans for
Administrative and Judicial Capacity with each of the
candidate countries.

We will not propose the final accession of any
candidateuntil wearefirmly convincedthatitisproperly
prepared and meets all membership criteria - political,
economic and legal.

One of our most important tasks this year therefore
remains the adoption of the EU’ slegal framework and
the actual enforcement of EU legislation in the future
Member States.

State of play of the negotiations
At present, between 26 and 20 chapters have been
provisionally closed with the ten countriesin question.

With Bulgaria, 14 chapters have been closed
provisionally, nine with Romania.

Theprogressachieved sofar showsthat our principles
of differentiation (i.e. each country is evaluated
individually on the basis of its merit) and catching-up
not only look good on paper, but have actually worked
in practice!

Following the roadmap for the Spanish presidency,
our aim is to see the presentation of the remaining EU
Common Positions (agriculture, regional policy,
financial and budgetary provisions, institutions and
“other”) by the middle of the year and to open all
remaining chapters with Bulgaria and Romania in the
course of 2002.

The information note on regional policy that the
Commission submitted to Member Statesin late 2001,
and the financial framework package we presented on
30 January is intended to alow Member States to
discuss all chapters with important budgetary
implicationsinacommonframework. | will returntothis
inmoredetail inamoment. The Spanish presidency also
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Ginter Verheugen, speaking at the Conference.

aimstoprovisionally closeasmany “left-over” chapters
from previous presidencies as possible.

With aview to the Seville European Council on 21
and 22 June, the Commissionwill present areport onthe
action plan for administrative and judicial capacity,
including the monitoring of commitments made by
candidates in the negotiations.

A few daysfromnow, work ondraftingthe Accession
Treaty will begin. A Drafting Group isbeing set up for
this purpose in the Council. The preparatory work for
this (identification of necessary technical adaptations
to the acquis and
inventory of
agreedtransitional
measures) is
aready underway
intheCommission
Services.

Financial
framework
Letmenow turnto
the topic, which
has been hitting
the headlinesin recent week: thefinancial package and
the cost of Enlargement:

On 30 January the Commission presented an
information note on the budgetary aspects of
Enlargement. This sets out the global approach we
intendtotakeintheDraft Common Positionsintheareas
of agriculture, structural actions and the budget.

In parallel, an agricultural issue paper was presented.
Thisis more technical than the budget information

note and addresses in detail the complex underlying

calculations for the agriculture proposals. As regards

structural policy, the Commission already presented a

horizontal paper at the end of last year.

Themostimportant feature of these proposal sisthat
they are fully in line with the expenditure ceilings
agreed in Berlin for the period until 2006. Our aimisto
reachanagreement ontermsacceptablefor all concerned.

Therecent discussionsin Caceresand during thelast
ECOFIN Council provided the necessary guidance for
theCommissiontopresent theseDraft Common Positions
in the course of this month and April.

In preparing the DCPs, the Commissionwill keepto
three basic principles:

e First, that the global Berlin ceilings must be
respected, even though we are accepting 10 new
Member States out of an envelope for 6;

e Second, that new Member States should take partin
all common policies, even though in some areas
certain transition periods may be required;

e Third, that negotiating positions should be without
prejudiceto futurereforms, but that the negotiations
and the reform debate are two separate i ssues.

Wethereforetakethe view that the package can only be
an end point, not a starting point for negotiations. We
cannot afford to give rise to further concerns in the
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candidate countriesthat they will not betreated asequal
partners. Itisfor precisely thisreasonthat | also believe
new Member States should not see their net budgetary
position deteriorate upon accession, which would be
politically unacceptable.

Let uslook at theseissuesin mor e detail

Regarding agriculture, it is true, no specific provision
was made for direct payments at Berlin until 2006. But
neither wasit ruled out. Politically, it isclear that there
can be no two-tier CAPin the medium term and, thisis
equally true, direct payments are part of the existing
acquis.

Inorder not tojeopardisetherestructuring necessary
inthesecountries, direct paymentsshould beintroduced
gradually and rural development policy reinforced. The
support proposed for rural devel opment makesup more
than 50% of the agricultural package.

Our proposal promotes restructuring and rural
development and, through along phasing-in for direct
payments, creates a social safety net to prevent large-
scale emigration from the rural countryside.

The proposals do not prejudge the future shape of
agricultural support in the EU. Enlargement and CAP
reform may proceed in parallel, but linking them would
risk seriousdel aysof Enlargement. Member Stateshave
already agreed that there can be no new preconditions
for Enlargement.

For Structural and Cohesion Funds, Berlin offereda
5-year phasing-in. Wenow only havea3-year period, so
that acompromiseis necessary.

Compared to the Berlin framework, 2002-2004, the
Commission actually proposes an increasein spending
only for the Cohesion Fund, and not for Structural
Funds. By focusing the increase on Cohesion Fund
expenditure, we facilitate absorption since Candidate
Countries are becoming well acquainted with |SPA
measures. It also allows to focus activities on
environmental and transport infrastructure projects,
whereweseethemain needsinthe Candidate Countries.

The amounts proposed for structural, cohesion and
rural devel opment measures make up some 76% of the
total package. The Commission’s proposals have been
specifically designed sothat thenew Member Statescan
build on the experience and the management structures
of SAPARD.

A further question isbudgetary compensation

New Member Stateswill haveto pay full contributions
to the EU budget upon accession, some 5 bn Euro per
year. Since there is a real possibility that initially a
number of them could temporarily find themselvesina
worse position in net terms than in the last year of pre-
accession, we suggest to agree on alump sum payment
that should not exceed the payments ceiling foreseen at
Berlin. We think this is a better solution than starting
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new membership with a reduction on new members

budget contribution.

Finally, our package makes certain supplementary
provisions, including measures to help ensure a high
level of Nuclear Saf ety by decommissioningold nuclear
power plants in Lithuania and Slovakia and a new
Transition Facility for Institution Building to improve
administrative capacity in the future Member States.

Finally, reflectingour aimto hel presolvetheCyprus
problem, we propose new support measures for the
northern part of Cyprus.

All in al, | think thisis a balanced package, both
politically speaking and in terms of its content.

Apart from the financial question, several other issues

still need to be resolved:

e As regards Cyprus, we welcome the recent
improvement of relations and continue to give our
full support to the UN initiatives to come to an
overall solution. | am personally fairly confident
this can be achieved in the required timeframe.

* Wealsoencourage Turkey tocontinueeffortstowards
complyingwiththeeconomicand political accession
criteria, emphasisingin particular theissueof human
rights. The European Council has endorsed the
Commission’s recommendation that the pre-
accession strategy for Turkey should move into a
new stage, with the detailed scrutiny of Turkey’s
legislation and preparation for alignment with the
acquis.

Ratification of the Nice Treaty
The Treaty of Nice, which sets out the essential
ingtitutional conditions for Enlargement, has already
been ratified by 10 Member States. Apart from fairly
lengthy ratification proceduresin Belgium and Greece,
the “no* vote of the referendum in Ireland in June last
year requiresfurther attention. The lrish government is
organising a national convention to clarify the issues
related to the Treaty as part of a wider forum on the
relations between Ireland and the EU.

Thismightleadtoasecondreferenduminthesecond
half of 2002.

The Commission hopesthat all Member Stateswill
complete the ratification process as planned by the end
of the year.

Ladiesand Gentlemen,
it is essential that we continue the negotiations in
accordance with the timetable of the roadmap. The
Commission isdetermined to proceed on thisbasisand
to provide all necessary proposals in due time.
Weareready to meet our commitmentsand | would
ask you to lend us your support in this truly historic
process.

Thank you for your attention. 4
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Summary of Proceedings

Fifth European Conference
Enlargement of the EU: Last Lap or Last Chance?

M aastricht, 4-5 March 2002

Dr. Phedon Nicolaides and Anne-Mieke Den Teuling
Professor / Research Assistant, respectively, EIPA

This regular event which is organised by EIPA on an
annual basis aims to review the progress of the
enlargement of the European Union. Every year,
however, thetheme of the conference changesto reflect
the evolving nature of enlargement. Asindicated in its
title, themain concern of thisyear’ sconferencewasthe
perceived urgency to conclude the accession
negotiations on time.

As with previous events, the conference brought
together representatives of the EU and all the countries
that have applied for membership of the Union. It is
probably theonly non-official eventin Europewhereall
thethirteen candidates are represented up to thelevel of
their Chief Negotiator.

Theprogrammeof theconferencethisyear hadthree
main parts. Thefirst part considered the positionsof the
candidates with respect to the negotiating chapters that
were gtill open. Those were the difficult chapters of
agriculture, regional policy and the budget. The second
part examined the aims and concerns of the candidates
with respect to the Convention on the future of the EU
that was launched just a few days earlier at the end of
February. Thethird part looked at the preparation of the
candidates to assume the obligations of membership
and assessed the Action Plan of the Commission to
strengthen the capacity of the candidates to enforce
Community law and policies effectively.

The highlight of the conference was the keynote
addressby theCommissioner for Enlargement, Mr Giinter
Verheugen. He began by stressing that neither the EU
nor thecandidatescould afford any delay inenlargement.
The reason was that there were high expectations on
both sides and any delay could cause a backlash.

He then referred to the latest proposals of the
Commission concerning the negotiating chapters on
the common agricultural policy, regional policy and
structural funds and the budget. He believed that the
proposals, tabled on 30 January 2002, were pragmatic
inthe sensethat they respected theframework agreed at
the Berlin European Council in March 1999, while at
thesametime offered agood deal tothe candidates. The
deal included elements favourable to the candidates,
which were not covered by the Berlin agreement, such
asdirect paymentstofarmers. Theideasput forth by the
Commission, Mr Verheugen argued, were not just the

http://www.eipa.nl

opening shot of abargaining process, but a viable deal
for both sides.

The Commission drafted its proposals on the basis
of thefollowing principles: thebudgetary ceilingwould
be respected, the ten candidates scheduled to take part
in the next accession would be immediately integrated
in al policies, accession negotiations would be
conducted and concluded without prejudice to any
policy reformwithintheEU and, lastly, thenew member
states would not experience a deterioration in their
budgetary position vis-a-vis the EU, after taking into
account their current receipts from the EU.

With respect to the common agricultural policy,
support for rural development would take up about 50%
of the package, whiledirect paymentswoul d be phased-
in over aten-year period. The proposed measures were
intended to minimise social disruption within the
candidatesfrom asuddenincreasein agricultural prices
and provide incentives to farmers to restructure. Mr
Verheugen did not think that the opposition of some of
the existing member states to direct payments was
justified. Even though they were not included in the
Berlinagreement, they werenot explicitly excluded. Mr
V erheugen stated that the direct payment schemeswere
anintrinsic part of theexisting acquisand that atwo-tier
common agricultural policy was unthinkable. He also
referred to the relatively modest financial impact of
direct payments (EUR 2.6 billion) on the total amount
of EUR 40 billion earmarked for enlargement.

The outlined measures on structural funds aso
provided for a phasing-in period which was, however,
restricted to only three years (i.e. until the end of the
present financial perspective of 2000-6). A positive
element for the candidate countries was the
recommended increase of financing from the Cohesion
Fund which alowed for a lower percentage of co-
financing by the recipient countries (hence, it involved
arelatively larger amount of EU funding).

The proposal of the Commission on the budget
differed from those made in the past in at least one
significant factor: it envisaged that the new member
stateswould pay infull their contributions (estimated to
reachEUR 5 billion per year in 2006). At thesametime,
however, they would benefit from a “modulation” of
thesepayments. Themodul ationwoul d takeinto account
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thefact that the new memberswould need sometimeto
gain experience in how to absorb Community funds.
The purpose of the modulation would be to prevent a
deterioration of their net budgetary position.

Mr Verheugen expressed his disappointment at the
initial negative reaction of the candidate countries but
he was encouraged by more recent and more positive
comments which were, he believed, the result of the
growing realisation by the candidates that the
Commission also had to defend its proposal swithin the
EU.

The Commission paper of 30 January 2002 aso
included some hitherto new elements such as special
funds for the strengthening of public administrations,
decommissioning of nuclear power stations and
assistancetothe Turkish Cypriots. MrV erheugen added
that the EU wanted to encourage the Greek-Cypriot and
Turkish-Cypriot |eadersto reach agreement in their on-
going discussions and for this reason the Commission
recently includedinitsprogrammefor 2003 aprovision
for a*“peace package’ for Cyprus. In arelated question
on the Cyprus problem, he said that he was* cautiously
optimistic” about the prospectsof solution and theentry
of aunited island into the EU.

Inrelation to Turkey, Mr Verheugen welcomed the
constitutional and other legal reforms intended to
strengthen the protection of human rightsand therights
of minorities. He warned, however, that although such
reformswerenecessary, they werenot sufficient. TheEU
wanted to see tangible results through strict
implementation and full commitment by public
authoritiesat all levelsof government and in all regions
of the country.

Inresponseto aquestion ontheimpact of the Treaty
of Niceonenlargement, hemadeit clear that ratification
of the Treaty wasindispensabletoenlargement. Contrary
to other views, the Commission did not believe that
enlargement could proceed successfully without
ratification, simply because the legal solution of
introducing all the necessary treaty changes in the
Treaty of Accession was not of equivalent political
significance. Heclarified that therewill beonly asingle
Treaty of Accessionfor all ten countriesthat areexpected
to join the EU at the same time. Although all existing
member stateswill need to ratify that Treaty, there will
beaclausein the Treaty allowing accession to proceed
incaseoneor more of the candidateswouldfail toratify
it. Inthiscontext, heal somentioned that the Commission
would soon prepare the draft common position on
institutions so asto close the relevant chapter under the
Spanish Presidency.

After the speech of Mr Verheugen, the conference
turnedtoitsfirst maintheme, that of theopen negotiating
chapters. The speakersfrom the candidate countries by
and large accepted that the cellingsagreed in Berlin had
to be respected. But they did not accept that new
memberswould betreated worsethan existing members
of the EU. Oneof them went asfar asto claim that equal
treatment, asamatter of principle, wasconsidered more
important than the eventual financial gain.
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Interestingly, representativesof the candidateswere
more concerned about the chapter on agriculture than
thechapter on regional policy and structural funds. That
was because of the long transitional periods envisaged
inagriculture, thelimited accessto direct paymentsand
thechoiceof referenceperiodsfor sugar and milk quotas
which were perceived by the candidates to ignore the
production potential of their farmers.

Someof thespeakersquestionedthelineof reasoning
of the Commission which, on the one hand, considered
certain candidates to be too prosperous to qualify for
support under Objective 1 of regional policy but, onthe
other hand, not prosperous enough to be eligible for
direct payments in the chapter of agriculture without
any phasing-in arrangements.

There were also other similarities among the
candidates. For several of them obtaining exceptionsor
long transitional periods with respect to taxation of
cigarettes and traditional alcoholic drinks were
important for domestic reasons.

Despitethesesimilaritiestherewereal so significant
differencesintheir priorities. Whiletheagricultural and
regional chapters were the most important for some
countries, for othersthemost important werethechapters
on taxation, competition and transport (restrictions on
cabotage).

Inaddition, several speakersmentionedthat although
they were not particularly concerned about maximising
their receiptsfrom EU policies and funds, they thought
it wasvital to be seen to gain concessions from the EU.
They could usesuch concessionsasproof of thebenefits
of EU membership to their increasingly eurosceptic
domestic audiences.

The second main theme of the conference, wasthe
participation and intentions of candidate countries in
the Convention on the future of the EU. All speakers
regretted the fact that no representative of a candidate
country was included in the Presidium. They aso
appeared to be sharing at |east one common goal which
was to prevent further dilution of the influence of
smaller member states.

Surprisingly, one of the speakers revealed that his
country felt obliged not to air views that contradicted
thoseof theexisting member stateswhichwereregarded
astheir main supporters within the EU. Thisraised the
question whether the candidates could act freely within
the Convention as long as the accession negotiations
were not closed. It also led to a related question on
whether existing member states would be tempted to
exploit their stronger bargaining position in the
accession negotiationsin order to obtain the support of
the candidatesin the Convention. These considerations
showed that despite official pronouncements to the
contrary, there was a de facto link between the
Convention and the enlargement of the EU.

But some speakers also expressed concern about
another possible link; that the EU would be distracted
by the deliberations in the Convention. The candidates
attached higher importance to the conclusion of the
accession negotiations than the Convention.
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Thethird mainthemeof theconferencewasthestate
of preparedness of the candidates, the challenges they
encountered and the support they required in order to
conclude the accession negotiations successfully. In
general, the candidates were optimistic about the
progressof their preparationsinmeeting the Copenhagen
political and economic criteria and confident of being
able to complete the negotiations by the end of 2002.

They were more concerned about the issue of
administrative capacity. Both the task of ensuring
effective implementation as well as the credibility of
their measuresin this respect towards the Commission
posed problems to the candidate countries. The Action
Plan presented by the Commissioninthe Strategy Paper
of November 2001 to improve the administrative
capacity was considered to be a useful but insufficient
tool to solve these problems. Indeed they were not
certainhow and onthebasisof which criteriathey would
bejudged at theend of 2002 onwhether they would have
reached the prerequisite level of preparedness. In some
new policy areasfor them, such asregional policy, they
hardly had any enforcement record to prove that they
were ready to assume fully the obligations of EU
membership.

Other challenges facing them were the compliance
with the commitments made in the form of transitional
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periods on the medium and long-run and maintaining
publicsupport for theenlargement process, eventhough
most candidates did not regard it as a serious problem.

Despitethemany hurdlesstill remaining, thegeneral
consensus was that the enlargement process seemed to
be well on track. As the Commission representative
mentioned in his final observations at the end of the
conference, theEU would honour itspromiseto conclude
thenegotiationsat theend of thisyear andwouldrefrain
from setting any additional preconditions. The
Commission, at least, opposed any link betweeninternal
EU reform and the ending of the accession negotiations.
With respect to the remaining open chapters, neither
regional policy, nor the financial package posed any
insurmountable obstacles. Therefore, the most serious
problems appeared to be in the area of agriculture. But
solutions and compromises could be found even in the
chapter on agricultureonceit wasrealised that any gains
or lossesin agriculturewereminusculeincomparisonto
the overall benefits from EU membership.

The 6" European conference on EU enlargement is
scheduled totake placeimmediately after the signing of
the Treaty of Accession, most probably in April or May
of 2003. It will assess the outcome of the accession
negotiations and the provisions of the Treaty of
Accession. 4
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The Mutual Recognition of Diplomas

A quest for a more effective/efficient operation of the
system while ‘living in the shadows'

Dr. Timm Rentrop
Lecturer, EIPA

Abstract*

The Recognition of Diplomas and Professional Qualifications obtained abroad is a potential stumbling block to the Free
Movement of Professional's. Althoughasystemtofacilitatethishaslong been established, it oftenfacesproblemsitself which,
inturn, makethisfield asourceof obstaclestofreemovement. Themethodol ogy inthisframework haschanged and should
speed up matters, but more could be donein particular to boost the crucial element of success: mutual trust. Progresshere
would enabletherelevant bodi esto decide uponrecognition with greater ease. A pivotal meansto achievethiswould bean
increaseintheexchangeof information between the partiesconcerned. Furthermore, counterwei ghing the Directives aim
of promoting thefreemovement of professionals,inreal lifethereisal sotheneedfor security and safety, whichtherel evant
authoritieshaveto safeguard aswell, and which canthereby enter into conflict withtheaimof freemovement. Heretheissue
of being ableto effectively control the professional conduct of foreign professionalscomesinto play aswell. They would
al so benefit from enhanced cooperati on and across-border exchangeof information, increasing mutual trustintheprocess.

I ntroduction

The mutual recognition of diplomas and qualifications
obtained abroad is acornerstone of the Internal Market
as the freedom of movement for persons would be
seriously impaired without a system facilitating such
recognition. Instead of imposing nationality require-
ments, a Member State could maintain its borders
contrary to the Internal Market by insisting on the
national diplomas before granting foreigners access to
regulated professions. This would condemn the cross-
border movement of professionalsto a paper-existence
as hardly anyone would re-train to overcome such a
hurdle. Alternatively, thisfreedom would be limited to
unregulated profes-

sions.
Inordertoavoidthis,
Member States’

authorities with the
power to refuse access
to a profession cannot
ignore foreign diplo-
mas and qualifications,
but are obliged to consider them properly. Mechanisms
have been put in place to ease the work of the officials,
especially when it comes to obtaining information on
what the foreign paper stands for.2

It is not within the scope of this article to present
these systems. Rather, as these systems have problems
of their own, itisthepractical problemswiththemwhich
will be examined here.
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A decisive matter in overcoming any
practical problem is the attitude and

methodology of the operators

Misunder standingsabout Eur opean L awin General
Itisoftenoverlooked that the provisionsof theDirectives
that permit arefusal of recognition do not force a state
to do so —they provide it with the possibility to do so.
When the conditionsimposing recognition are not met,
astatecanrefuserecognition, butif it wantstoit canalso
grant recognition. It can adopt amore liberal approach
and is entitled to recognise a foreign diploma that it
could otherwise refuse to recognise. However, thereis
no possibility to bestricter thanthe Directivesallow, for
examplethe additional requirementsastate can ask for,
constitutewhat isthe maximum, i.e. the ceiling on what
can be demanded isprovided for in the Directives. One
also sometimes en-
counters an undue
limitation to the
Directives: European
Law hasmoretosay on
the mutual recognition
of diplomas than
purely what isstated in
therelevant Directives.
There is the text of the Treaty and the case-law of the
European Court of Justice on the principles it directly
imposeson national administrations. However, thisfact
issometimesoverlooked and recognitionisthenrefused
too quickly on the basis that the situation does not fall
within the Directives and due to the belief that thereis
thus no obligation to recognise. However, the Court of
JusticeinLuxembourghasmadeit clear® that aMember

http://www.eipa.nl



State also has to consider recognition in situations that
fall outsidetheframework of the Directivesand thenthe
decision has to be based on principles found in the
Treaty, asinterpreted by the case-law.

Practical Problems

Officialsworkinginthisareafacean uphill struggle:
the profile of thistopicislow althoughit can ‘ make
or break’ thefreemovement of professionals. Officials
thereforecomeinfor criticismwhenthingsgowrong,
but no-one noticestheir work when everything runs
smoothly. In addition, theamount of casesinvolved
may appear to be
surprisingly small.
However, the
numbersof demands
for recognition are
actualy just the tip
of the iceberg and
do not show thetrue
extent of the movement of professionals across
borders. There are those professionals who operate
under their “home country’ title and, more
importantly, those who work in the framework of
international operations, either as self-employed
professional sinlargecross-border partnershipsor as
employees in companies and who therefore do not
appear in any statistics.

The infrastructure to facilitate the recognition
procedurethereforesuffersfromapoor all ocation of
resources. More proactive work would be possible
with greater resources and a better infrastructure.
Someof the problemsand possiblemeansto address
them, such as an increase in the exchange of
information, are mentioned below, and the situation
would obviously immediately improve with an
increase in resources.

However, sometimestheissuing authoritiesaresi ow
to provide full information and hence there should
be means for that country’s contact point in the
European network to force amore rapid reaction to
enable the host country’s authorities to access the
information needed for its decision on recognition.
A matter that is often underestimated and thus does
not featuresufficiently, isfeedback fromthedecision
makersto theinformation bodiesthat provide these
decision-makers with data on the foreign diplomas
and advise them on what the analogous position in
the national system would be (these are often the
national contact points in the various international
networksin thisfield). The latter usually only hear
about further developments of a dossier they have
handled when things go badly. It would of course
provide more satisfaction to such officials to also
hear of thecasesthat went well. They wouldthenalso
be able to provide more complete feedback to the
regulatorsandlegislatorsfor whomthisinformation
should be important when considering a reform of
the profession in question.

In addition, the whole recognition procedure is a
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From the principle of equivalence;
Some countries go further and

practice a principle of acceptance

long learning process: collecting data on foreign
systems in order to take the relevant decisions,
keeping these data up-to-date, maintaining the
networks etc. Some problems may be easier to deal
with asthelevel of knowledgeontheother countries
increases.

Another practical issue that has been highlighted is
that of theproof of professional experience. Hereone
should consider cultural differences between
countries on the approach towards documentation.
Some countries are very formal, others need the
inclusion of a great level of detail in order to feel
confident about ascer-
taining the substance
of the experience
documented and the
value of that particular
document.  Others
again are used to more
general documents. A
possible factor here is the size and homogeneity of
aprofession: if itisakintoa“club’, then few words
arenecessary for adocument to beunderstood by the
othersinthat profession (they know what it means).
However, in acountry where that profession is, for
example, more diversified, such a ‘compact’
document may | ead to unnecessary uncertai nty about
the precise nature of the experience proven thereby.
Here, too, anincreased flow of informationisof help:
learning from others, sharing best practice,
establishing a code of conduct and, if possible,
greater standardisationwouldall gointhat direction.
For example, if theformat of areferenceissimilar, it
is easier to process in another country.

Then thereisthe problem with terminology: similar
sounding diplomas may stand for very different
things. There is also the difficulty of using ‘coded
language’, such as the use of certain apparently
positivetermsinaletter of referenceto describewhat
are, in fact, shortcomings of and problems with the
person concerned. For example, when a reference
states that someone was ‘very punctual’, it actually
means that apart from punctuality there is nothing
else, positiveor negativeto besaid of that person, i.e.
he or she iswithout drive, initiative or enthusiasm.
Or, when someoneisreferredto asbeing very ‘ open
to the concerns of others, it means that he is a
womaniser. Sincethisisonly apparent to thosewho
sharethis‘code’, the meaning is most probably not
shared in other Member States, and seriouserrorsof
judgement or alack of protection of the consumer/
clientcanresult. If youaresurprised by theexamples,
that isno surprise sincethey stem from the code that
is apparently being used in Germany.

The choice given frequently in the Directives to
applicants* of whether to take an aptitude test or to
complete an adaptation period can pose problems
for stateswherethesizeof theprofessioninquestion
is (still) small and the infrastructure for either an
aptitude test or for the proper organisation and
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supervision of such an adaptation period is not in
place. It could also be the case that since the
adaptation period could bespentinaprivatepractice
orincompany employment, theremay beunwilling-
ness to take on such trainees if they are going to
become competitors or join competitors later on.
Better explanation of why an adaptation period or
test is needed might aso help the applicant make a
better choice here.

Important aspectsfor dealingwiththeseproblemsin
theshortterm
A decisive matter in overcoming any practical problem
is the attitude and methodology of the operators —
aspects that ‘make or break’ a system, since even the
best-designed system will not function properly when
the operators have the wrong attitude and, conversely,
even a‘bad’ system can function to a greater or lesser
extent with the right attitude.

Regarding the attitude and methodology employed
by those operating the system, we can see how the
guiding spirit has evolved over time:

* From the principle of equivalence (using a course-
by-course/subject-by-subject analysisin aquest for
an identical content between the foreign diploma
and the local one, which was somewhat feasible at
the time, when (higher) education was fairly
comparableandtherewaslittlemaobility), anapproach
which was embo-
diedinthesectoral
Directives (with
full harmonisation
of the study
programmes) at a
time when and on
issueswheretradi-
tionally there was
aready a certain
homogeneity
among the diffe-
rent countries systems, there is — a shift to the
principle of recognition (with an increase in mobi-
lity and an expansion/proliferation of higher educa-
tion and different types of courses, where one no
longer looksfor theidentical but thecomparable, i.e.
verification that acourseison the samelevel, while
accepting small differences in content), as demon-
strated by the move to the use of general Directives
(mutual recognition: mutual confidence in
educational systems, reversed burden of proof,
acceptance —while respecting differences, recourse
to the concept of the ‘finished product’ meeting
minimum requirements).

Some countriesgo further and practiseaprincipleof

acceptance. Thus, even when there are bigger

differences, a foreign diploma is accepted due to
mutual trust, boosted by international cooperation.

Theincreased mobility of graduatesmakesthemove

towardsthisspirit of acceptanceeven morenecessary.

This approach respects the differences between the
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From an approach concentrating on
the paper qualifications it could also
be said that there isa move to an

approach where the person counts

systems. A certain convergenceof thesystemsboosts
this development and enriches the home system.

In this respect it is useful to look back at the Bologna

Declaration of 1999 on a European Higher Education

Area,® which tries to achieve greater transparency and

easier mobility through:

* apan-EuropeanmovetoaBachelor (undergraduate)/
Master & Dr. (postgraduate) system by 2009, with
the Bachelor’ sdegree providing accessto thelabour
market,

* theuseof the ECTS® and

¢ the Diploma Supplement.”

From an approach concentrating on the paper
qualificationsit could also be said that there isamove
to an approach where the person counts, not (just) the
diploma, since work experience demonstrates more
what a person is actually able to do than a diploma,
which stands for what one should be able to do. The
European Court of Justice hasin fact always stated that
authorities have to consider everything in a person’s
background, not just the diplomas, but also any
experience already acquired:

“The authorities of a Member State to whom an
application hasbeen made by aCommunity national for
authorisation to practise a profession, access to which
depends, under national law, on the possession of a
diploma or profes-
sional qualification, or
on periods of practical
experience, must take
into consideration all
the diplomas, certifi-
cates and other evi-
dence of formal
qualifications of the
person concerned and
his [or her] relevant
experience, by compa-
ring the specialised knowledge and abilities so certified
and that experience with the knowledge and quali-
fications required by the nationa rules.”®

When actually deciding on recognition, there are a
number of different criteriathat are being used:

* Formal Criteria: laws/agreements governing access
to the profession/regulating recognition

* Functional Criteria: the purpose and rights relating
to the profession

* Material Criteria: entrance level/selectivity/

duration/study |oad/structure/content leading to a

final level of know-how necessary to practise the

profession
® Other criteria: the purpose/status of the Profession.

Asfortheofficialswho operatetherel evantinformation
systems, their influence, often only of a non-binding
nature, (just) advising those who actually decide on
recognition, can vary with their own attitude and
methodology. By highlighting the potential impact of
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a wrong decision (e.g. the danger of having to pay
compensation) their advice can become more forceful.
By spreading best practice and information on the
systemsin place in other countries, their advice can be
made easier to accept even where decision makers are
reluctant to recognisea
particular diploma/
qualification at first
sight.

Recognition for
professional purposesis
more difficult than for
academic purposes,
sincetherearenot only
differences in training
but also in the pro-
fession itself, for example, the differences between the
various legal systems both in form and content. In
addition, there is a psychological element in that
professionals tend to be strict — they are used to their
system and consider it to be the most appropriate for
their situation, thereby placing a significant hurdle in
theway of different approaches. In addition, oneshould
never underestimateaninstinctiveprotectionist reaction
when faced with newcomers from abroad (who could
become competitors).

... And thisis not just a matter for the authorities:
One should also examine the attitude of the applicant,
which can improve matters or make them worse. For
examplehe/shemay consider having to takean aptitude
test to be* beneath him/her’, an attitude which would do
nothing to reassure the competent authority. In other
words, if the applicant insists on having his foreign
diplomas recognised without such an ‘insulting’
requirement (ashe/sheis*fartoosenior’ tofacethiskind
of hurdle), thisbehaviour will not maketherecognising
authority feel at ease. Such intransigence would lead to
the opposite result — a hardening of the resolve of the
host country’ sauthoritiestorefuseoutright recognition.

Theissueof professional ethicsand how it can affect
the system of recognition

A further topic that is somewhat ‘underexposed’ is
related to the enforcement of professional ethics and
codes of conduct across borders:

Theissueof professional ethicsisnot assuch part of
the System of Mutual Recognition of Diplomas and
Professional Qualifications. However, with professional
experiencebeing afactor inthe decision onrecognition,
abreach of professional ethicsisobviously amatter that
should be part of the consideration of an applicant’s
track record. The great majority of those who make use
of the freedom of movement are not an issue here, but
there are some who do move country in order to escape
problems. Those few that belong to the latter type have
to be taken into account by the recognition system in
order to protect the clients in the host country.

It isuseful to reflect on and examine the purpose of
having codes of conduct: they serve to promote public
confidencein therelevant professions. Thistrust needs
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with recognising a foreign diploma,
and the “solving” of the immediate

dilemma by refusing recognition

to be earned and nurtured, and communication — such
as the indication of the standards that are expected —
helps.
The problem here is two-fold:
* Somecountriesdo not requiresubscriptiontoacode
of conductandtherefore

Problems often stem from an uneasiness a¢notlikelytoregister

behaviour that would
be contrary to such a
code (if there is one).
What should happen
whensomeonefromone
such country goes to
another Member State
where such an obliga-
tion exists?
® Then there is the problem of notification and the
flow of information: if aproblem hasindeed arisen,
how are the competent bodies in other countries
notified of thisin order to protect thepublicfromthe
individual concerned, should he/shecrosstheborder
(perhaps to escape the consequences of the
misconduct)? The sworn statement foreseen by the
Directives is difficult to accept in some cases and
confidence would obviously be increased if some
third-party certification could befound in all cases,
thereby removing the fear of falsification by the
applicant. At the moment such amatter would only
be dealt with when formal recognition is requested
and proof of good character isrequired. Nothing is
provided for so far in the case of the Provision of
Services or Establishment with the use of the home
title — the first reaction would be a pan-European
register (or black list), but that could constitute a
problem from the point of view of data protection
and may bedifficult to agree upon (e.g. what kind of
breach would beincluded, all or only major ones...).
A practical step would be the linking up of existing
national registers, but that would not solve the
problem described above, where no such register
existsinthefirst placeand may also faceformidable
obstaclesin the shape of differencesin terminology
and the weighing up of particular types of
misconduct. A first step in the same direction could
betouseaRASEF/RAPEX stylenetwork (asystem
for the rapid exchange of information on dangerous
products or foodstuffs to protect consumers EU-
wide®) or to actually extend these networks to
professions. Their purpose is to be an aarm-bell
once problems are discovered, and thisis precisely
the case here, although this time not in relation to
dangerous products, but in relation to problematic
professionals.

A parallel issuethat arisesisthat of thedifferencesinthe
possibilities for rehabilitation: if the rules of the
profession provide a mechanism for someone who has
disrespected professional ethicsto beallowed back into
practice, such rulesmay differ widely between Member
States on issues such as when readmission can be
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considered and the kind of measures and conditionsthat
can be imposed.

What doesthistell usregarding theneed for action
Ascanbeseenfromtheabove, problemsoftenstemfrom
an uneasiness with recognising aforeign diploma, and
the “solving” of the immediate dilemma by refusing
recognition. In principle, there should bemutual trustin
eachothers' training systemsinstead of such uneasiness
about the quality of theforeign professional. In order to
build up such mutual trust and confidence, the issue of
information and documentation to enable the
recognition to bemadewith confidenceisapivotal one;
actually, it isalong-standing practical issue that could
become more serious with the advent of new types of
training.

In order to improve the operation of the system for
recognising foreign diplomas and qualifications,
communication is important, and not only in the
framework of theinformation networks.”® Thedifferent
competent authoritiesand
professional  bodies
involvedintheregulation
of professions should be
made to stay in constant
contact withtheir counter-
partsinthe other Member
States. Ideally, everyone
should talk to everyone else. Thus, in order to prevent
the flow of information from slowing down unduly, it
would seem that channelling the information through a
central coordinator is probably not the ideal solution.
Having said that, there should be a central point of
reference which is at least kept up to date on the
information that has been passed on in order to allow
otherswho were not a party in the original exchange of
informationto have accesstoit aswell. However, inthe
|atter case, the central point mentioned aboveismoreof
a depository of information (for example a database),
rather than someone who has to actively pass on the
informationinthefirst place. Of course, withthegrowth
in the internet and other information technology, more
information is becoming available, thereby increasing
transparency.

Measuresthat arebeing taken to deal with these
problems
Amongthemeasurestakento build mutual trust through
an enhanced flow of information are:
e The Lisbon Convention,** which aims to improve
recognition through:
- clear recognition procedures,
- theright of appeal,
- uniform and transparent criteria.
e The ECTS - Credit Points System (see above)
* The Diploma Supplement (see above)

Then there is the work by the EU in general and by
CEDEFOP,*2the European Centrefor the Devel opment
of Vocational Training, in particular to increase the
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Communication is important, and
not only in the framework of the

information networks

dissemination of information on the different systems
(European Forum, information centres, theEUROPA SS
system in vocational training).

Further pro-active measuresto increase knowledge
of each other include:
* Association agreements between schools
* SOCRATESLEONARDO®

Also, for the officialsoperating the system thereused to
betheK AROL USProgramme, anexchangeprogramme
for all national officialsworking in areasrelating to the
Internal Market. Here, the officialswho decided on the
recognition were sent to their counterparts in other
countries to see how they did the same work there.

Further possibilities

A possibility to ‘force’ an increased exchange of
information could lie in the extension of the product
standards notification systems.** If these were to be
applied to regulated professions, like national norms
and standards on
products, the require-
ments to exercise a
profession, including
any changes, would
have to be notified at
the proposal stage. This
would leave time for
other Member States or the Commission either to join
theinitiative, to let it continue without objection, or to
object to that action, considering it to be contrary to the
Internal Market. The advantage would also be that this
would occur beforesuchregulationtakeseffect, thereby
not disrupting the professionalswhowouldliketo make
use of their freedom to move.

On a substantive matter, to accommodate serious
differences in training without having to block
professional swantingto crossborders, amodul ar system
could be envisaged, using a multi-tier profession to
accommodate the differences in standards. Therefore,
whentherearedifferencesbetween statesastotherange
of aspectswhich shouldbepart of aparticul ar profession,
applying the ‘home title’ methodology by analogy
could help. Instead of arefusal to recognise, therewould
be a harmonised set of professional titles used in all
Member States, reflecting the different types of
qualifications used. All qualifications would thus be
acceptable as a suitable counterpart exists in the host
country, even if the professionals there use a different
qualification. However, then there is the practical
problem of finding neutral terminology that does not
degrade the less stringent qualification.

Conclusions

Onall of theseissues, regular meetingsand information
exchanges would at least support moves to increase
mutual trust through common understanding of the
different systems, which could a soincreaseconvergence
and, perhaps, ultimately a common set of standards. In
fact, most professional rules are constantly changing
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withacoreof DOsand DON'’ Tsthat arefairly comparable
from one country to the other. So, again, oneisback to

the call for an in-
crease in the
measuressupporting
the exchange of in-
formation.
Although the
Directives aim to
promote the free
movement of profes-

everyone wantsit but it is hard to come by.

One should never forget that the
L egislation on the Mutual Recognition of

Diplomas and Professional Qualifications

Finally, oneshould never forget that the Legislation
on the Mutual
Recognition of
Diplomas and Pro-
fessional Qualifi-
cations only deals
with some of the
mattersthat haveto
be addressed in
order to promote

only deals with some of the matters that .
rue Free Move-

ment of Persons:
without support in
other areas, such as
Social Security,
Pensions and
Health Insurance, the real Internal Market will not be
attained.

sionals, in real life
the relevant autho-
rities have to weigh
against this aim the
needfor security and
safety, which could
conflict with the aim of free movement. Increasing
mutual trust would bean antidoteto such anunfortunate
development. However, mutual trust is like gold dust:

have to be addressed in order to promote

true Free Movement of Persons

NOTES

The following constitutes a summary of the outcome of a
colloguium organised by the European Institute of Public
Administration, Maastricht, from5to 7 February 2001 (http:/
ww.eipa.nl)

They haveeither been created outsidetheframework of the
EU, especialy intheframework of recognitionfor academic
purposes, or result from EU Law: the' Sectoral Directives
applyingtocertainprofessionsonly, andtheGenera Systems
Directives (Directives 89/48/EEC (OJ L 19, 1989); 92/51/
EEC 50JL 209, 1992) and 1999/42/EC 50JL.201, 1999)).
Hugo Fernando Hocsman v Ministre de I’ Emploi et de la
Solidarité, Case C-238/98, [2000] ECR |-6623.
Wherethecontentsof theprofessiond traininginthehostand
homecountriesarefoundtodiffer theauthoritiesof thehost
country are entitled to require an adaptation period (work
under supervision/accompanied by anational professional)
or anaptitudetest (notfurther definedinthedirectives)—only
inafew specified casescanthestateimposeoneor theother;
normally theapplicant must havethe choice.

Singed by the Ministers of Education of 29 European
countriesntheoccasi onof the Confederation of EU Rectors
Conference held in Bologna on June 18-19, 1999.

The European Credit Transfer System — a credit points
system, where points are attributed to adegree: thevisited
institution providesan information package on the courses
onoffer, onthebasisof whichthehomeinstitution attributes
anumber of credit points the student will have taken into
account for thepurposesof thediplomaof thehomeinstitution
andthereisacontract betweenthestudent andtheinstitutions.
A document with the aim of increasing the readability of a
diploma: it providesinformation:

¢ ontheholder,

» onthequdification—thefieldsof study andtheinstitution,
* onthelevel —conditions of access,

¢ ontheresult,
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* on the function — what can be done with it, which
professionsare accessiblewithit,

e onthepositionwithinthe national educational system.

Case C-340/89 Vlassopoulou v Ministerium fuer Justiz,

Bundes- und Europaangel egenheiten Baden-Wuerttemberg

[1991] ECR1-2357, paragraph 16, Case C-104/91 Aguirre

Borrell and Others[1992] ECR [-3003, paragraph 11 and,

most recently, Hugo Fernando Hocsman v Ministre de

I"Emploi etdelaSolidarité, Case C-238/98, not yet reported

on paper.

Set up by Council Decisions84/133/EEC, 89/45/EEC and

93/580/EEC — note also Article 8 of Directive 92/59/EEC

(Official Journal No. L228 of 11.8.92, p. 24) on genera

product safety and Directive 98/43 (Official Journal No.

L204 of 21.7.98, p. 37).

2 networks co-exit:

 foracademicrecognitiontheNARICs(national academic
recognitioninformation centres—inthe EU) and ENICs
(European Network of National Information Centres—
non EU-Council of Europe members)

« forprofessiona recognitionanetwork of national contact
points/coordinators exists for the 2 General Systems
(often they arethe NARICs aswell).

UNESCO-ConventionontheRecognition of Qualifications

Concerning Higher Education in the European Region,

Lisbon, 1997; TheEuropean Treaty Series, n°165, Council

of Europe — UNESCO joint Convention: The Convention

aimsat facilitatingtherecognitionof qualifications. It takes
asitspoint of departurethat qualificationsshoul dberecognised
unlessthecompetent authoritiesof thehost country canshow
that thereisasubstantial differencebetweenthequdlification
for which recognition is sought and the corresponding
qualificationsof the host country. It also makes provisions
for the information on the assessment of higher education
institutionsand programmes, andit strongly emphasi sesthe
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importanceof informationonrecognition mattersand onthe

implementation of theConvention. Somedistinctivefeatures

of the Convention are:

« gjointeffortby theCouncil of Europeand UNESCO, and
it will gradually replace several existing Conventions
elaboratedintheseparateframework of eachorganisation;

» aclear statement of theprinciplethat applicantsareentitled
to a fair examination of their qualifications within a
reasonabl etimelimit andaccordingtotransparent, coherent
andreliableprocedures, andwithout discriminationwith
regard to such factors as the applicant’s gender, race,
colour, disability, religion, political or other opinion;

 areformulationof theguiding principlefor therecognition
of qualifications

Cedefopisoneof thedecentralised EU agencies, created 25

yearsago andbasedinitiallyinBerlin,nowin Thessal oniki.

Cedefopisbasically aresearchinstitutecovering vocational

education and training (VET) and itstasks mainly include

providinginformation and analysisand organising debates
onVET."Cedefop” istheFrenchacronymof theorganisation’s
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officia title, European Centre for the Development of
V ocationd Training(CentreEuropéenpour leDével oppement
delaFormation Professionnelle).
SOCRATESistheEuropean Programmefor educationwith
theaim of promoting the European dimension. It targetsall
players involved in education with a series of sub-
programmes of which the best known is ERASMUS, an
exchange programme for university students.
LEONARDO DA VINCI is the action programme for
implementingtheEuropean Community’ svocational training
policy, supporting and supplementing action taken by the
Member States, by pursuing 3 central aims: facilitating
occupational integration, improving the quality of training
and access to training and boosting the contribution of
trainingtoinnovation.

Such as the one set up by Directive 98/34/EC (Official
Journal No. L204 of 21.7.98, p.37), the one set up by
DecisionNo. 3052/95(Official Journa No.L321 of 30.12.95,
p. 1) andtheoneset up Regulation (EC) No. 2679/98 (Official
Journal No. L337 of 12.12.98, p.8).A
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| ntegrated Coastal Zone M anagement —
A challenge for the EU in the 21% century

Anne Marie Sciberras
Lecturer, EIPA

Abstract

Oneareaof theenvironment which hasbecome of great importanceto the European Union (EU) isthe coastal zone, which
extendsto over 90,000km, hasan estimated 200 million peopleliving within 50km of it and supportsover 50% of Europe’s
richestand most sensitiveecol ogical areas. Thecoastal zone, whereseawater, landandairinteract toresultinoftenfavourable
habitatsfor anumber of species, including human beings, hasbeen ontheagendaof theenvironmentalist ever increasingly
sincethelatesixties. Diminishing resources, loss of habitats, degradation of quality of life dueto populationincreaseand
pollutionall becauseof destructiveusepatternsand|ack of proper management, caused significant concernat variouslevels
for the future of coastal |ands and waterstogether with offshore components.

TheEU’ scoastal zonesareinfluenced by anumber of policy areas, which at first glance arethought to have nothing to
dowiththem. Integrated Coastal ZoneManagement (ICZM) isnot just apart of thegeneral EU’ senvironmental policy. Badly
plannedtourismdevel opments; thedeclineof thefishingindustry; poor transport networks; increasing urbanisation; pollution
problemsgenerated through agricultural means; regional policy; therolesof education, cultureand employment; military
defencesandindustrial development: thesearebut few of thepolicies/issuesthat springtomindandwhichplay aroleinl CZM.
Thustheimportanceof very closeco-operation betweenthedifferent Commissiondirectoratesaswell asthelocal and national
organisationswithin the EU’ smember statesis of utmost significance.

Thepurpose of thisintroductory paper onthe subjectisto providean overall ook at thebirth of ICZM withintheEU’s
framework andtogiveaglanceat someof thepolicy areasplayingmajor rolesinl CZM. Theultimateaimistocatalysepublic
support to the goal of ICZM which according to recent studies on its potential socio-economic values, could beworth up
to4.2hillion EUROSfor the EU asawhole. Inthispaper | will also show that implementation of ICZM strategiescan cost

littleto thedifferent Member states, but ultimately could generate significant returns.

The present European Union (EU) coastline extendsto
just over 90,500km?, has amost half of the Union's
population living within 50km of the sea? and supports
over 50% of Europe’s richest and most sensitive
ecological areas. Unfortunately, avast majority of these
dynamic systems are nowadays under threat from
urbanisation and pollution, consequently damaging
much of Europe’ scoastal region. Theeconomiesof the
southern Member states of the EU, where the richest
ecological areasareto befound, arebecoming moreand
more reliant on seasonal incomes from tourism, with a
consequence too that land-occupation along the
M editerranean shoresisgrowing annually. It istruethat
at both aUnionand member statelevel thereisasurplus
of regulations and initiatives which focus on specific
aspects of environmental protection in coastal areas
suchasnatureconservation; regional andtown planning;
waste; water andfisheries, but most of themember states
and the Union as awhole are still without an effective
strategy for managing and preserving this coastal
heritage. Itisagreat welcomethat theEU isnowworking
to introduce a co-ordinated policy for the Union's
coastal regions.® Besides taking steps to improve the
EU’ s policies that influence coastal areas, the member
stateswithacoastling* are being asked to have national
strategies to protect their coastal regions.
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Theneedto conservethecoastal zonesasan element
of thecommunity’ snatural and cultural heritage and as
an essential basisfor economic and social development
has long been recognised.® A number of the legd,
financial and planning instruments available have and
are being indirectly applied to coastal zones. Since the
1970s, the EU has put in place over 300 instruments to
protect and enhanceitsmarineand coastal environments.
Theseincludeavast number of directivesandregulations
relatingtowater quality, pollution, natureconservation,
maritime transport, fisheries and agriculture. Through
the European Environmental Agency (EEA), and the
Community’s research programmes (Framework
programmes), the EU performs important activities in
thefield of scientific research and dataand information
collectionwith referenceto the state of the environment
in Europe and the integrated assessment of coastal
zones. Funding for coastal area projectsis provided by
the EU on aregional basis for the less developed and
industrial crisis areas.

Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) isa
new field with agrowing international support, anidea
which promotes integrated management plans to deal
with coastal resource problems. It is not just any other
environmental policy or part of apresentone. Itisanarea
where environmental and socio-economic goals are

Eipascope 2002/1

25



26

intertwined. What the different research groups,
governmentsand the EU asawholehaverealised isthat
ICZM isadynamic programme which will continually
need updating since it is sometimes very difficult to
predict the precise problems a particul ar coastal region
will faceinthefuture. Thusitisnot aone-time project.
The need to bring together all local, regional, national
and European policy makersisof utmost importanceto
ICZM. Therehastobeco-ordinationat all levelsinorder
tohaveasuccessful integrated coastal zone management
plan for the region or country. The stakeholders must
include policy-makers, residents, national and local
representatives, NGOs and the business community.
ICZM isdesigned to increase contacts between sectors
of government and the local and regional authorities so
that the policy-makers can get a clearer picture of the
different needs of Europe’s coastal aress.

When relating to ICZM, there is no international
general agreement about the appropriate useor meaning
of the common phrases and terms used, a number of
which are used interchangeably in the literature to
describetheactivity of managing acoastal region, area,
useor resource. Accordingto Sorensenand McCreary®,
ten terms are frequently used when referring to Coastal
ZoneManagement (CZM)), referring to identities of the
various units of government in the world (Coastal
Nations) andtheir different programmesestablished for
the purpose of utilising or conserving acoastal resource
or environment (Coastal Management). Thecrux comes
with defining the term “Coastal”. Its definition varies
considerably. To someit connotesfish and wildlife, to
others beaches and dunes, and still to others broad
reachesof landandwater. Nowadaystheword* coastal”
istakento consider demographic, functional, ecological
and geographic considerations as one. Amongst other
termsused are Ocean M anagement; |CZM; and Coastal
AreaManagement (CAM) and Integrated Coastal Area
Management (ICAM).

Coastal areasintheEU
Today’s Europe coastal zones face larger economic,
social and environmental problems than other areas
withinthemember states. Thereareseriousmanagement
and planning problems, such as haphazard building
developments to accommodate the ever-increasing
amount of both citizens and tourists wanting to spend
time closer to the sea/water areas. Such developments
can cause huge strains on underground water supplies
and the creation of new illegal landfills. Transport
problemsincreaseduetogreater numbersof roadvehicles
and pleasurecraft, and conflictsof interest astowhat the
locals should be investing in are leading to socia
problemsfor thelocal sthemselves. Thisisnottosay that
alisbad, incertain areasnew projects, if doneproperly,
can help compensate for otherson the decline, whichin
turn make people look for different employment
opportunities.

Although the coastal landscapes and seascapes are
amongst the most treasured and attractive landscapesin
Europe, the coastal regions of Europe are amongst the
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poorest regions of the EU and the economic activity
should be greatly encouraged. In fact, the condition of
the coastal zones is deeply affected by tourism, a
European and indeed aworldwide phenomenon and the
main source of income most especially for the south
member states. Compared with other continents, Europe
has “a wider variety of types of coastal zone, with
different natural conditions and patterns of human land
use”.” The three leading types of coastal zones found
in Europeare (i) urban/industrial; (ii) intensivetourism
and (iii) natural/rural/fisheries. Thus the predominant
functionrepresentsvery different problemsand different
demographic and economic weights. In addition to
specific measures aimed at the protection of the coastal
environment, the Union has a series of funding
mechanism to provide financial assistance, both for
environment protection purposesandfor infrastructural
development within the Member states. These funds
include the Structural Funds, Cohesion Funds, LIFE®
and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).

Over the years, the EU has issued a number of
environmental directiveswhich are of relevanceto the
coastal zone, but CZM also raises a number of trans-
national issues, such as agriculture, fisheries, pollution
control and natural conservation. Suchissuescannot be
dealt with effectively at the national level and the EU
can play avital rolein dealing with these common and
trans-boundary problems. The EU is currently an
important forumfor enablingthemember statestoagree
a common line when negotiating certain international
agreements.

In the past the coastal zone has tended to be seen as
the boundary between land and the sea, rather than as
integrated unit. Thisisclearly reflected by the different
legislativeand administrative provisionsfor controlling
activity on land, sea-bed and at sea, produced by the
different governments throughout the years. Results
from the Commission’ s Demonstration Programme on
ICZM?® obliged the Commission to adopt two
documents, (i) acommunication'® explaining how the
Commission would be working to promote 1CZM
through the use of Community instruments and
programmes and (ii) a proposed recommendation*
outlining the steps which the Member States should
taketo develop national strategiesfor ICZM. Although
the coastal areas could benefit much from the various
measuresto betaken, it also argued, and rightly so, that
each of the member states concerned should developits
own national strategy. National bodies are to provide
thelegal and institutional frameworks, but at the end of
the day, it is the local authorities together with the
inhabitants and non-governmental organisations
(NGOs) whoknow what isneededfor that particul ar area.
Presently, the Commissionisworking toimplement the
EU-wide ICZM strategy through existing Union
| egislationand programmes, such asthesocio-economic
study on costs and benefits of 1ICZM, and the study
commissioned by the EU on quality tourism.'2 However
experience with the environmental action programmes
and regional planning work, have shown that
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implementation of anything to do with sustainable
development isslow inrelation to the complexity of the
problems of coastal zones. Thus, the different
governmentsare considering the Commission’ scall for
national strategies, to haveanew coastal policy in place
whichistobecomplemented by thesixthenvironmental
action programme’ s emphasis on the importance of an
effective territorial approach to environmental
problems.®

Agricultureand | CZM

Amongst themostimportant |and usesaffecting Europe’s
coastal areasis agriculture. Much is determined by the
farming activitiesthat are carried out in the areas, with
many of the fertile areas situated around estuaries and
deltas. Althoughit isof undeniableimportanceinterms
of land cover and economic growth, employment-wise
it is on the decline due to imports from countries
producing acheaper crop and having areduction of area
under cultivation than that traditionally used a few
decadesago. Grazing of livestock and cultivation have
lessened considerably in certain areas, but according to
the EU’ s 1999 report, thereis “a steady increase in the
production of arable cropsin Europe”.** Having any
extreme does not augur well, since this could bring
about over- production and serious erosion and |oss of
vegetationwith overgrazing. Oneof thebiggest worries
isthe nitrate contamination from agricultural fertilisers
and animal excrement. In small quantities there are no
problems, but when in large concentrations, streams,
riversand the sea.can become unpl easant and unhealthy
to humans.

Fisheriesand ICZM

The fishing industry within the EU is at present facing
serious difficulties with previous over-fishing greatly
reducing fish stocks, which in turn have led to more
fishermenleavingtheir jobsand plunginginto economic
hardship. TheUnion'sCommon FisheriesPolicy (CFP)
isattempting to control the volumes of fish caught so as
to help in the recovery of stocksyet at the sametime it
reduced the number of boats through the multi-annual
guidance programmes for fishing fleets (MAGPs).%
Unfortunately thisinstrument did not prove aseffective
asanticipated. I nstead it hascreated moreunempl oyment
inmany of thecoastal areas, aswell asincreased hardship
to anumber of citizens from the localities by the coast
who for years had relied on income from the fish they
caught. In other areas where fishing is still practised,
some are forced to compete with other coastline users,
most of which arerecreational areas. L eisurenavigation
isalso causing negativeimpactson coastal fisheriesand
fishing stocks.

Another area of fisheries affecting the coastal areas
is aquaculture, which on the one hand has increased
employment ratesand if properly looked after can have
apositive outcome on the surroundings, but which has
been negatively greeted by anumber of localitiesacross
themember statessinceit can create waste disposal and
pollution problems in these areas.
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Transportand I CZM

Without adequate connects, the EU’s coastal regions
cannot reap economic benefits to further develop their
economies, thus demands in the transport sector have
grown steadily. During these last couple of decades,
land transport has become the most intensive form of
transport fromair, land and sea. Theuse of private cars,
lorriesand buseshasincreased multifold and new roads
and/or highways have had to be built. Until recently,
transport plannershave paidlittle heed to specific needs
of coastal areas thinking that roads built right by the
coast would be easier and pleasanter for all. In many
instances access to the areas have caused many to
migrateto the coastal regions (M editerranean area), but
in other instances, the problem of poor transportation
links hasled othersto move away (islands off the coast
of Nordic countries such as the UK and Denmark).

For land transport systems to be sustainable,
renewablefuel sshould beencouraged soasto encourage
environmentally friendly modes of transport, possibly
for most of the public to make better use of them.
Although the use of railway and sea is being more
encouraged, cars, buses and trucks will continue to be
used. Reduction in emissions from such vehiclesis a
major contributor to having a better air quality.

Sea transport, although better for the environment,
has many negative effects on the coastal areas, most
especially those areas close to major shipping routes,
where accidents can happen affecting not only the sea,
but land too. A case in point which has had everyone
thinking on new way and methods of safer and clearer
seatransport is the sinking of the Erika off the coast of
France. Pollution, just as anything environmentally
related hasno boundariesand can affectsmany countries.
Tourism and aguaculture were deeply affected, at the
sametimeinfluencing employment trends. Should such
a tragedy have happened close to an area where
desalination plantst® are also in place, then (drinking)
water production could al so have been ceased, affecting
the citizens in the localities further.

Environmental mattersand ICZM

Water isan essential resource for humansaswell asfor
agriculture, industry, energy production, tourism, urban
life, and nature. At thesameinstance, its transboundary
nature as a resource makes it one of the most difficult
resources to manage sustainably. Poor water quality is
harmful to all living beings and the concentration of
harmful substancesis partly affected by the volume of
water flowing into the system, an important factor in
sedimentation patterns in coastal areas such as
marshlands and dunes.

Water quality is affected by a range of human
activities such as excessive demand; pollution from
sewage outfalls; thermal pollution from power stations;
irrigation and run-off from agricultural land and
operational discharges from vessels at sea. The EU’s
water quality framework directive'” is one of the
Commission’s new approach to addressing problems
related to coastal pollution. It aims to ensure that co-
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ordinated measures are taken by the different
governmentsto manage water use, tackle pollution and
take coherent steps to tackle different sources of
pollution, be them from land of sea.

Another major problem for coastal areas is litter,
because of its potential impact on wildlife and human
health and also because of the high costs to the local
communities which must bear clean-up costs and in
some cases suffer 1oss in tourist revenues. Certain
communities have introduced mechanical cleaning of
beachesbut thisisathreat initself, as habitatsfor small
animalsand plants are destroyed by the cleaning action
of the machines.

Urban expansion is resulting in the destruction of
important coastal habitats, beside leading to major
impacts on land, air, water and landscape quality.
Groundwater is being polluted, trafficisincreasing air
and noise pollution and prime agricultural lands are
being built. The surrounding seas are often used as a
repository for waste discharges of all kinds, degrading
coastal and marine habitats and having negative
consequences on tourism, fishing, and agriculture.

Progressat EU level

The EU’s three year Demonstration Programme on

Integrated Coastal Zone Management (1996-1999)

confirmed that the need of the EU’srolein ICZM was

evident in a number of issues such as:

e theimpact of EU sectora policy

* theimportanceof guaranteeing environmental health
to all European citizens

» the opportunity to make better use of existing EU
funding schemes

e the international dimension of many coastal and
marine environmental issues

* thestrategicroleof theEU intheregional seas(North
Sea, North Atlantic Sea, Mediterranean Sea, Baltic
Seaand upon accession of somecandidatecountries,
the Black Sea).

Decline in traditional environmentally-compatible
sectors such as coastal fisheriesand agriculture hasled
to unemployment and social instability. The EU is
doingand cando muchmoretofurtherimplement | CZM
in Europe. Benefits could be emphasised through the
use of good management practice such as the “Blue
Flag” initiative and the use of cleaner technologies.
On the institutional and policy side better co-
ordinationof EU policiesisrequired. Theenvironmental
policy is nowadays being integrated in a number of
other policy areas. Last October 2001, the Commission
welcomed the adoption of the Environment Council’s
political agreement on a strategy that promotes
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sustainable development in coastal zones.®* The
recommendation callsonthe Member Statesto devel op
national strategiesthat promotesustai nabledevel opment
in coastal zones through integrated management
programmes of these areas. The Council text allowsthe
member statesfiveyearsbefore having to report results
in terms of national strategies, but the Commission
believes that this could be done in a shorter period of
time. Itisin thisaspect that the Commission must use
its driving force to hasten the development and
implementation of the national ICZM strategies.

Concludingremarks

As mentioned in the abstract, this paper is just an
introductory overall look at what ICZM isand alook at
someof themainissuesaffecting thecoasts, and why the
EU istaking stepsto introduce the much needed coastal
policy before things get worse. The coastal zone issue
isanew areawhich at theend of theday affectseach and
every oneof us, whether weliveclosetothe coast or opt
to take atrip to a coastal areafor avacation.

Agriculture, fisheries, transport, urbanisation,
tourism, pollution, water quality are but few of the
affecting factors of coastal zones. One could also look
at the effectsof military defences, industrial and energy
producing sites, many of which have been built on the
coasts for practical reasons. Referring to military
defences, a marked decline in activities means that
many of thesiteshavebeen closed or simply abandoned.
If steps are not taken, then problems such as habit | oss,
pollution and erosion will destroy more coastal
landscapes and thus economically valuable resources.
A number have already vanished and will be unknown,
but in pictures, to future generations.

Properly co-ordinated ICZM strategies both at the
EU level and the national levels can ensure the
development of modern, lively and challenging
economies whilst at the same time they protect the
natural environment. | will end with a quote from the
recent DGEnv publication EU focuson coastal zones':
Turning the tide for Europe's coastal zones, “For
centuries Europe’s coastal zones have suffered from
poorly co-ordinated planning and inappropriate
policy-making. but with a concerted effort to introduce
ICZM across Europe, the tide could be about to turn.”

Web Sites consulted :

Coastal Zone Management on the Internet : http://
www.coastal management.com

EUCC Coastal Guide : http://www.coastalguide.org
Friends of the Earth : http://www.foei.org

MedCoast : http://www.metu.edu.tr/home/wwwmdcst
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Speech by the Laur eate,
Mr Jacob Sdderman, European Ombudsman,
on the occassion of the Alexis de Tocqueville Prize 2001t

Provincial Government House, Maastricht, 21 November 2001

Commissioner of the Province of Limburg,
Mr Berendt-Jan Van Voor st tot Voor st!

Mr Chairman and Members of the Board of
Governorsof EIPA!

Excellencies, Ladiesand Gentlemen!
Tobeheretoday and havethepossibility to speak toyou
onthisoccasionisagreat honour for me personally and
for the Office | represent. | am deeply grateful to the
European Institute of Public Administration, to its
Scientific Council and to its Board of Governors for
awarding me the prestigious Alexis de Tocqueville
Prize for 2001. The importance of the Alexis de
Tocqueville Prizeisin my mind strongly underlined by
thefact that previousreci pientsinclude Professor Sabino
CASSESE and Professor Eduardo GARCIA DE
ENTERRIA, two outstanding scholars in public and
administrative law, whose work | deeply respect and
value.

Onthisoccasion| speak inthename of the European
Ombudsman officeand of all itsstaff, sincel wouldlike
to stress that the performance and results of the office
would not have been possible without their hard and
dedicated work and professional skills. | do thank them
for that. | would also like to mention that in the very
beginning of my work | underlined that there could be
no good results without a real commitment of the
Community institutions and bodies to good admini-
strativevalues. Inmy first annual report | even spoke of
a partnership with the Community institutions and
bodiesto protect and advance therights and interests of
European citizens.

Today, | would like to say that the Community
institutions and bodies have cooperated constructively
with our Office and that they have in many ways
demonstrated that commitment. There have been
tensions and disputes from time to time, but also
continuousprogress, sometimess ower, sometimesfaster.

At the very beginning of our activities the support
provided by the European Parliament and its admini-
stration was crucial. The then Speaker of the European
Parliament Klaus HANSCH and the present Secretary
Genera Julian PRIESTLEY gaveusunlimited support.
The Commission’ s attitude was a so important and the
responsible Commissioner at the beginning was Anita
GRADIN, who comesfrom the very country where the
Parliamentary ombudsman institution was born nearly
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two hundred years ago. Sheworked hard to convincethe
Commission of the need to respond properly to the
Ombudsman and to set up procedures for responding to
the Ombudsman’s inquiries so as to secure fair and
comprehensive answers. Under the guidance of thethen
responsible director in the Secretariat General of the
Commission and histeam, the Commission led the way
in demonstrating how a Community institution should
live up to the principle of accountability to European
citizens.

After six years' experience, | cantestify that wehave
found true partners in the endless struggle for a better
administration to serve European citizens. It has also
been recognised by the now responsible Commissioner
LoyolaDE PALACIO, who also comes from a country
wheretheombudsmaninstitutionisstrongly represented,
at both national and regional level. She has on many
occasions emphasised that she is committed to follow
and strengthen the practices set up by her predecessor.

L adiesand Gentlemen!
Recently | wasaskedinatel evision programmehow | felt
when | was el ected asthe first European Ombudsmanin
July 1995 and the President of the European Parliament
spoketo meand underlined my responsibility asthefirst
Ombudsman to set up the Officeand giveit direction for
the future. On such occasionsyou should, of course, say
something inspiring. The only thing | managed to say
wasthat | felt that | wasabout to depart onalongjourney
in sail on a stormy sea, with only the case law of the
Community courts on good administration to follow;
casestwinkling asstarsinthenight sky, showing theway
for the lonely sailor and his crew.

| did not feel too badly equipped for the journey
because | had been a Parliamentary Ombudsman for
many years in a country that is small in population but
atrue superpower in bureaucratic traditions. In Finland,
we were acquainted with the Royal Swedish admini-
stration for 600 years, under the Russian Czar’srulefor
more than 100 years and then close to the German -
Prussian administrative traditions, as many of our
academics in that field studied in Germany during the
1920sand 30s. Thefact that Finnish society still functions
showsthat we have gai ned something from theenormous
bureaucratic treasure that has been imposed on us, and
to which we ourselves, | must confess, have also
contributed.

The first test for the new European Ombudsman
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institution was to establish exactly what is maladmini-
stration. There wereloud voicesin thelegal services of
some Community institutions suggesting that the
Ombudsman could not deal with matters that could, at
somefuture stage, come before a Court. In other words,
they wanted to exclude the Ombudsman frominquiring
into any question of legality. They argued that thiskind
of limitationexistsfor ombudsmenintwo of theMember
States. To me, it can never be good administration not
to follow the law, or a principle binding on a public
body. Thefinal proposal that |ed to the establishment of
the European Ombudsman came from the Danish
government. The new institution’s main features were
takenfromtheDanish
Ombudsman, who is
activeindealingwith
questions of law. So,
to my mind there is
nothing unclear on
thispoint. By now, our
notion of maladmini-
stration as including
legality has been
largely accepted.

When the
Ombudsman carries
out the work it goes
without say that the
case law of the Court
is the true source for
applying the law.

Another debate
arosewhenaMember
of the European Par-
liament, Roy PERRY,
proposed a Code of
Good Administrative
Behaviour. The idea
of such a Code is to
clearly establish not
only what is bad
administration, but
also what isgood ad-
ministration.

Scholarsfromthe
tradition of common law argued that this should not be
awritten law with detailed provisions but an unfinished
list of requirements developing in the cases over the
years. They opposed what they said would be an EU
over-regulation of this matter.

Tomeitonly seemsfair that if you criticise someone
for acting badly, you al so say what they should do. | find
it difficult to understand how one can demand that the
staff of the Community institutionsand bodiesraisethe
quality of European administrationif they cannot easily
obtain an account of what is expected from them. Inthe
sameway, how can European citizens know what their
rights are unless they are written down? As the
Commission for many reasons was delayed in drafting
a Code of Good Administrative Behaviour, we
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The Laureate, Mr Jacob Soderman, European Ombudsman,
addressing the audience.

undertook to do it and the Parliament adopted it in its
session of 6 September thisyear. The question if it will
becomeaEuropean law isstill open, but goodforcesare
working for it.

The Code did not encounter only applause in the
debates in Parliament. A provision suggesting that an
official should be polite raised many doubts and some
impolite comments. For a moment, it seemed that the
Committee on Legal Affairs would reject the whole
proposal. ThenaScottish Professor of L aw took thefloor
andbegan by sayingquitesimply: “ tomymindthereare
twoimportantissuesat stakehere. Firstof all promoting
the rule of law and secondly showing respect to
European citizens.”
This statement drew
thedebate back tothe
very coreof the Code
and in the end it was
supported by a clear
majority.

For my part, | do
not understand the
argument that polite-
ness cannot be an
obligation. Judges
have no difficulty in
defining a proper
standard of behaviour
for the parties who
appear in the court-
room. Why should
they not, if ever
needed, be able to
judgewhenanofficial
isout of line, abusive
and impolite?

| am sorry for
preachingtoyou. But
| am so usedtotrying
to promote my
Office’ sservicesand
the notion of good
administration that |
could not hold back.

Whenwereceived
the first information about the award of the Alexis de
Tocqueville Prize it was like seeing the first glimpses
from the lighthouse leading to a safe harbour on a dark
nightinatroubled sea. EIPA has, tomy mind, duringits
20 years worked without rest to promote the good
administrative values of western culture. | do
congratulate you on the occasion of your 20th
anniversary for the high professional skill, with which
you have spread the good message to many officialsin
both European and national administrations.

For ustoday it isasafe and friendly harbour, where
we can rest and enjoy a true partnership with you and
gather strength and provisions for the next stage of the
journey towardsareal Citizen’ sEurope. May that bethe
Prize that awaits us all tomorrow.
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Alexisde Tocquevillewasin many waysbefore his
time. Heevengraspsthevery soul of Europeancitizenship
by saying:

“Thegradual devel opment of theprincipleof equality
is, therefore, a providential fact. It has all chief
characteristicsof suchafact: itisuniversal, itislasting,
it constantly eludes al human interference, and all
events aswell as all men contribute to its progress’.

| am happy and honoured to accept the Alexis de
Tocqueville Prize.

Thank you for your attention.

NOTE

1 Moreinformationabout thisPrizeand morespeechescanbe
found on EIPA’sweb site:
http://eipa.nl/tocqueville/01/Invitation.htm U

Front row, from left to right:
Mr and Mrs Christophersen; Baron van Voorst tot Voorst, Queen's Commissioner for the
Province of Limburg; Mrs and Mr Soderman; Mr Bovens, acting Mayor of Maastricht.

Eipascope 2002/1

http://www.eipa.nl



Eulogy to the Laureate by the Director-General of EIPA*
Eloge du lauréat par le Directeur général de I’ EAP

Prof. Dr. Gérard Druesne
Director-General, EIPA

Your Excellencies,

Queen’sCommissioner for theProvinceof Limburg,
Mayor of Maastricht,

Member (s) of the Eur pean Parliament,

L adiesand Gentlemen,

and a special word of welcometo our Laureate,
Mr Jacob Soderman and hisspouse

Itisagreat honour for the European Institute of Public
Administrationtobeableto hold thisawarding ceremony
of the 2001 Alexis de Tocqueville Prize in the room
where the Treaty of Maastricht was signed, and | am
therefore very grateful to the Governor of the Province
of Limburg, Mr Baronvan Voorst tot Voorst, that hehas
placedtheProvincial Government Houseat our disposal.

Born in Helsinki, Jacob Sdderman has received
several law degreesfromtheUniversity of Helsinki, and
his career in Finland has been very rich in that he was
involved both in public administration and in politics,
andinthelatter, bothin Parliament and in Government.

At the national level, you were Head of the Labour
Safety DepartmentintheMinistry for Social Affairsand
Health for eleven years, and at regional level Governor
of theProvinceof Uus maafor sevenyears. Thisprovince,
which constituted Finland’s most populous area,
including Helsinki and its surrounding area, has been
part of the province of Southern Finland sincethemajor
reform which reduced the number of provinces from
twelveto five someyearsago. Asit happens, EIPA has
published a book that covers this reform. It is worth
noting that during your period as provincial governor,
the provinces fulfilled important tasks such as special
supervision of the education, health care and social
welfare services provided by municipalities, and they
had direct involvement in certain public services under
the responsibility of the Central State, notably the
police. And it was not by chance that you were at the
sametimeChairman of theParliamentary Committeeon
PoliceAffairs.

For ten years you were a Member of the Finnish
Parliament, on the Constitutional Committee and the
Foreign AffairsCommittee, andyou werefor twoterms
amember of theFinnish Government: Minister of Justice
and Minister of Social Affairs, aso responsible for
Nordic cooperation. Furthermore, in the seventies, you
already showed a clear inclination for international
activities, as Finnish representative in the governing
body of the International Labour Organisation, and
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Chairman of the I nternational Chile Commission. Y our
linguistic capacitiesareal soimpressive, sinceyou have
agood command of five European languages. Finnish,
Swedish (whichisyour mother tongue), English, French
and Spanish.

But it is obviously your role in the position of
Ombudsman which deserves to be emphasised here:
Parliamentary Ombudsman of Finland from 1989 to
1995, you were appointed by the European Parliament
as European Ombudsman in 1995, and reappointed for
a second term in 2000.

Je me rappelle parfaitement notre premiéere
rencontre, & Strasbourg, lorsque j’étais moi-méme
Directeur du Centre des études européennes de
Strasbourg, installé dans les locaux de |'Ecole
Nationale d’ Administration. Vous étiez venu présenter
le réle du Médiateur européen a un groupe de hauts
fonctionnaires, insistant sur I'insuffisante prise en
compte du concept de citoyenneté dans le dispositif
institutionnel communautaire, et sur la nécessité de
donner aux citoyens européens les moyens de se faire
entendre.

Car telle est la mission que vous assigne I'article
195 du Traité : recevair les plaintes de tout citoyen de
I’Union ou de toute personne physique ou morale
résidant ou ayant son siége statutaire dans un Etat
membreet relativesa descasdemauvai seadministration
“Instances of maladministration” dans I'action des
institutions ou organes communautaires, a I’ exclusion
delaCour dejusticeet du Tribunal depremiéreinstance
dans I’ exercice de leurs fonctions juridictionnelles.

The margin of initiative you enjoy in defining your
ownscopeof activity and competenceisalsoremarkable.

In 1997, you offered your own definition of malad-
mini stration, whichwaswel comed by both the European
Parliament and the Commission: ‘Maladministration
occurswhenapublicbody failstoactinaccordancewith
arule or principle which is binding upon it And in
2000, taking notice of the fact that none of the treaties
establishing the European Communities and the
European Union define the term * Community body’,
you considered that the European University Institute
in Florence could be seen asa Community body for the
purposes of your mandate. So as to fully inform the
audience, | would like to add that you have decided to
close the file after the inquiry since there appeared to
have been no maladministration on the part of the
European University. But what | see as your most
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promising initiative is the Code of good administrative
behaviour for officialsintheir relationswith the public,
whichyou proposedinJuly 1999, beforerecommending
in April 2000 in a specia report to the European
Parliament the enactment of a European administrative
law on the matter, applicable to all the Community
institutions and bodies, which could take the form of a
regulation.

Treéslogiquement, leParlement eur opéenaapprouve
en septembre 2000 un rapport sur votre proposition, et
le soutien a votre action est venu de la maniére la plus
solennelle qui soit puisque c'est désormais la Charte
des droits fondamentaux, adoptée par le Conseil
européen de Nice en décembre 2000, qui consacredans
son article 41 le droit & une bonne administration et
dans son article 43 le droit de saisir le Médiateur
européen des cas de mauvaise administration.

Quelle évolution, et quel progres, dans la
reconnaissance des droits de |I’administré vis-a-vis de
I’administration européenne. Examinons plus avant
cettedisposition : Every person hastherightto havehis
or her affairs handled impartially, fairly and within a
reasonable period of time by theinstitutionsand bodies
of the Union.

Thisincludestheright of thecitizensto be heard, the
right to have accesstotheir ownfile. and the obligation
of the administration has the obligation to give reasons
for its decisions.

Every person also has the right to have the
Community make good any damage caused by its
ingtitutions, or by itsservantsintheperformanceof their
duties. Andlast but not |east, citizensnow havetheright
to use any one of the languages of the treaties in their
communications with the EU administration.

Undoubtedly to live up to such a level of good
administration, institutionsand their servants need aset
of rulesand principles, even alaw, and you have paved

theway with your untiring action, not alwayswell-liked
by some prominent EU officials, sometimes irritating
decision makers.

And you are now close to your objective. Some
weeks ago, on 6 September 2001, the European
Parliament adopted aresol ution approving your code of
good administrative behaviour on the one hand and
callingontheEuropean Commissionto submit aproposal
for aregulation containing the code, onthe other. | wish
tounderlinethispoint: the Commissionisnow formally
invited to propose draft legislation, a horizontal
instrument establishing a unique code of good
administrative behaviour applicable to all Community
ingtitutions, bodies and decentralised agencies. Some
political work still hasto be done: based on article 308
of the Treaty, the adoption of such aregulation would
involve athe unanimous agreement of the Council. But
incorporating the codein aregulation would emphasise
the binding nature of the rules and principles that it
contains both to both citizens and officials.

For all these reasons, Ladies and Gentlemen, the
European Institute of Public Administration is very
pleased to award the Alexis de Tocqueville Prize 2001
to Jacob Soderman, for his contribution to increasing
transparency, improving access to documents for
European citizens, promoting knowledge of the EU
administration, all of which are factors that favour the
improvement of public administration in Europe.

Thank you for your attention.

NOTE

1 Moreinformationabout thisPrizeand morespeechescanbe
found on EIPA’sweb site :
http://eipa.nl/tocqueville/01/Invitation.htm O

Prof. Dr Gérard Druesne.
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Common Assessment Framework:
The state of affairs

Dr. Christian Engel
Senior Lecturer, EIPA

Theorigins

Theuse of quality management toolsand systems, for a
long time confined to the private sector, has since the
early 1990s started to pervade the public sector in
Europe as part of its strive for modernisation, better
public management, increased performance and a
stronger “customer” focus.® In the course of the last
decade, various quality management tools and systems
started to be used in the public sector across the EU —
albeit to avery different extent from one Member State
to another — and in many EU countries public sector
organisations started to participate in Quality Awards
both for the private and the public sector, or Quality or
Innovation Awards specifically destined for the public
sector weredevel oped.? Although many of thesequality
management systemsand Awardswere—and are—fully
based on the Excellence Model owned, developed and
promoted by the European Foundation for Quality
Management (EFQM), it was not possibleto speak of a
common understanding and language of quality within
thepublic sector inthe EU. Inthe German-speaking part
of the EU, for instance, quality management in the
public sector followsadifferent approach, based onthe
bi-annual Quality Award organised by the Speyer
Academy.

During the Austrian EU Presidency in the second
half of 1998, the possibility of developing a European
Quality Awardfor the public sector wasdiscussedinthe
framework of the informal meetings of the Directors-
General of thePublic Administration of theEU Member
States. Theideaassuchwasdismissedinview of thefact
that the diversity of culturesand visionsof “quality” in
the public sector in EU countries would not allow for
direct competition, but an alternative idea came up and
was finally accepted: the establishment of a common
European quality framework that could be used across
the public sector as a tool for organisational self-
assessment. The discussions revealed that what was
lackingintherealm of quality management wasan easy-
to-use and free entry tool for self-assessment in the
public sector that could help public administrations
across the EU understand and employ modern
management techniques and could be of particular
relevance for those public sector organisations that are
interested in trying out the use of aquality management
system, are just embarking on their “journey to
excellence” or that wish to compare themselves with
similar organisations in Europe.
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As a consequence of this, it was decided that a
Common A ssessment Framework (CAF) —asit waslater
called —should be jointly devel oped under the aegis of
thelnnovativePublic ServicesGroup (IPSG), aninformal
working group of national expertsset upby theDirectors
General in order to promote exchanges and cooperation
where it concerned innovative ways of modernising
government and public service delivery in EU Member
States. Thebasic design of the CAFwasthen devel oped
in 1998 and 1999 on the basis of joint analysis
undertaken by the EFQM, the Speyer Academy (which
organisesthe Speyer Quality Awardfor thepublic sector
inthe German-speaking European countries) and EIPA.

First pilot testswereconducted inanumber of public
sector organisationsand the “final” version of the CAF
was presented during the First Quality Conference for
Public Administrationinthe EU in LisboninMay 2000.

Purpose, structureand useof the CAF

The main purpose of the CAF is to provide a fairly
simple, freeand easy-to-useframework whichissuitable
for self-assessment of public sector organisationsacross
Europe and which would also allow for the sharing of
good practices and benchmarking activities. The first
pilot tests conducted early in 2000 indeed concluded
that thisgoal had been achieved to asatisfactory extent
(athough it was clear that awider use of the CAF was
necessary inorder toelaborateand refinetheinstrument).

The organisations that had piloted the use of the
CAF basicaly agreed that they found it fairly easy to
handle and well suited for the needs of the public sector
and that it could well serve as an introductory tool for
quality management.®> And there can be no doubt that
itisan instrument that can be used free of charge, asit
isin the common ownership of EU Member States and
no chargeis required for using it.

Thestructure and the logic of the CAF (seetableon
next page) have been taken over from the EFQM
Excellence Model, well established and accepted inthe
private sector across Europe and in use in the public
sector in several European countries.* The use of the
Excellence Model as a starting point also has the
advantage that it does not necessarily demand the
establishment of a set of completely new management
practices, but builds a logical structure around
organisational activitiesand management practicesthat
should normally be in place in any given organisation.

The logic according to which “Excellent results
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The CAF Model
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with respect to Performance, Customers, People and
Society areachieved through L eadership driving Policy
and Strategy, People, Partnerships and Resources, and
Processes’ of an organi sation wasdeemed also to apply
to the public sector — and had aready proven its worth
in the public sector — and therefore remained in place.
The CAF also keeps the distinction between five
“Enablers’ criteria(coveringwhat an organisation does
in order to achieve excellent results) and four “ Results”
criteria(coveringwhat an organisation actual ly achieves
intermsof results).

However, certain adaptations to the Excellence
Model havebeenintroducedin order to makethe model
moresuitablefor the public sector. To namebut someof
the most important of these adaptations, the CAF puts
a much stronger emphasis on the notion of managing
change and establishing a suitable reform process in
public sector organisations (inthe“Process’ criterion),
it tries to work out the “ customer/citizen” -dichotomy
found specifically inthe public sector, it putsastronger
emphasis on issues such as fairness and equal
opportunities, it more clearly works out the importance
of anorganisation’ scontributiontothesociety (I mpact
onSociety” criterion)®, and it more clearly distinguishes
— under the criterion “Key Perfomance Results’ —
between financial and non-financial outcomesin order
to emphasisethat in the public sector in particul ar other
than purely financial outcomes deserve (at least) as
much attention. Further, the CAFtriestoexplainthekey
implications of each of the criteriafor the public sector
inordertohel porgani sationsunderstandtheir relevance,
and it provides examples of indicators — or evidence —
that organisations may look for in order to support their
self-assessment.

Meanwhile, more than 100 public sector organi-
sationsin several European countriesin a broad range
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of sectors of activity have used the CAF®, and we have
been able to develop a better understanding of how it
works and of some of the challenges that organisations
facewhenusingthe CAF. Oneof theobviousdifficulties
lieswiththefact that the conceptsemployed by the CAF
and the language it often still uses are unfamiliar to the
public sector, in particular to organisations that are not
yet trained in using quality management tools. Help can
be provided through a glossary that will soon be
developed, but this may not in all cases solve the core
difficulty of understanding the concepts and their
meaning, e.g. when it comes to identifying your
“Customers’ or correctly understanding the concept of
“Leadership” and to not limit it to the top management
of a public sector organisation. Indeed several of the
organisationsthat have used CAF have reported that in
order to be better able to conduct their self-assessment
they would haveneededto havesomekind of preliminary
training or advice by external experts.

Although | believe that organisations that have a
basic knowledge of modern management practices are
ableto usethe CAF with the help of the guidelinesthat
have been developed and the glossary that will soon be
ready, this comes as no surprise given that the CAF is
basically derived fromamodel originally developedfor
theprivatesector. Theconclusionthat needstobedrawn
is, therefore, that the CAF needs some improvement —
clearly inthe sense of simplificationand clarification of
the concepts and the terminology used —in view of its
functionasanintroductory self-assessment tool, theuse
of which should normally not requiretoo many resources
(like for instance the hiring of external experts or
consultants).

Other difficulties that have been reported by
organisations are linked to issues of a more methodo-
logical nature. First, the scoring system of the CAF —
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organisationshaveto assesstheir own performanceover
the 9 criteria on a scale from 1 (no actions/no results
measured) to 5 (apermanent quality improvement cycle
isinplace/resultsareconsistently achieved at thehighest
level of performance) —seemsto need some refinement
and clarification. Some organisations reported having
had difficulties in linking their actions or their
performance to the descriptions of the different scoring
levelsprovidedforintheCAF. They alsosaidithad been
difficult to find the indicators or evidences that are
needed in view of assessing their performance. Thus
there also seems to be a certain need to work on the
examples of indicators that the CAF proposes. One
option is to work out a standard set of indicators that
wouldfacilitatethe search for evidence and may also be
useful when it comesto sharing of experiencesbetween
public sector organisations. Finaly, there are some
indications that the guidelines for the use of the CAF
that were devel oped under the French Presidency inthe
second half of 2000 to give practical advice on how to
conduct a self-assessment would also require some
improvement, as in parts they seem to be too rigid and
too detailed (e.g. in terms of the “usua” size of a self-
assessment team or thedli stinction betweenan* organi ser”
—responsiblefor facilitatingthework of aself-assessment
team — and the self-assessment team itself).

Progressin theuseand spreading of the CAF

Despitesomeshortcomings, theuseof the CAFhasmade
considerableprogresssinceitwasfirst publicly presented
in Lisbon in May 2000. There are several encouraging
developments that give us reason to believe that the
CAFisstarting to servethe purposeit wasdesigned for.

Thefirst bit of encouragement comes from the fact
that the majority of EU Member States have started to
actively promotethe use of the CAF acrossor in parts of
the public sector. Though not all countries are joining
this common effort, this can easily be explained by the
fact that several countriesarepromoting and encouraging
the use of the Excellence Model in the public sector and
thusare not asstrongly interested in the CAF asothers.

This, however, should not beseenasamajor dilemma,
asthe CAFitself wasmainly derived fromthismodel and
ascooperationwiththeEFQM remainsoneof itspillars.
This is underlined by the fact not only that there is
regular exchange of information between the EFQM
and EIPA, but moreby thefact that the EFQM promotes
theuseof CAF asoneof thepossibleapproachesinview
of embarkingonthe*journey toexcellence” and accepts
the use of the CAF asatool for self-assessment for the
“Commited to Excellence” stage of “Levels of
Excellence”.” In practice, the CAF seems to be of
particular relevance for local authorities as a starting
tool.

Secondly, it isencouraging to seethat the use of the
CAF has been integrated into several Quality or
Innovation Awardsat thenational level or—exceptionally
— is a pre-condition for participating in a national
quality conference. Belgiums 1% Quality Conferencein
October 2001 wasbased ontheuseof the CAF®, Italy and
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Portugal have integrated the CAF into their specific
public sector innovation Awards (Cento Progetti;
Atribuicdo do Prémio de Qualidade does Servicos
Publicos), and organisations wanting to participate in
the next Speyer Quality Award (Speyerer Qualitats-
wettbewerb) in December 2002 are also encouraged to
usethe CAFforthispurpose.® Other Member States may
follow aong these lines.

Denmark will be hosting the Second Quality
Conference for the Public Administration in the EU
from 2 to 4 October 2002 in Copenhagen. The focus of
the Conference will be on the presentation of best
practices in the fields of “Innovation”, “Change” and
“Partnerships’, following the high importance that the
CAF attached both to planning and managing change
and innovation in the public sector and to establishing
partnerships. Member States are completely freein the
procedures they use to select their best practice
organisations to be presented in Copenhagen. The fact
however that thethreefields have explicitly been taken
over fromthe CAF andthat itisreferred to asone of the
tools for selecting the case study organisations again
gives an additional European credibility to the CAF.

Interestinthe CAFisa soincreasinginthecandidate
countries in Central, Eastern and Southern Europe as
they prepare for accession to the EU and seek to
modernise and strengthen the capacity of their public
administrations. Although not an instrument that is
suitable for actually measuring the quality of an
administrative organisation (there are serious doubts
about whether this can be done at all), the CAF as
common European system for self-assessment in the
public sector isstarting to be seen asareference or even
asan “official” European instrument, endorsed by EU
Member States, in the candidate countries.

Finally, the CAF Resource Centre established at
ElIPA hasstarted to build upaCAF websiteand thushas
made progress in establishing a common information
pool and help desk that can be used by public sector
organisationsacrosstheEU . Thebasic CAF assessment
form is now operational on-line in eigth languages
(Dutch, English, Finnish, French, German, Italian,
Portuguese and Spanish) and is available as read-only
versionsin Norwegian and Swedish. Theaimisto have
on-line CAF trandationsin at least 10 languages by the
end of the Spanish EU Presidency. Equally, the CAF
guidelines have been translated by several Member
States and can be found on the website in most of these
languages. The CAF website at EIPA also includes a
database of organisations that have used the CAF that
can serve as a starting point when it comes to the
identification of partner organi sationsfor the purpose of
sharing experiences or benchmarking activities, aswell
as other pieces of relevant information (including the
composition of the European CAF working group,
conferences, links etc.). Although some work is still
reguired in order to offer the full range of services that
the CAF is called upon to provide, the website now
provides a basic infrastructure on the Common
Assessment Framework.
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Wecanthussummariseby stating that progresswith
regard to the CAF is currently under way on severa
different fronts.

Thefuture

Thereisagreement on all sidesthat the CAF should stay
what it isand that its essential character should even be
reinforced: an easy-to-use and introductory tool for
organisational self-assessment inthe public sector. This
includes the agreement that there is no aim to develop
the CAF into amore sophisticated tool that would bein
competition with others, in particular the Excellence
Model. Close cooperation with the EFQM, with the
Speyer Academy and with other organisations and
institutions will remain a characteristic element of the
CAF.

Nonetheless, the CAF clearly needs someimprove-
ment. The European working group responsible for
steering, developing and promoting the CAF agreed
under the Belgian EU Presidency to launch a review
processthat shouldlead to arevised version of the CAF.

Based on the results of a questionnaire sent to the
organisations that have used the CAF and on
professional advise, the review should lead to a*“ new”
CAF that would be even easier to use and would focus
on specific needs of the public sector to an even greater
extent.’2 The aim isto have this new version ready for
presentation at the Copenhagen Conference early in
October 2002.

There also is agreement that the basic logic and
structure of the CAF will remain unchanged. Within
this, however, there still is considerable room for
improvement. Personally, theauthor feel sthat thereview
of the CAF could follow a number of possible tracks.

Firstly, it may be desirableto reduce not the number
of criteria of the CAF, but the large number of sub-
criteria or areas to be addressed (currently 43%). | see

NOTES

1 Seee.g.Quality issuesinthePublic Service, special i ssueof
Public Policy and Administration, Vol. 14 (1999), No. 3;
Antonio Trinidad Requena(ed.), Evaluaciony calidadenlas
organizaciones publicas, Madrid: Instituto Naciona de
Administracion Publica, 2000; L oesBroeckmate, K atharina
Dahrendorf andKlausDunker, Qualitétsmanagementinder
offentlichenVerwaltung, jehle: M iinchenund Berlin, 2001.

2 Foranoverview seeElkeL 6ffler, TheM odernization of the
Public Sector inan International Comparative Perspective:
Conceptsand M ethodsof Awarding and A ssessing Quality
in the Public Sector in OECD Countries, Speyer:
Forschungsinstitut fir Offentliche Verwaltung, 1996
(Speyerer ForschungsberichteNo. 151), and morerecently
ElkeL 6ffler, Qudity AwardsasaPublic Sector Benchmarking
Conceptin OECD Member Countries: SomeGuidelinesfor
Quality Award Organizers, in: Public Administration and
Development 21 (2001), pp. 27-40.

3 See Anténio Silva Mendes, EU Common Assessment
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little difficulty in considerably cutting back the number
of sub-criteriawithout loosing any of the substance of
the CAF. Secondly, it would seem possible to simplify
and clarify thelanguage used by the CAF, again without
loosing any substance. Thirdly, the author believesthat
the CAFshouldincludesome—not many —new elements.

One of the current shortcomings in my view isthat
the CAFtill too strongly focusesonintra-organi sational
and management issues and does not sufficiently take
account of the specific working environment of public
sector organisations. Itfallsshort onissuesthat aretoday
commonly discussed under the label “public
governance’, in particular issues concerning the
management of the citizens and the civil society’s
involvement and the discussion of transparency and
ethical behaviour in the public sector; and we may also
add the management of relations with the “political
sphere” (including Parliaments) to thislist. Thereisin
my view little difficulty in adding such “public
governance” elementstothe CAF—not becausethey are
fashionable but becausethey are highly relevant for the
future of the public sector and its “quality”.

Toconclude, a*new” or revised version CAF could
even better serve the purpose of introducing quality
management in the public sector and serve asasimple
diagnostic tool that enables public sector organisations
to better understand where they are and where they
should be going. After al, the main purpose of the CAF
islearning and improving —learning to understand your
own organisation, theway itisrunand how it performs,
and getting started with a change and improvement
process with ambitious, but realistic goals and clearly
understood and agreed priorities. Self-assessment, using
the knowledge of the people in an organisation and
involving them in the reform process, is a suitable
technique for this purpose.

Framework goesinto effect. Public Administrationsacross
Europediscover self-assessment, in: European Foundation
for Quality Management (ed.), Excellence Network, Vol. |
(2000/2001), No. 2, pp. 14-15.

4 Indeed, since 1996 the EFQM has launched a public and
voluntary sector versionof theExcellenceM odel, and public
sector organisationsnow aremember of theEFQM (although
the vast magjority of members still come from the private
sector). Currently, the EFQM isstarting to devel op specific
public sector guidelines on the use of the Model.

5 Itshouldhowever beadded that theexperienceswiththe CAF
have shown that this criterion needs further elaborationin
particular in asfar asitsrelation with the “ core bussiness’
(“Key Perfomance Results’ criterion) of public sector
organisationsisconcerned.

5 EIPA keepsadatabase of these organisationsthat provides
for generd informationontheindivual organisations, whereas
the scoresthat they have achieved in their self-assessment
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remainsanonymous.

European Foundationfor Quality Management, Excellence
Network Vol. [ (2000/2001), No. 2, p. 15. Itisalsointeresting
tonote, forinstance, that Excel s or —PricewaterhouseCooper’s
main performance improvement service which e.g. also
offersaquick on-lineassessment usingthe ExcellenceM odel
—hasnowincludedthe CAFinitslist of complementary tools.
Seethewebsitewww.excelsior/pwcglobal .com.

For details consult the website www.publicquality.be.

http://www.eipa.nl

9 For details consult the website www.dhv-speyer.de/
Quialitaetswettbewerb.

1% For more information consult the website
www.2qconference.org.

11 Consult www.eipa-nl/CAF/CAFmenu.htm.

12 Based on an analysis of the questionnaire, Belgium will
suggestareviewtrack tothel PSG atitsnext meetingin April
2002.

13 Whereas the EFQM Excellence Model currently operates
with just 32 sub-criteria. Q
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From Graphite to Diamond:
The Importance of Institutional Structure
in Establishing Capacity for Effective
and Credible Application of EU Rules*

The countries that have applied for membership of the European Union are currently
preoccupied with thehugetask of the adoption, application and enforcement of the* acquis
communautaire” — the body of Community law, policies and practice. Although the

implementation of the acquisislargely seen asatechnical issue and has not so far received e
much public attention, this book explainswhy it islikely to become more prominent in the “The Lnportance of Institutiona

Strocture in Estiblishing Capacity for

next 12 monthsasthe accessi on negoti ations between the EU and the frontrunner candidate HEk o CORILEE A pie ot
countries near their end.

The analysis in the book is developed along a series of questions exploring the issue
of effective policy implementation in general, and that of EU rules in particular. The
questions and answers gradually lead to a proposal on how candidate countries may
establish capacity for rigorous application of the acquis communautaire.

Itiswidely presumed that EU ruleswill be applied and enforced by the candidates once
sufficient and properly qualified staff are hired and adequate amounts of resources are committed to those purposes.
By contrast, this book advocates an institutional approach to building capacity for policy implementation.

At the core of integration, in any form, lies the need to secure credible commitments by the partner countries.
It will be easier for the candidate countries to demonstrate to the EU a credible commitment to apply the acquis
communautaire if they assign the task of implementing EU rules to sufficiently empowered and accountable
ingtitutions, which will have considerable decision-making independence and will at the same time be subject to
specific performance obligations.

TheEU hasnot yet dealt systematically with theissueof incentives, either positiveor negative, that would provide
the necessary inducement to authoritiesin the candidate countriesto act effectively and efficiently. Thisisthetheme
that underlies many of the findingsin this book. Perhapsit is natural to give precedence to knowledge acquisition
and investment in essential facilities and equipment. Now, however, issues of institutional design and incentives
deserve more attention because it isthose that will determine the success or failure of the effective adoption of the
acquis in the longer term.

Phedon Nicolaides

*  Phedon Nicolaides, EIPA 2002, 45 pages, ISBN 90-6779-167-9: « 15.90
Only available in English

I ncreasing Transparency in the European Union?*
The concept of transparency played a considerable role during negotiations leading
towards the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, and has never been absent from the

European political scene since. -

The EU institutions and the Member States have often expressed their intention to Increasing
render the decision-making process more open and more understandable for citizens and “;ﬁ:‘;‘:{;}::e
to provide systematic access to all available EU information. Following the Treaty of
Amsterdam, aregulation on accessto EU documents was adopted in 2001, providing new
guidelinesonthematter. Thisbook istheresult of aconferenceorganised shortly afterwards ecre Doy
by the European Institute of Public Administration — the second conference organised by
EIPA on the theme of transparency in the EU. It takes stock of all devel opmentsin recent
years concerning openness, transparency and access to documents. The contributions to
this book, written by academics, European civil servants and journalists, provide a
completesurvey of the state of theart and provideinsightsinto likely future devel opments.

*  Veerle Deckmyn (ed.), EIPA 2002, approx. 250 pages, ISBN 90-6779-168-7: « 31.75
Only available in English

Eipascope 2002/1 http://www.eipa.nl



The Dublin Convention on Asylum:
Between Reality and Aspirations*

Thisisthe second book produced by the European Institute of Public Administration (EIPA) on
- the subject of the Dublin Convention on Asylum. Like the previous publication, this one is the
result of atraining project on the Dublin Convention carried out by EIPA in 2001, which was
e Dt o partially financed by the European Commission in the framework of the Odysseus Programme.
Between Reality-and Aspirations Thisbook isacompilation of key textsin English and French written by practitioners (including
judges in this latest publication) and academics on the contents of the Dublin Convention, its
implementation, relevant case law in the EU Member States, and the future prospects for the
Clinda Fari Convention, in particular itsreplacement by an instrument of Community law following the entry
into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, the realisation of which was the subject of arecent proposal
by the European Commission.
4 The major difficulties encountered in its application (time-limit provisions, the exchange of
: information, the opt-out clause, the humanitarian clause, differences in asylum practice in the
Member States) are discussed in detail using practical cases developed mainly on the basis of appealslodged with
and considered by national courts or appeal authorities when enforcing the Dublin Convention, with a view to
identifying common approaches to specific problems — approaches which could provide the basis for the uniform
and consistent application of the Dublin Convention.
Procedures and structures set up in the Member States for the application of the Dublin Convention are shown
in comparative tables and graphs.
This publication has been conceived as a valuable working tool for those involved in the application of the
Convention, for practitioners from the candidate countries, aswell astrainers and all othersinterested in the topic.
It also includes in its annexes the full text of the Dublin Convention and the decisions on its implementation with
useful crossreferences, aswell as several other relevant instruments.

* CléaudiaFaria(ed.) EIPA 2001, 384 pages, ISBN 90-6779-165-2; « 11.35
Mixed texts in English and French

The EU and Crisis Management:
Development and Prospects*

tasks. Thefirstistogivetheinterested reader aninsight into theevolution of EU crisismanagement
mechanisms, both civilian and military. Second, the devel opment of the crisis management and
bt conflict prevention aspects of the EU’ s external relations have been astonishingly rapid. For this
Development and Prospects reason thereisaneed for atour d' horizon which attemptsto explain what progress has been made
uptothepresent, especially theinstitutional adaptationsthat have been necessary to accommodate
theEU’ sgrowing responsibilities. Finally, EU crisismanagement isvery much an ongoing project,
most notably the Common European Security and Defence Policy (CESDP). The last section

assesses how much progress has been made and, more importantly, what remains to be done.
The book is designed to be accessible to practitioners and academic audiences alike. The book
L relies heavily upon official documentation, especially from the EU Presidencies, and is designed
to offer the reader a clear and accessible overview of an often complex and rapidly changing area
of EU activity. Finally, this book iswritten in the belief that over the next few years one of the fastest developing
areasof EU activity will beexternal relationsgenerally and crisismanagement in particular. It ishoped that thisbook

will serve as an essential primer for anyone interested in the EU’ s revolution in external relations.

- The EU and Crisis Management: Devel opment and Prospects attempts to accomplish three basic

Simon Duke

SNOIlLvOll1dNnd MJN

*  Simon Duke EIPA 2002, 230 pages, ISBN 90-6779-163-6: » 27.20
Only available in English
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Introductory Seminar / EinfUhrungsseminar

European Public Procurement Rules and Palicy

Rechtsvorschriften und Politik der EG zum 6ffentlichen Auftragswesen

Maastricht, 27-28 March 2002 (to be repeated on 30-31 May 2002) /
Maastricht, 27./28. Méarz 2002 (Wiederholung am 30./31. Mai 2002)

The European Institute of Public Administration is organising an
Introductory Seminar on “European Public Procurement Rules
and Policy” which will take place at the European Institute of
Public Administration in Maastricht, the Netherlands, on 27-28
March 2002 and will be repeated on 30-31 May 2002.

Objectives:

The prime aim of the introductory seminar is to present and
explain the EC directives on public procurement in a simple and
accessible way, considering that al public bodies in the EU have
to comply with these directives in their purchasing activities above
the prescribed thresholds. The emphasis of the presentations will
be on the practical implications of the directives for procurement
activities, on their enforcement and on recent case law. The
seminar will also offer an opportunity to discuss the background
to and rationale of the EC procurement regime, as well as its recent
and future developments. Specific exercises and cases concerning
the actual procurement practice will be examined. Most
importantly, the seminar will offer an excellent opportunity for
participants to exchange experiences and concerns in dealing with
public procurement.

Target Group:

The seminar is intended for public officials from national,
subnational and local authorities and other public bodies of the
EU Member States and associated countries who wish to familiarise
themselves with the European rules, policy and practice.

Contents:

® Why Do We Have a European Public Procurement Policy?

® Principles, Procedures and Practices in Europe

® Explaining the Rules: The Public Procurement Directives and
Case Law

® Enforcement of the Procurement Regime: Remedies Directives

and Case Law

Working groups: European Procurement Rules

International Aspects of European Public Procurement

The Procurement Process. Cases and Exercises

Current and Future Actions in the Community’s Public

Procurement Policy — New Rules and Policies

The seminar will be conducted in English with simultaneous
interpretation in German. Please note that interpretation will be
subject to a minimum number of participants requiring translation.

Das Européaische Ingtitut fur offentliche Verwaltung veranstaltet
ein Einfihrungsseminar ,, Rechtsvorschriften und Politik der EG
zum offentlichen Auftragswesen”, das am 27./28. Méarz 2002 am
Stz des Instituts in Maastricht, Niederlande, stattfinden wird. Das
Seminar wird am 30./31. Mai 2002 wiederholt werden.

Ziele

Das Einfuhrungsseminar hat primar zum Ziel, die EG-Richtlinien
zum offentlichen Auftragswesen — die von allen o&ffentlichen
Stellen in der EU bei Uberschreiten eines Grenzbetrags im
Rahmen ihrer Einkaufstatigkeit eingehalten werden missen — in
einfacher und leicht zuganglicher Weise zu erlautern. Der
Schwerpunkt der Beitrdge wird auf den praktischen Folgen der
Richtlinien zur Vergabetétigkeit liegen, auf ihrer Durchsetzung
und der jlngsten Rechtsprechung. Das Seminar wird dariiber
hinaus Gelegenheit zur Diskussion der Hintergrinde und
Leitgedanken der Vergaberegelung in der EG sowie neuerer und
zukunftiger Entwicklungen geben. Teil des Programms sind
spezifische Ubungen und Fallbeispiele zur tatséchlichen
Vergabepraxis. Nicht zuletzt wird das Seminar es den Teilnehmern
ermdglichen, ihre Erfahrungen und Anliegen in Verbindung mit
der Vergabe offentlicher Auftrége auszutauschen.

Zielgruppe

Das Seminar richtet sich an 6ffentlich Bedienstete der nationalen,
subnationalen und lokalen Behérden und anderer offentlicher
Sellen der EU-Mitgliedstaaten und assoziierten Lander, die sich
mit Rechtsvorschriften, Politik und Praxis in der EG vertraut
machen mdchten.

Inhalt

® Warum eine europaische Politik zum offentlichen
Auftragswesen?

® Grundsatze, Verfahren und Praktiken in Europa

® Die Richtlinien und Rechtsprechung zum o6ffentlichen
Auftragswesen — eine Erlauterung der Rechtsvorschriften

® Durchsetzung der Vergaberegelung: Richtlinien und
Rechtsprechung zu den Rechtsbehelfen

® Arbeitsgruppen: Europaische Rechtsvorschriften zum
offentlichem Auftragswesen

® Internationale Aspekte des europdischen o6ffentlichen
Auftragswesens

® Das Vergabeverfahren: Fallbeispiele und Ubungen

® Gegenwartige und zukinftige Mafnahmen im Rahmen der
Gemeinschaftspolitik zum offentlichen Auftragswesen — Neue
Regeln und Sachpolitiken

Das Seminar wird in der Arbeitssprache Englisch durchgefiihrt.
Deutsche Simultantbersetzung wird unter der Voraussetzung
angeboten, dass sich eine ausreichende Anzahl an Teilnehmern
findet.

For background information on public procurement in Europe and EIPA activities related to public procurement,
please consult:http://www.eipa-nl.com/public/Topics/Procurement/procure.htm
Hintergrundinformationen zum offentlichen Auftragswesen in Europa und zu den Veranstaltungen des EIPA mit
einem Bezug zum offentlichen Auftragswesen kénnen abgerufen werden unter:
http://mww.ei pa-nl.com/public/Topics/Procurement/procure.htm

For more information and registration forms please contact /
Zum Erhalt weiterer Informationen und von Anmeldeformularen wenden Se sich bitte an:
Ms Joyce Groneschild, Programme Organisation, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 357; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: j.groneschild@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://www.eipa.nl
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Seminar / Séminaire
European Training Programme / Programme européen de formation
Protecting the Communities' Financial I nterests: I nformation and
Communication as a Serviceto Citizensand a Means of Preventing Fraud

Protéger les intéréts financiers des Communautés:
I"information et la communication en tant que service aux citoyens et
comme moyen de prévention contre la fraude

Maastricht, 22-23 April 2002 / Maastricht, les 22 et 23 avril 2002

Protecting the Communities' financial interests has never been
such a high priority in Europe. New initiatives continue to be
developed to strengthen the capacity of the Union to fight fraud
effectively — the responsibility for which is, since the Amsterdam
Treaty, explicitly shared by the EU institutions with the Member
States.

A Strategy was proposed by the Commission in 2000, in
response to the request made by the Helsinki European Council,
emphasising the need for an overall strategic approach, a new
culture of operational cooperation, an inter-institutional approach
to prevent and combat corruption and the enhancement of the
penal judicia dimension.

This seminar focuses on one aspect of this approach: the role
of information and communication. While few would question
the operational necessity of sharing intelligence information to
counter fraud, little consideration is currently given to the idea of
sharing the information that is directed towards the citizen. This
needs to be done both as a service to the citizen and aslo as a means
of preventing and limiting fraudelent activity.

What new steps can public authorities take to strengthen a
culture of prevention; to involve industry and the professions in
a policy of transparency; and to influence public attitudes
concerning Community resources?

This seminar will offer an overall evaluation of the current
strengths and weaknesses of European anti-fraud strategies and
structures with regard to information and communication. Three
workshops will then permit participants to share experiences and
identify good practices on the basis of informal discussion of
cases, introduced by European actors and independent specialists.
These workshops will respectively concern actions directed at
public administrations; interaction with non-governmental
structures in reaching private operators; and new forms of
collaboration with the media in order to address the wider public.

This seminar is being held in the framework of EIPA’s
European Training Programme initative. It will thus bring
together officials specialised in the fight against fraud (such as the
European Anti-fraud Office — OLAF) together with officials from
the public administrations of al EU Member States as well as
candidate countries, in accordance with the commitment made by
EIPA’s Board of Governors in July 2001. Participants will also
be welcomed from EU institutions, other public agencies involved
in the questions under consideration, as well as independent
experts and representatives of non-governmental bodies.

The seminar will be held in English with simultaneous interpretation
into French.

La protection des intéréts financiers des Communautés figure plus
que jamais au premier rang des priorités en Europe. De nouvelles
initiatives sont mises en place pour renforcer la capacité de
I"Union & combattre efficacement la fraude — domaine ou les
responsabilités sont, depuis le traité d’ Amsterdam, explicitement
partagées par les institutions européennes et les Etats membres.

En réponse a la demande formulée par le Conseil européen
d'Helsinki, la Commission a proposé une stratégie en 2000,
soulignant la nécessité de développer une approche stratégique
globale, de favoriser une nouvelle culture de coopération
opérationnelle, de développer une approche interinstitutionnelle
pour prévenir et lutter contre la corruption, et de renforcer la
dimension judiciaire pénale.

Ce séminaire vise a examiner plus particuliérement un aspect
de cette approche: lerdle de I’information et de la communication.
S I'on s'accorde généralement sur la nécessité opérationnelle
d'échanger des renseignements (“intelligence”) pour combattre
la fraude, I'idée de partager I'information orientée vers les
citoyens ne suscite que peu d'attention. Or cet aspect des choses
est essentiel en tant que service aux citoyens et aussi comme moyen
de prévenir et de limiter les activités frauduleuses.

Quelles nouvelles actions les pouvoirs publics peuvent-ils
prendre afin de développer une culture de prévention, d’'impliquer
les entreprises et | es professions dans une politique de transparence,
et d'influer sur les attitudes du public face aux ressources
communautaires? Autant de questions qui seront abordées lors
du séminaire.

Cette activité fera une évaluation générale des atouts et
faiblesses actuels des stratégies et des structures antifraude
européennes sur le plan de I'information et de la communication.
Le séminaire s articule autour de trois ateliers au cours desquels
les participants pourront partager leurs expériences et identifier
les bonnes pratiques dans le cadre d’ une discussion informelle sur
une série de cas présentés par des acteurs européens et des experts
indépendants. Ces ateliers seront consacrés respectivement aux
actions destinées aux administrations publiques; a I'interaction
avec les structures non gouvernementales afin de toucher les
opérateurs privés; et a de nouvelles formes de coopération avec
les médias en vue de s'adresser au grand public.

Cette manifestation s'inscrit dans le cadre du “ Programme de
formation européenne” lancé par I'|EAP. Elle réunira par
conséquent des fonctionnaires spécialisés dans la lutte contre la
fraude (tels que des représentants de I’ Office européen de lutte
anti-fraude — OLAF) aux coétés de fonctionnaires issus des
administrations publiques des Etats membres de I’ UE et des pays
candidats, conformément a |’engagement pris par le Conseil
d'administration de I'|EAP en juillet 2001. Ce séminaire s adresse
également a toutes personnes intéressées au sein des institutions
européennes, d’'autres agences publiques concernées par les
themes étudiés, ainsi qu’ aux experts indépendants et représentants
d’organisations non gouvernementales.

Le séminaire se tiendra en langue anglaise, avec traduction
simultanée en francais.

For more information and registration forms, please contact / Pour toute demande d'information ou inscription, contactez:
Ms Araceli Barragan, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 325; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: a.barragan@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://www.eipa.nl

http://www.eipa.nl
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Seminar / Séminaire

EU Private International Law and EU Civil
Procedure Law

Droit international privé européen et procedure
civile européenne

L uxembourg, 25-26 April 2002 / Luxembourg, les 25 et 26 avril 2002

After having communitarised the competencies of the
judicia co-operation in civil matters by the Treaty of
Amsterdam (Art 65 TEC), several measuresinthefield
of Private International Law and International Civil
Procedure Law have been or are about to be adopted by
the EC. The objective of this seminar is to follow up
developmentsintheseareas, fromtheRomeConvention
of 1980throughthelatest EC RegulationonInsolvency.
The presentations and discussions will involve seven
main sessions: Divergent Case law on the Rome
Convention in the EU Member States, on the way to
‘Romell* —ThePreparatory Work, Privatelnternational
Law in EC Directives and Regulations, the Right of
Establishment and International Company Law, the
‘Brusselsl‘ Regulation: What' sNew?The‘Brusselsl I’
Regulation and the EC Insolvency Regulation.

This seminar is aimed at judges, lawyers, national
and community civil servants, academics, and more
generally at al those who wish to know more about the
main rulings issued.

The working languages will be English and French.

Aprés avoir communautarisé les compétences de la
coopération judiciaire en matiére civile a travers le
Traité d’ Amsterdam (Art. 65 TCE), la CE a adopté ou
S apprétea prendre plusieursmesuresdansledomaine
du droit international privéet du droit international de
procédurecivile. L’ objectif deceséminaireestdesuivre
les dével oppements intervenus sur ceterrain depuisla
ConventiondeRomede 1980jusqu’ audernier réglement
communautaire sur I'insolvabilité. Les exposés et
discussions comporteront sept grandes sessions :
Jurisprudence divergente sur la Convention de Rome
danslesEtatsmembresdel’ UE ; enroutevers® Rome
I1" —le travail préparatoire; le droit international
privé dans les directives et les réglements
communautaires ; le droit d’établissement et le droit
international des sociétés; le réglement “ Bruxelles
| :quoideneuf?; leréglement” Bruxellesll ” ; etle
réglement communautaire sur I’insolvabilité.

Ce séminaire s'adresse aux magistrats, avocats,
fonctionnaires nationaux et communautaires,
universitaires; et plus généralement, a tous ceux qui
souhaitent en savoir plus sur les principaux arréts
rendus.

Les langues de travail seront le francais et I’anglais.

Should you wish to receive any further information, please do not hesitate to contact /
Pour tout complément d’information, N’ hésitez pas a vous adresser a:
Ms Stephanie Boudot, Programme Assistant, EIPA Antenna Luxembourg
2, Circuit de la Foire Internationale, L — 1347 Luxembourg
Tel: +352 426 230 301; Fax: +352 426 237
E-mail: s.boudot@eipa.net
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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Seminar

A Roadmap for Candidate Countries:
How to Steer Eurozone Integration Economically

Maastricht, 16-17 May 2002

The seminar aims to examine the state of readiness of Eurozone pre-ins currently negotiating their EU accession
and toilluminate their possible adjustment needsin thereal sector in order to pave the way towardstheir successful
integration into the Eurozone.

The candidate countries currently negotiating their EU accession are required both to adopt the objectives of
Economic and equally of Monetary Union. However, preparing for the Eurozone goesfar beyond the mere adoption
of theacquiscommunautaire. Thisisonly anecessary prerequisitefor EU accession, but it doesnot providesufficient
evidence of the candidates’ readinessfor EMU: (@) to meet the convergence criteria prior to and the conditions of
the Stability and Growth Pact after entering the Eurozone; and (b) to compensate for the loss of monetary
independence in the Eurozone viathe real sector. This requires aconceptual basisto steer the envisaged Eurozone
integration economically. Here, the candidate countries could clearly benefit from the first-mover experiences of
current Eurozone ins.

The seminar is intended for all interested political, economic, monetary, academic and public actors from the
candidate countries dealing with their countries’ Eurozone integration as well as those from current EU members
faced with adjustment needs in the real sector after entering the Eurozone.

The following contents/topics will be covered:

Part I: Eurozone membership and Eurozone performance

* Prerequisites: What the Maastricht criteria did not tell us

* Convergence and conditions: How has the Eurozone and the Eurosystem performed so far?

Part 11: Candidate countries on their way to the Eurozone

* Economic performance: Progress already achieved by candidate countries in preparing for EMU

¢ |nstitutional and policy performance: Are the candidate countries NCBs and their monetary policies already
Eurozone-compatible?

Part 111: Eurozone participation and economic adjustment needs on the national scale

* Experience of Germany: One interest rate and the need for wage flexibility and labour mobility

* Experience of the Netherlands: The role of adequate tax and social systemsin an integrated monetary area

* Review: Arethe candidate countriesalready well-prepared to compensate for theloss of monetary independence
in the Eurozone via the real sector?

The working language of the seminar will be English.

For more information and/or registration forms, please contact:
Ms Lisette Borghans, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 334; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: |.borghans@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

http://www.eipa.nl Eipascope 2002/1
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Seminar

The Presidency Challenge
The Presidency of the Council of the European Union:
Practical and Managerial Aspects

Maastricht, 23-24 May 2002

The European Institute of Public Administration (EIPA) in Maastricht (NL) is pleased to inform you that it is
organisingaseminar entitled“ ThePresidency Challenge”. Thisseminar will takeplacein Maastricht on23-24M ay
2002.

Objective:

ThePresidency of the Council of the European Union presentsM ember Stateswithanumber of important challenges.
During aperiod of six months the country holding the Presidency is responsible for the management of the day-to-
day businessof the EU, providesl eadership, negotiatescompromises, and actsasthe EU’ sspokesman. Itsrolesentail
a high degree of visibility and many officials and politicians depend on how the chair organises and handles the
meetings. Ensuring effectiveness and efficiency is therefore the key to a successful Presidency.

This seminar addresses the preparation phases and the practical challenges chairmen are confronted with. It
provides an analysis of the roles of chairmen and national delegates and addresses the practical detailsinvolvedin
managing Council working parties. It moreover discusses the relationships between the Presidency and the EU
ingtitutions and provides aforum for informed debates with representatives of the institutions and national officials
with experiencein chairing working party meetings. The seminar isdeliberately interactive and consistsof amixture
of simulations, workshops, case studies and lectures.

Target Group:

Theseminarisintended for futureworking party chairmen, official sresponsiblefor the organi sation of the Presidency
in their ministries and national delegates, particularly in Denmark, Italy, Greece, Ireland and the Netherlands. The
seminar aims to contribute to an exchange of experience and foster connections between consecutive Presidencies.
To ensure an interactive working environment we have limited the number of participants to 25.

The working language of the seminar will be English.

For further information and registration forms, please contact:
Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Assistant, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

Eipascope 2002/1 http://www.eipa.nl



Tenth Schengen Colloquium— Dixieme colloque Schengen — Zehntes Schengen-Kolloquium

An Enlarging Area of Freedom, Security and Justice:
Challenges and Options for the EU and the Candidate Countries

Un espace de liberté, de sécurité et de justice appelé a s élargir :
les défis et les options pour I’ UE et les pays candidats a I’ adhésion

Ein sich erweiternder Raum der Freheit, der Sicherhelt und des Rechts
Herausforderungen und Optionen fir die EU und

die beitrittswilligen Lander

Maastricht, 23-24 May 2002 / les 23 et 24 mai 2002 / 23./24. Mai 2002

The European Institute of Public
Administration (EIPA) is organising its
annual colloquium on justice and home
affairsand Schengen. Thecolloquiumisa
forumwhich gatherstogether an average
of 80 people working in these fields per
year and which enables policy makers,
practitionersandacademics, etc., todiscuss
the latest developments in these policy
fields and to strengthen their European
network.

Thisyear, thesubject of thecolloquium
will be* AnEnlargingAreaof Freedom,
Security and Justice: Challenges and
Optionsfor the EU and the Candidate
Countries’. The colloquium aims to
assesstheprogressachievedinthecreation
of anareaof freedom, security andjustice,
following the Laeken Council, and to
provide an update on the adoption of the
integrated Schengenacquisby thecandidate
countries. In addition, the challengesand
optionsof enlargement will beexamined,
focusing on migration policy, external
borders, visa issues, strengthened
cooperationwith countriesof originand of
transit,implicationsfor thelabour market
and enhanced police and judicial
cooperation.

Theworkinglanguagesof theseminar will
be English, French and German.

Simultaneous interpretation will be
provided.

L'Institut européen d’administration
publique (IEAP) organise chaque année
un collogque sur lethémede Schengen, de
la justice et des affaires intérieures. |l
s agitd’ unforumréunissant en moyenne
80 per sonnes actives dans ces domaines,
quecesoient desdécideurs, despraticiens
ou des universitaires notamment, afin de
débattredesderniersdével oppementsen
la matiere et de renforcer les réseaux
européens.

Le théme du colloque de cette année
sera” Unespacedeliberté, desécuritéet
dejusticeappeléas éargir : lesdéfiset
options pour I’ UE et les pays candidats
al’adhésion " . Cecollogueapour but de
fairele bilan desprogrésréalisés sur la
voiedelacréationd’ unespacedeliberté,
de sécurité et de justice, a la suite du
Sommet européendelaeken, etdefournir
un état deslieux del’ adoptiondel’ acquis
Schengen intégré par lespayscandidats.
On selivreraaussi a cette occasion aun
examen des défis et des options de
I’élargissement, et on S'intéressera en
particulier alapolitique migratoire, aux
frontiéres extérieures, aux questions
relativesaux visas, ala coopération plus
étroiteaveclespaysd’ origineetdetransit,
auximplicationspour lemarchédutravail
etalacoopérationpoliciereetjudiciaire
renforcée.

Leslanguesdetravail du colloqueseront
I"anglais, lefrancaiset I allemand.

Latraductionsimultanéeseraassurée
dans cestroislangues.

Das Européische Ingtitut fur 6ffentliche
Verwaltung (EIPA) wird erneut sein
jahrliches Kolloguium zu Justiz und
Innerem sowieSchengenveranstalten. Das
KolloguiumisteinForum, andemjéahrlich
durchschnittlich80indiesemBereichtétige
Personenteilnehmenund dasesvor allem
Entscheidungstragern, Praktikern und
Wissenschaftlern ermdglicht, neueste
Entwicklungenindiesen Politikfeldernzu
diskutierenundihr européischesNetzwerk
auszubavien.

In diesem Jahr wird das Kolloguium
unter demThema,, Einsich erweiter nder
Raum der Freiheit, der Sicherheit und
des Rechts: Herausforderungen und
Optionen fir dieEU und diebeitritts-
willigenLander* stehen. DasKolloquium
hat eine Bewertung der Fortschritte zum
Ziel, dienach dem Européischen Rat von
Laekenin Bezug auf die Schaffung eines
Raumsder Freiheit, der Sicherheitund des
Rechts erzielt werden konnten. DarUber
hinaus soll das Kolloguium Uber den
aktuellen Stand der Ubernahme des
integrierten Schengen-Besitzstandsdurch
diebeitrittswilligen Lander informieren.
DieHerausforderungenund Optionender
Erweiterung sollen untersucht werden.
Dabei soll der Schwerpunkt auf den Fragen
Migrationspolitik, Auflengrenzen, Visa-
Angelegenheiten, verstarkte Zusammen-
arbeit mit den Herkunfts- und Transit-
l&ndern, Auswirkungen auf den Arbeits-
markt und verstérkte polizeiliche und
justitielleZusammenarbeit liegen.

DieArbeitssprachendesSeminarswerden
Englisch, Franzdsi sch und Deutsch sein.

Eine Simultaniibersetzung wird zur
Verfligung stehen.

For moreinformation and registration forms please contact / Pour toute demande d’ information ou inscription, contactez/
Zum Erhalt weiterer I nformationen und von Anmeldeformularen wenden Siesich bitte an:
MsWinny Curfs, Programme Assistant, European Institute of Public Administration

P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht

Tel.: +3143 3296 320; Fax: +31 43 3296 296; E-mail: w.curfs@eipa-nl.com

http://www.eipa.nl

EIPAwebsite: http://www.eipa.nl
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European Networks and
|nformation Exchange Systems

Réseaux et systemes d' échange
d’ informations en Europe

Maastricht, 27-29 May 2002 / Maastricht, du 27 au 29 mai 2002

This seminar will review the various networks and
systems put in place in various areas to exchange
information and enable officialsto keep in contact with
their counterpartsin other countriesin order tofacilitate
cross-border cooperation. The systems established by
the European Commission aswell asthose set up by the
national administrations themselves will be examined.
The seminar will give officials and professionals who
deal with thismatter on adaily basisthe opportunity to
meet and discuss the operation of the various systems.
A comparison of thedifferent waysof tackling theissue
will allow the participants to draw useful analogies for
solving problems they encounter in practice in a
pragmatic and unbureaucratic manner. There will be
ampleopportunity to exchange experiencesand discuss
ideas. These discussionswill involve officials who use
therespectivesystems. Theseminar will thereforebean
excellent occasion to seek clarifications and discuss
ideas on improvements, aswell as offer an opportunity
for ‘troubleshooting’.

This seminar is designed to address the needs of a
wide spectrum of officials, professionals and other
interested persons, although it is primarily aimed at
officials who use or have set up such networks and
systems. However, the seminar will also be useful to
policy makersand adviserson EU issuesand academics
dealingwith European affairsand policiesand of course
to those for whom cross-border exchanges of data or
contact with foreign counterparts are either necessary
for their work or makeit easier.

The working languages of this seminar will be English
andFrench (simultaneousinterpretationwill beprovided).

Ceséminaireexaminelesdifférentsréseaux et systémes
mis en place dans différents domaines pour échanger
des informations et permettre aux fonctionnaires
compétents de garder le contact avec leurs collégues
étranger safindefaciliter lacoopérationinternationale.
A’ occasion de ce séminaire, on examinera auss bien
lessystémes établispar la Commission européenne que
ceux misen place par lesautorités nationales. Ce sera
une excellente occasion pour les personnes qui sont
concernées par ce sujet dans leur travail quotidien de
serencontrer, dediscuter et derevoir lefonctionnement
desdifférentssystémes. Al’aided’ une comparaison des
différentes approches en la matiére, les participants
pourront dégager des analogies utiles qui les aideront
a résoudre d'une maniére pragmatique et non
bureaucratique les problémes rencontrés dans la
pratique. Cette activité accordera une large place a
I’échange d’'expériences et de points de vue. Les
participants aux discussions comprendront notamment
des fonctionnaires chargés de gérer les systemes
respectifs. Ce sera par conséquent une excellente
occasion d'obtenir des éclaircissements, d’échanger
desidéessur lespossibilitésd’ améioration et detrouver
des solutions aux problemes qui se posent.
Ceséminaire est par conséguent concu de maniére
a répondre aux besoins d'un large éventail de
participants, méme s'il s'adresse avant tout a ceux qui
soit gérent ce type de réseaux et systémes, soit sont
chargésd’ en éablir un. Par ailleurs, le séminaire sera
également d’un grand intérét pour les décideurs et les
conseillers en affaires européennes, de méme que pour
lesuniversitairesqui enseignent ledroit etlespolitiques
communautaires et, bien entendu, pour ceux dont le
travail nécessite I'échange de données a |’ échelle
européenne ou |’ établissement de contacts avec des
collegues étrangerstravaillant dans le méme domaine.

Leslanguesdetravail de ce séminaire seront |’anglais
et le francais (avec interprétation simultanée).

For more information and registration forms, please contact /
Pour obtenir de plus amples renseignements et |e formulaire d’inscription, veuillez vous adresser a :
Ms Nancy Vermeulen, Programme Organiser, EIPA,
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 212; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.vermeulen@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

Eipascope 2002/1
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Topical Seminar
The European Food Safety Authority

Responding to the High Expectations on Risk
assessment and Communication

Maastricht, 28-29 May 2002

Background

In January 2002, the Council of Agricultural Ministers adopted a Regulation setting up the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA).

Even though the question of where the Authority will be located has dominated the public discussion so far, there
are other more important questions about the concrete implementation of the corresponding tasks to be answered.
The Authority’ s main tasks are the assessment of food risks, intensive cooperation with national bodies and risk
communication both with the responsible authorities involved and the public.

With this in mind, initial steps to divide competences for Food Safety are underway. This new allocation of
competences at the European level calls for action on the part of the existing national authorities to ensure that the
aim of strong cooperation between all authoritiesisattained. Some Member States have aready reacted by founding
new or by restructuring existing bodies in charge of risk assessment and communication.

Besidesthese institutional aspects, thereisamore general question, namely that of how food risks can generally be
assessed and eval uated when consumers' attitudes and perceptions can be assumed to be different between countries
or consumer groups. This issue includes the optimal formation of competent committees with regard to the
representation of various professions among the members and theintegration of consumers' own perceptionsof risk
within the assessment procedure.

Objectivesof theseminar

Necessary adjustmentsto carry out thedeclared tasksand to stay ontrack towardsamoreeffective Food Safety Policy
should be considered before autumn of this year, when the EFSA is expected to become fully operational.

The seminar will provide an international forum to highlight the reforms undertaken so far by some Member States,
presentedintheform of Case Studies. Theinternational exchange of experienceswith structural reformsinintensive
workshops will enable the identification of the achievements or the remaining shortcomings and problems. This
supports the responsible representatives in finding an appropriate way to restructure their own authority.
Thetask of communicating risksto the public, whichisoften emphasised for itsrelevance, entail sfinding away that
isreally useable and effective for consumers. Their points of view are presented to take into account their specific
communication requirements. Additionally, the presentation of national information systems which have aready
been implemented will demonstrate different concrete measures taken to respect the position of consumers.
International comparison highlights respective strengths or weaknesses and the factors to be considered for a
successful communication strategy.

Target Groups:

* Publicofficialsfrom national, sub-national andlocal authoritiesinvolved inrisk assessment and communication
Consumer and Farm Associations

Representatives from the processing, distribution and retail sectors

Marketing and Communication Personnel

Researchers and experts in the area of food safety

For more information and registration forms please contact:
Ms Winny Curfs, Programme Assistant, European Institute of Public Administration
P.O. Box 1229, NL —6201 BE MAASTRICHT
Tel.: +31 43 3296 320; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: w.curfs@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

http://www.eipa.nl Eipascope 2002/1
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Colloquium

Governanceby Committee:
the Role of Committeesin European Policy
Making and Policy Implementation

Maastricht, 30-31 May 2002

TheEuropean|nstituteof Public Administration (EI PA) hasco-ordinated atwo-year research project on“ Governanceby Committee:
theRoleof Committeesin European Policy Making and Policy Implementation” . Theproj ect wassupported by theCommission’s
5" Framework Programme. Inadditionto EIPA faculty, researchersfromtheUniversitiesof Bordeaux, Cologne, Rennes, King's
College, Londonandthel nstituteof Higher Studies, Viennaparticipatedintheproject.

Theobjectiveof theproject wasto analysetherol eof committeesinthe Community political processwithaview to contribute
toabetter understanding of decision-makinginthe Europeanmulti-level systemof governance. Thefocusof theempirical enquiry
werethestandingcommitteesof theEP, working partiesintheCouncil andimplementationor“ comitology” committees. Thetheoretica
framework guidingempirical researchwastheconcept of deliberativedemocracy andlegitimacy. Thecolloquiumwill presentthe
findings, whichwill becommented by expertsfrom academiaand Community institutions.

For more information and registration forms please contact:
Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

Seminar

Tourism on the European Agenda

Maastricht, 6-7 June 2002

TheEuropean I nstituteof Public Administration, Maastricht (NL ) ispleased to announcethat itisorganisingaseminar entitled
“TourismontheEuropean Agenda’ whichwill takeplaceon Thursday 6 and Friday 7 June2002.

Target Group:
Aninternational audienceof publicofficial sand other personnel workinginthevariousfiel dsof thetourismsector.

Description:

Tourismisahorizontal issueacrossavariety of EU policy areas. Thisintroductory seminar will discussand examineongoing
devel opmentsinthetourismsector, whichisfast becoming animportantindustry bothinthecurrent Member Statesandthecandidate
countries. Theseminar will focusontherol etourismplayswithindifferent EU policy areasandwill al soincludenational casestudies.

Objectives:

Attheend of theseminar, the parti cipantsshoul d haveacl earer knowledgeof thevariousnew initiativesbeing recommended by
thetourismsectionof DG Enterpriseaswell asathorough overview of innovativeideasfromindividual countriesto put tourism
ontheEuropeanagenda.

Theworkinglanguageof theseminar will beEnglish.

For more information and registration forms, please contact:
Ms Nancy Vermeulen, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 212; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.vermeulen@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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Seminar

Health Care Systems under Pressure

Services with no Borders. a Challenge for
National Health Care Systems

Maastricht, 6-7 June 2002

Target Group:

Civil servantsand workersinthehealth care sector fromthe Member Statesor the candidate countrieswho participate
directly or indirectly in the health policy process and particularly in the area of developing what is best practice in
their field of endeavour.

Description:

Onthebasisof the EU health policy agenda(policy principles, design, implementation and application), the seminar
provides aworkable understanding of the policy and Court rulings affecting health carein the Member States. The
seminar will focus on three themes: the impact of the elimination of barriersto the provision of health care services,
ongoing health care system developments in different Member States and how to prepare the national health care
systems for future integration.

Objectives:

At theend of the seminar, the participants should have aclear understanding of EU health policy and how thispolicy
affects health care in the Member States. Participants will have an excellent opportunity to share their experience
and knowledge and to establish what is best practicein their field of endeavour, aswell asto develop a network of
contacts with those involved in health care policies across Europe.

The working language of the seminar will be English.

For further information and registration forms, please contact:
Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Assistant, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

http://www.eipa.nl Eipascope 2002/1
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Seminars / Séminaires

Under standing Decision-Making in the European Union:
Principles, Procedures, Practice

Comprendre le processus décisionnel de I’ Union européenne :
Principes, procédures et pratique

Maastricht,
6-7 June 2002 / 26-27 September 2002 / 21-22 November 2002 /
les6 et 7 juin 2002 / les 26 et 27 septembre 2002 / les 21 et 22 novembre 2002

The European Union encompasses cooperation in an ever
greater number of policy areas. Thiscooperationistaking place
inanever greater number of different ways, andinvolvesmore
and moredifferent actors. Tounderstand EU decision-making
processes, one cannot only think of a“ Community method” in
somefieldsand “intergovernmentalism” elsewhere, nor limit
attention to European law. The Open Method of Coordination
and other forms of soft law areincreasingly employed in the
social sphere. At the same time, the Union is consolidating
cooperationinJusticeand HomeAffairsandrapidly devel oping
new external capabilitiesthroughthecommon European Security
and DefencePolicy. Inthiscontext, itisincreasingly difficultas
well asimportant to be aware of how European cooperation
worksinthedifferent fields.

Thesetwo-day seminarsareintendedfor all thoseinterested
in obtaining a broader understanding not only of how the
European Institutions are evolving but also of how different
typesof policy arenow being managed. They will beparticularly
useful for junior public officials and representatives of
organisationsinvolved in European programmes, who will be
helpedtodevel oprapidly intheir specialisationwhilehavinga
good feel for the bigger picture.

The courses start by presenting the functioning of the
Europeaninstitutionsandtheir interactionintheclassicpolicy
cycle, whichremainsanessentia starting point for understanding
theUnion. Thesessionson decision-makinginthe Community
legislative processinclude asimulation of a Council working
party, and a case study illustrating the operation of the co-
decision procedure. Some of the new methods of cooperation
will thenbeillustrated by discussingrecent casesin Employment
and Social Affairs. Finally, the evolution and operation of the
Second and Third Pillars will be examined, including a case
study onthe European Union’ scrisis-management capabilities.

Theseminarswill beheldinEnglishwithsimultaneoustrand ation
in French.

La coopération au sein de I"Union européenne touche des
domainesde plusen plusnombr eux. Réunissant desacteur stres
différents, cettecoopération setraduit aujourd’ hui sousdiverses
formes. Pour bien comprendre les processus décisionnels
européens, on nepeut secontenter deconsidérer [a“ méthode
communautaire” dans certains domaines et la “ méthode
intergouvernementale” dansd’ autres, nilimiter sonattention
au droit européen. On voit émerger la méthode ouverte de
coordination et d’ autresformesdedroit non contraignant sur
leterrain social. Danslemémetemps, I’ Union est entrain de
consolider lacoopérationdanslesdomainesdelajusticeet des
affairesintérieures et de dével opper rapidement de nouvelles
capacitésexter nesatraverslapolitiqueeuropéennecommune
enmatieredeséeuritéet dedéfense. Danscecontexte, il S avere
doncdeplusenplusdifficilemaisnécessaired appréhender le
fonctionnement delacoopérationeur opéennedanslesdifférentes
sphéres.

Ces séminaires de deux jours s adressent & tous ceux qui
veulent acquérir unemeilleurecompréhensiondesinstitutions
européennes et de leur évolution, et de la fagon dont les
différentes politiques communautaires sont gérées a I’ heure
actuelle. 1ls seront particuliérement enrichissants pour les
jeunes fonctionnaires et représentants d’organisations
participant a des programmes européens, qui pourront ainsi
bénéficier d’un soutien pour évoluer rapidement dans leur
domaine de spécialisation tout en disposant d’ unevision plus
large.

Les séminaires débuteront par une présentation des
institutions européennes et de leur interaction dans le cycle
politiqueclassique, point dedépart essentiel pour comprendre
I”Union. Les sessions consacrées a la prise de décisions dans
le processus |égislatif communautaire comporteront une
simulationd’ uneréuniond’ ungroupedetravail duConseil, de
méme qu’ une étude de cas illustrant |e fonctionnement de la
procéduredecodécision. L’ onchercheraégalementaéclairer
certaines nouvelles méthodes de coopération en examinant
plusieursaffairesrécentes dansledomainedel’ emploi et des
affaires sociales. Enfin, les séminaires s intéresseront a
I’ évol ution et au fonctionnement du deuxieme et du troisiéme
pilier, notamment apartir d’ uneétudedecassur lescapacités
européennes de gestion des crises.

Lesséminairessetiendront enlangueanglaise, avectraduction
simultanéeenfrancais.

For moreinformation and registration forms, please contact /
Pour toute demande d'information ou inscription, adressez-vous a:
Ms Araceli Barragan, Programme Organiser, EIPA,

P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 325; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: a.barragan@eipa-nl.com
EIPAwebsite: http:/Amww.eipa.nl
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Colloguium / Colloque

The Mutual Recognition of Diplomas
A quest for amore effective/efficient operation

L a reconnaissance mutuelle des dipl6mes
Actions concretes en vue d’' un fonctionnement plus efficace

Maastricht,
10-12 June 2002 / du 10 au 12 juin 2002

Thecolloguiumaimstoreview andimprovetheunderstanding
of theCommunity framework of therecognitionof diplomasand
toaddressremai ning problemsby bringingtogether expertsand
practitioners. It provides an opportunity for officials and
professional swhodeal withthissubject onadaily basi stomeet
anddiscusstheoperationof thevariousnational systems. The
systemsandapproachesused by Member Stateswill bereviewed
and the upcoming reformswill be discussed. The European
Commissionisexpectedtoannouncereform proposal ssoonand
thesewill alsobeexamined. Throughthiscomparativereview
ideascanbedevel opedtoimprovethesystemused, alsomaking
it possible to eliminate minor problemsin a pragmatic and
unbureaucratic manner. Therewill be ample opportunity to
exchangeexperiencesanddiscussideas. Discussionswill focus
mainly onmeasurestakenat Europeanleve , but national actions
will alsobecovered. Thesediscussionswill involveofficials
who manage the respective systems. It is thus the perfect
occasion to seek clarifications and discuss ideas on
improvements, aswell asanopportunity for ‘ troubleshooting’.

Thiscolloquiumisdesignedto addresstheneedsof awide
spectrumof official s, professional sand other interested persons,
athoughitisprimarily amedat officia swhoareinvolvedinthe
processof recognition of foreigndiplomasand qualifications.
However, thecolloquiumwill al sobeuseful to policy makers
and adviserson EU issues, academicswhoteach EU law and
policiesand, of course, tothoseresponsiblefor granting diplomas
anddevel opingthecorresponding curricula.

Theworkinglanguageof thisseminar will beEnglishand French
(simultaneousinterpretationwill beprovided).

Ce collogue a pour ambition d’analyser et d'améliorer la
compréhension du cadre communautaire en matiere de
reconnai ssancedesdipl 6mes, et d’ abor der lesproblemesqui
subsistent en réunissant experts et praticiens autour d’'une
mémetable. Il offreauxfonctionnaireset aux professionnels
directement concernés la possibilité de se rencontrer et de
débattre du fonctionnement des divers systemes nationaux.
Apreésun examen des systemes et approches adoptés par les
Etats membres, I’on se penchera sur les réformes qui se
profilent danscedomaine. Ainsi, laCommission européenne
devrait annoncer de nouvelles propositions de réforme
prochainement et cell es-ci seront examinées. Par cetteapproche
comparative, | objectif est dedével opper denouvel lesidéesen
vued améliorer lesysteémeenplaceetd’ éliminer lesproblémes
mineur sdefagon pragmatique et non bureaucratique. Cette
activité accordera également une large place a I’ échange
d’ expériences et de points de vue. Les discussions seront
principalement centrées sur les actions prises a I’ échelle
européenne, tout enabordant aussi lesmesuresnationales. Les
participants aux discussions comprendront notamment des
fonctionnaireschargésdegérer lessystémesrespectifs. Cesera
par conséquent une excellente occasion d obtenir des
clarifications, d échanger des idées sur les possibilités
d’améliorationet detrouver dessol utionsaux problemes.

Ce colloqueest congu demaniérearépondre aux besoins
d'unlargeéventail departicipants. Sl s adresseavant tout aux
fonctionnairesimpliquésdansleprocessusdereconnaissance
desdiplomeset qualificationsétrangers, il estégalement destiné
aux fonctionnaires, professionnels et autres personnes
intéressées. Par ailleurs, il seraaussi d’ ungrandintér é pour
lesdécideursetlesconseill ersenaffair eseur opéennes, deméme
quepour lesuniverstairesqui enseignentledroit etlespolitiques
communautaires et, bien entendu, les responsables de la
délivrance des diplomes et de I'éaboration des cursus
correspondants

Leslanguesdetravail ducolloqueseront|’anglaisetlefrancais
(avectraductionsimultanée).

For more information and registration forms, please contact /
Renseignements et inscriptions auprées de:
Ms Lisette Borghans, Programme Organiser, EIPA,
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 334; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: |.borghans@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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Advanced Interactive Workshop

Towards Effective and Transparent State Aid
Control: Recent Policy Issues

Maastricht, 13-14 June 2002

The European I nstitute of Public Administration (EIPA) announces atwo-day Advanced Workshop on EC stateaid
policy entitled “ Towards Effective and Transparent State Aid Control: Recent Policy Issues’, which will take place
in Maastricht, the Netherlands, on 13-14 June 2002.

Objectives:
The aim of this Advanced Workshop is to discuss some of the main recent developments and future challengesin
state aid policy in the European Union. In order to devise appropriate aid schemes, not only must Member States
ensure an accurate interpretation of the EC legal requirements, but the they must also have a proper understanding
of the approach adopted by the Commission. In this respect, case study analysis and exchange of experienceswith
officials from Community institutions and Member States are essential.

The Advanced Workshop intends to bring together senior national and Community officials to address issues
such as:
The application of group exemptions
The on-going investigations in fiscal aid
Aid to services of general economic interest
State guarantees
The application of private investor principle
Judicial remedies

Emphasis will be placed on the presentation of concrete cases, rigorous analysis and informal exchange of
information and experience.

Target Group:

The Advanced Workshop should be of particular interest to policy-makers and practitioners involved in the
formulation andimplementation of stateaid schemes, aswell astolawyersand businessmanagersthat haveto operate
within the scope of the EC state aid regime.

The working language for the Workshop will be English.

For Background Information on State Aid policies, rules, practice
and State Aid Related Activitiesat EIPA, please consult:
http://www.e pa-nl.com/public/Topics/ T opicsM enu.htm

or contact:
Ms Sonja van de Pol, Programme Organisation, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 371; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: s.vandepol @eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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Seminar / Séminaire

European Negotiations

Négociations européennes

Maastricht,
17-21 June, 7-11 October, 25-29 November 2002 /
du 17 au 21 juin; du 7 au 11 octobre; du 25 au 29 novembre 2002

Thisisapractical programmewhichaimstoexploreand
definethe strategiesand tacticsinherent in negotiations
at the European Union level. This programme adopts a
twofold approach. On the one hand, progressive
simulation exercises will enable the participants to
experience genuinely recreated negotiations and
transform them into alaboratory to reflect on waysand
means of optimising the experience of European
negotiations. This programme obviously aims to help
participants to improve their negotiation abilities and
therefore places emphasis on practical skills develop-
ment. For thisparticular purpose, individual performance
cards will be drawn up and made available by the
trainers. Ontheother hand, sessionsinwhich debriefing
of the simulations will take place will present both
theoretical and empirical research on the factorswhich
influence negotiations. Such factors include good
preparation, particular techniques of negotiation,
cultural patterns, communication skills and personal
style. Similarly, theEU contextispresented highlighting
inter alia the institutional intricacies, Council rules of
procedure, and therol esof the Presidency, the European
CommissionandtheParliamentinnegotiations. Finaly,
the multinational composition of the group should also
offer participants an opportunity to discover together
the special dynamics of the European negotiations in
this intensive and highly participatory programme.

The working languages are English and French.
Simultaneous translation will be provided.

Ceséminaire, acaractérepratique, viseaexplorer et a
définir les stratégies et tactiques inhérentes aux
négociations a I'échelle de I’'Union européenne. La
méthode du programme est double. D’une part, des
exercices de simulation progressifs permettent aux
participants de recréer plusieurs situations authen-
tiques de négociations et de les transformer en un
laboratoire ou ils pourront réfléchir sur la fagon
d’ optimiser I’ expériencedesnégociationseur opéennes.
Ce séminaire est avant tout concu pour aider les
participants a perfectionner leurs talents de
négociateurs, et met doncl’ accent sur ledével oppement
des aptitudes pratiques. A cette fin, des fiches d’ action
personnalisées seront préparées et distribuées par les
formateurs. D’ autrepart, dessessionsd’ évaluation des
simulations présentent & la fois des recherches
théoriques et empiriques sur les facteurs qui influent
sur lanégociation: labonnepréparation, lestechniques
particulieres de négociation, les traits culturels, les
canaux de la communication et le style personnel. Le
contexte de I’ Union européenne est [ui aussi présenté,
et en particulier les rouages ingtitutionnels, les regles
deprocédureau sein du Conseil ou encoreleréledela
Présidence, delaCommission et du Parlement européen
dans les négociations. Enfin, la composition
multinational edu groupedevrait offrir aux participants
une occasion unique de découvrir ensemble la
dynamique particuliére des négociations européennes
dans ce programme intensif et fortement participatif.

Languesdetravail: anglaiset francais(l’ interprétation
simultanée étant assurée).

For more information please contact:

Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Assistant, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl

http://www.eipa.nl

Eipascope 2002/1

55



56

Seminar/Sminaire

Who's Afraid of European Information?

A la conquéte de I'information européenne

Maastricht, 19-21 June/ du 19 au 21 juin 2002

The aim of this seminar isto provide those working in
the field of European affairs on a daily or occasiona
basis, withtheskillstotraceand use European documents,
by offeringthemacompl eteoverview of major European
information sources, and methods of gaining access to
it.

The seminar isopentoall thoseworkinginthefield
of European affairs, Community officials, legal experts
and information specialists from the Member States of
the EU and the candidate countries.

Theseminar will beconducted in English. If thereis
sufficient interest, inter pretationinto French will be
provided.

Ce séminaire a pour ambition d’aider ceux qui
travaillent chaque jour ou occasionnellement dans le
domaine des affaires européennes a retrouver et a
utiliser lesdocumentseuropéensenleur offrant unevue
d’ensemble des principales sources d'information
européenne ainsi que des méthodes disponibles pour y
accéder.

Leséminaire s adresse atous ceux qui sont appelés
atraiter des affaires européennes, aux fonctionnaires
communautaires, aux juristes et aux spécialistes de
I’information danslesEtatsmembresdel’ UE et lespays
candidats.

Le séminaire se tiendra en langue anglaise. La
traduction simultanée en francais sera assurée a
conditionqu’il yaitun nombreminimumdeparticipants
souhaitant la traduction.

For more information and/or registration forms, please contact /
Pour obtenir de plus amples informations ou recevoir un bulletin d'inscription, adressez-vous a:
European Institute of Public Administration (EIPA)
Ms Joyce Groneschild, Programme Organiser
Tel: +31 43 3296 357; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: j.groneschild@eipa-nl.com

or consult our web site / ou consultez notre site Web
http: //Amww.eipa.nl
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Second Annual Conference

“Brave New e-World” —Where are we now?
e-Government Applications in
European Public Administrations

Maastricht, 24-25 June 2002

“Hereenlargement isalready for real” aparticipant had commented, giving an apt picture of the composition of the
firstinternational e-Government conference audiencelast year. Civil servantsand politiciansfrom over 19 European
countries —EU Member States, candidate countriesand EEA states—representing all administrativelevels,i.e.local,
regional aswell ascentral authorities, had cometo Maastricht. For two daysthe participants discussed and analysed
approaches and strategies which enable national, regional and local authoritiesto capitalise on the rapidly changing
possibilities opened up by information and communication technol ogies and to deal with the new challenges they
present.

It became very clear during the first conference that the use of new technologies in public administration has
necessitated a rethink of the concept and role of the public service. The technologies add a new dimension, which
callsfor areorientation that goes beyond a mere change of working methods. It is more a question of modernising
public service systems through processes that enable access to information, make it possible to offer improved
services and ensure greater citizen participation.

The European Institute of Public Administration (EIPA), Maastricht, and its antenna, the European Centre for
the Regions (EIPA-ECR) in Barcelona (E), are pleased to announce the joint organisation — for the second time —
of their annual conference entitled “Brave New e-World” examining the state of affairs in e-government
applicationsin public administrations of the EU Member States and Accession Countries, to be held on 24-25 June
2002 at EIPA’ spremisesin Maastricht (NL).

Representativesand politiciansfromall level sof public administration, civil servants, I T expertsand consultants
etc. will again have the opportunity to analyse and discuss topical issues related to the subject of e-government,
introducing recent devel opmentsand trends asregards policy and theimplications of itsapplication. The conference
follows apractical approach, with short presentations, demonstrations of “best practice” examples and by offering
participants the opportunity to discuss issues in-depth in parallel workshops during the second day.

For further information and registration click on the conferences and
seminars link at http://www.eipanl/ or contact:
Ms Lisette Borghans, Programme Organisation, EIPA
O.L. Vrouweplein 22, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 334; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: |.borghans@eipa-nl.com
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57



58

Seminar

Pension Systems Under Pressure
Securing Long-term Sustainability:
a Challenge for National Pension Systems

Maastricht, 24-25 June 2002

Target Group:
Civil servants and workersin the pension sector from the Member States or the candidate countries who participate
directly or indirectly in the pension policy process and particularly in the area of cross-border pension provision.

Description:

On the basis of the EU pension policy agenda (policy principles, design, implementation and application), the
seminar provides a workable understanding of the policy and Court rulings affecting pensions schemes in the
Member States. The seminar will focus on three themes: theimpact of the elimination of barriersto the cross-border
provision of pensions, recent pension system developments in different Member States and how to prepare the
national pension schemes for future integration.

Objectives:

At theend of theseminar, the participantsshoul d haveacl ear understanding of EU pension policy and how thispolicy
affects pension systems in the Member States. Participants will have an excellent opportunity to share their
experience and knowledge and to establish what is best practice in their field of endeavour, as well as to develop
a network of contacts with those involved in pension policies across Europe.

The working language of the seminar will be English.

For further information and registration forms, please contact:
Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Assistant, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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Seminar

What Future for What Europe?:
The Debate over a New Constitutional Framework
and the Enlargement of the European Union

Jointly organised by

The Amsterdam-M aastricht Summer University (AMSU) &
The European Institute of Public Administration (EIPA)

Maastricht, 1- 2 July 2002

The European Union isat an historical crossroads. Fundamental decisions about ‘ The Future of Europe’ are being
prepared, which are particularly complex since we must simultaneously agree on what we want the Union to be and
preparefor what ‘we' are becoming.

An innovative mechanism has been established to prepare the next stage in developing the constitutional
arrangementsof theUnion. A Convention hasbeen set up, bringing together representativesof national governments
and national parliaments with representatives of the European Commission and the European Parliament, and
including thecandidate countriesaswell asthe present Member States. Thisbody isto debateaseriesof key questions
about the Union's consgtitutional framework and political system in advance of the next Intergovernmental
Conference

Atthesametime, the EU must compl ete negotiationsfor an unprecedented enlargement. By theend of 2002 these
negotiationswill have to have dealt with the sensitive issues remaining, including agriculture, structural funds and
other matters with important budgetary implications. These will force some tough decisions among the Member
States as well as tough discussions with the candidates, since enlargement will have a substantial impact not only
on the functioning, but also on the very nature of the Union.

Thisseminar will offer aforum in which to discussthe problems and perspectives of these two historic processes
taking place in 2002 which will shape the future of European integration, and, perhaps most crucially, how these
two processes will interact.

The working sessions will consist of presentations by academic specialists and an expert directly involved in
thework of the Convention on the Future of Europe, followed by informal, and off-the-record, debates. On each of
the two days, two sessionswill be devoted to group discussion, with aview to reaching conclusions for the future.

For additional information, complete programme, and registration please contact:

Mr Ruggero Lala, The Amsterdam-Maastricht Summer University
P.O. Box 53066, NL — 1007 RB Amsterdam, The Netherlands
Tel. +31 20 6200225; Fax. +31 20 6249368; E-mail: office@amsu.edu
Our web site: http://mwww.amsu.edu/

or:

Ms Araceli Barragan, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 325; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: a.barragan@eipa-nl.com
EIPA web site: http://mwww.eipa.nl
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Seminar

The Regional Dimension of Research in Europe
Barcelona, 22-23 April 2002

Target Group:

Regional policy makersinthefieldsof research, higher education, innovation technol ogy, knowledge society, small
and medium-sized enterprises of the EU Member States and EU candidate countries, and experts responsible for
research projects at the regional and inter-regional level of the EU Member States and EU candidate countries.

Description:

On 3 October 2001, the European Commission issued a Communication on “The Regional Dimension of the
European Research Area” (COM (2001)549fin). The concept of the European Research Areaimpliesthat effortsto
reach the Lisbon goals should be deployed effectively at different administrative and organisational levels —
European, national, regional or even local. It is particularly at the regional level that this Seminar will focus its
presentations and debates. The goal is to analyse in-depth the “motor” role that regional administrations can play
inthe overall context of economic growth based on research, technology and innovation. In this sense, experiences
of best practice in regional development and inter-regional cooperation in the field of research can illustrate the
potential of providing a comprehensive policy at the regional level.

Method:
Combination of presentations, round tables and exchange of experiences aiming at presenting the EU and the
regional policiesin these fields.

Objectives:

At the end of the seminar the participants should have a clear understanding of the recent developments and future
prospectsin EU Research Policy and particularly initsRegional dimensionaswell ashave shared experiencesamong
regional governments.

For more information, please contact:
Ms Miriam Escola, Programme Organiser, EIPA Antenna Barcelona
¢/ Girona, 20, E — 08010 Barcelona
Tel: +34 93 567 24 06; Fax: +34 93 567 23 99
E-mail: m.escola@eipa-ecr.com
EIPA web site: http://mww.eipa.nl
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The Round Table 2002 / Table ronde 2002

Sectoral Policies in European Territories:
The Important Role of Regional and Local Actors,
Partnerships and Networks

Les politiques sectorielles dans les collectivités
territoriales européennes : le role important
des acteurs, des partenariats et des réseaux

régionaux et locaux

Brussels (B), 9 July 2002 / Bruxelles (B), le 9 juillet 2002

For thefifth time, the European Centre for the Regions
(EIPA-ECR) —the Antennaof the European I nstitute of
Public Administration (EIPA) in Barcelona (E) — in
cooperation with the Italian Union of Chambers of
Commerce (UNIONCAMERE) and the Conference of
Presidents of the Italian Regions and Autonomous
Provinces, will bring together political representatives
of local and regional authorities, high-profile civil
servants—both from sub-national publicadministrations
andfromregional andlocal officesinBrussels—, members
of the Committeeof theRegions(CoR), etc., sothey may
updatetheir knowledgeandfreely discussissues, policies
and new challenges facing the regions in today’'s
Europe.

The 2002 Round Table will be held on Tuesday 9
July 2002 at the premises of the Economic and Social
Committee (ECOSOC) in Brussels (B). The working
languages will be English, French and Italian, and
simultaneous interpretation will be provided.

LeCentreeuropéendesrégions(IEAP-CER)—I’ Antenne
de |’ Institut européend’ administration publique(IEAP)
a Barcelone (E) — réunira pour la cinquieme fois, en
coopération avec I’ Union italienne des Chambres de
commerce (UNIONCAMERE) et la Conférence des
Présidents des régions et des provinces autonomes
italiennes, desreprésentants et responsabl es politiques
des autorités régionales et locales, aux cotés de
fonctionnaires de haut niveau issus a la fois
d’administrations publiques de niveau infranational
et de leurs bureaux de représentation régionaux et
locaux aBruxelles, ainsi que de membresdu Comitédes
régions(CdR), etc. Cetteréunion seral’ occasiond une
mise ajour deleurs connaissances et d’ une discussion
abatonsrompussur des questions, des politiqueset les
nouveaux défis auxquels sont confrontées les régions
dans I’ Europe d’aujourd’ hui.

La Table ronde 2002 se tiendra le mardi 9 juillet
2002 dans les batiments du Comité économique et
social (CES) a Bruxelles (B). Les langues de travail
seront lefrancais, I’anglaisetI’italien, I interprétation
simultanée étant assurée entre ces trois langues.

Further details about the programme and the practical organisation are available on the
Institute’ sweb site (www.eipa.nl) or can be obtained from/
De plus amples informations sur le programme ainsi que sur |’ organisation pratique peuvent étre
obtenues en consultant le site Web de I’ Institut (www.eipa.nl) ou en vous adressant directement a :

Ms Noélle Debie, Programme Organisation
European Institute of Public Administration
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 226; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: n.debie@eipa-nl.com

http://www.eipa.nl

Eipascope 2002/1

61



Training course

Europe on the Internet
Maastricht, 10-11 October 2002

A new practical training courseto help thosewho have aneed in their work to find information about theinstitutions
and policies of the European Union and the wider Europe. The course will demonstrate that it is possible to find
quickly and efficiently much useful information on the internet both from official and non-official sources. Areas
covered will include: legislation; case-law; keeping up-to-date; policies; contact information; sources of finance;
bibliographical information; country information; searching techniques.

The course will consist of anumber of detailed talks and demonstrations of the most useful websites followed
by opportunitiesfor participantsto devel op hands-on expertise. Asan optional part of the course, on the second day
participants will have the opportunity to compile alist of key information sources on the web in a subject relevant
to their work or interests under the guidance of the conference trainers.

The training course will be conducted in English.

For more information and/or registration forms, please contact:
Ms Joyce Groneschild, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel: +31 43 3296 357; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: j.groneschild@eipa-nl.com

or consult our web site
http://www.eipa.nl

Conference

Keep Ahead with European Information

Maastricht, 28-29 November 2002

TheEuropean I nstitute of Public Administration (EI PA) and the European Information Association (EIA) arejointly
organising the fifth annual conference “Keep Ahead with European Information” to be held at EIPA, Maastricht,
on 28 and 29 November 2002.

The conferenceis aimed at experienced European information professionals. It will look at new and important
issues, products and services of interest to those who work daily with European information.

The conference is open to officials working in the EU and other European and international organisations,
information professionalsworking with EU information aswell asrelated organi sations, and anyone el seinterested
in the issues to be discussed.

The working language of the conference will be English.

For more information and/or registration forms, please contact:
Ms Joyce Groneschild, Programme Organiser, EIPA
P.O. Box 1229, NL — 6201 BE Maastricht
Tel.: +31 43 3296 357; Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: j.groneschild@eipa-nl.com

or consult our web site:
http: //Amww.eipa.nl
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Board of Governors

At theend of October, EI PA wasinfor med of theunexpected death on 30 October 2001, at theageof 58,
of Mr John GALLAGHER, Director-General of thelnstitute of Public Administration of Ireland and
member of EIPA’sformer Scientific Council since 1987.

Hiswarm per sonality will beremembered by all who knew him.

Belgium

Mr Michel DAMAR, Secretary-General of the Public Servicein the Belgian administration, has announced that he
issucceeded by Mr George MONARD, Chairman of the Management Committee of the new Federal Public Service
Department * Personnel and Organisation’. Mr MONARD will consequently beappointed asmember of EIPA’sBoard
of Governors.

Denmark

MrsLisbethLOLLIKE, Director-General for the StateEmployer’ sAuthority, hasbeen appointed asmember of EIPA’s
Board of Governors, representing the Ministry of Finance and succeeding Mr Finn HOFFM ANN (who passed away
in August 2001).

TheNetherlands

MrMartin VAN RIJIN, Director-General, M anagement and Personnel Policy, hasbeen appointed asmember of EIPA’s
Board of Governors, representing the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations and succeeding Mr Theo
LANGEJAN.

* Newcomers

Newcomersat CEFASSin Milan:

(European Training Centrefor Social Affairsand Public Health Care — CEFASS)
Giancarlo CESANA (1), Director, Professor, Expert in Public Health

Roger HESSEL (D), L ecturer

IrisBOZA (1), Lecturer

ElenaMAINARDI (1), Researcher.

NewcomersinM aastricht:

e Veronique DIMIER (F), seconded by the French Government, joined EIPA on 1 February 2002 as a Senior
Lecturer.

e Jorge GRANDI (1) joined EIPA on 1 March 2002 as a Professor.

Newcomer in L uxembour g:
e MsRaffaela SCHIENA (1), seconded by the Region of Lombardy, joined EIPA on 1 March 2002 asa L ecturer.

http://www.eipanl Eipascope 2002/1
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Ouverture du Centre européeen de formation dans les
affaires sociales et de santé publique (CEFASS)

Opening of the European Training Centre for Social
Affairsand Public Health Care (CEFASS)

Enjuillet 2001, le Conseil d’administration de |’ |EAP
a approuvé la proposition du gouvernement régional
deLombardie, soutenuepar legouvernementitalien, de
créer unenouvelleantenneaMilan. Le Centreeuropéen
de formation dans les affaires sociales et de santé
publique (CEFASS) aainsi étéjuridiquement constitué
en janvier 2002, et développera des activités dans les
deux domaines de spécialisation figurant dans sa
dénomination, en liaison avec I’Institut régional
lombard de formation pour I’administration publique
(IREF).

Lacérémonied ouverturedu CEFASSS estdéroulée
le 12 décembre 2001 a Milan.

L’ antennecontribue, danssesdomainesd’ activités,
ala formation des administrations publiques des Etats
membres de |’ Union européenne et des pays candidats
al’adhésion, ainsi qu’ au dével oppement delarecherche
appliquée dans ces mémes domaines.

L’ antenneest consacréeaux affairessocialesetala
santé publique et développe notamment des activités
relatives a:

e lalibre circulation des travailleurs;

e ledroitdutravail et lesrelations professionnelles;

e le dialogue social ;

» la protection sociale et la sécurité sociale;

o lasantéet la sécurité;

e |'égalité des chances: principe d'égalité des
chances entre hommes et femmes par rapport a
I"accésal’ emploi, alaformation professionnelle et
a la promotion, et aux conditions d’ emploi ;

e |le management des administrations sociales et de
santé publique.

L'IEAP assure la coordination de |'ensemble des
activités de I’ Antenne.

|

De gauche & droite : Assessore Alberto Guglielmo, responsable
de la formation et du travail pour le région de Lombardie ; Roberto
Formigoni ; Gérard Druesne ; Lorenzo Ornaghi, Directeur
d'ASERI (Alta Scuola di Economia e Relazioni Internazionali).

Eipascope 2002/1

In July 2001, the Board of Governors approved the
proposal of the regional government of Lombardy,
supported by the Italian government, to set up a new
antenna in Milan. In this way the European Training
Centre for Social Affairs and Public Health Care
(CEFASS) waslegally established in January 2002 and
will develop activitiesinthetwofields of specialisation
mentioned in its name, in cooperation with the I stituto
regionale lombardo di formazione per
I”amministrazione pubblica (IREF).

Theopening ceremony of the CEFA SStook placeon
12 December 2001 in Milan.

The Antenna contributes in its fields of activity to
the training of public administrations, in particular of
the Member States of the European Union and the
candidate countries for accession, as well as to the
development of applied research in these fields.

The Antenna deals with social affairs and public
health care. It devel opsactivitiesrelated in particular to:
» thefree movement of workers;

e labour law and industrial relations;

e the socia dialogue;

« socia welfare and socia security;

e hedth and safety;

e equal opportunities: the principle of equal
opportunitiesfor men and women asregards access
to employment, vocational training and promotion,
and as regards working conditions;

» themanagement of socia administrationsand public
health care.

EIPA shall be responsible for coordinating all the
activities of the Antenna.

Roberto Formigoni, président de la Région Lombardie, aux cotés
de Gérard Druesne, Directeur général de I'|EAP, coupe le ruban,
ouvrant ainsi officiellement I’ Antenne a Milan.

http://www.eipa.nl



Visitorsto EI PA

fromleft to right: Dr. T. Rentrop, Project leader, EIPA; Prof. Dr. G. Druesne, Director-General of EIPA,;
H.E. Mr Y. K. Kim Yong-Kyoo, Ambassador of the Republic of Korea in The Netherlands; R. Polet, Deputy
Director-General of EIPA; Mr Soo-Taek Rhee, Minister-Counsellor — 19 November 2001.

il

Mr. Goke Frerichs (left), President Economic and Social Committee

of the European Union; Prof. Dr. G. Druesne, Director-General
Prof. Dr. G. Druesne, Director-General of EIPA — 18 January of EIPA — 7 November 2001.
2002.

from left to right: R. Polet, Deputy Director-General of EIPA; P.
Kubernat , Ambassador of the Czech Republic in The Netherlands;
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Signing of the M asters programmein
European Public Affairs (EPA)
between the University of Maastricht and the
European I nstitute of Public Administration

Maastricht University, in collaboration with EIPA, has introduced a Master’s programme in European Public
Affairs. Thefirst students, drawnfromten countries, wereadmittedin September 1999. Somecomefrom EU countries,
othersfrom Central and Eastern Europe and the Americas. In the main, the programmeis being taught by faculty of
Maastricht University.

Four of the six Modules are run by the University and two by EIPA. EIPA’s contributions arein the areaswhere
our professional competences complement those of the University; the economics and palitics of integration and
public management reform. 2002 is the 3 academic year of this programme.

Moreinformation about the content of the programme, qualificationsrequired of studentsand application forms
and procedures can be obtained via EIPA’s website http://www.eipa.nl which for this purpose is linked to the
Maastricht University website. Y ou can find thisinformation by clicking on Master Programmes.

Prof. Dr. P.M.J.E. Tummers, Dean of the “ Faculteit der Cultuurwetenschappen” UM,;
Prof. Dr. G. Druesne, Director-General of EIPA, at the occassion of the signature of the EPA
programme — 20 november 2001.
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* FORTHCOMING *

Increasing Transparency in the European Union?
(Conference Proceedings)

VeerleDeckmyn(ed.)

EIPA 2002, approx. 250 pages. ¢ 31.75

(Only available in English)

TheCommon Agricultural Policy and the Environmental Challenge:
Instruments, Problemsand Oppor tunitiesfrom Differ ent Per spectives
(Conference Proceedings)

Pavios D. Pezaros and Martin Unfried (eds.)

EIPA 2002, approx. 260 pages. * 31.75

(Only available in English)

Organised Crime: A Catalyst in the Europeanisation
of National Police and Prosecution Agencies?
Monica den Boer (ed.)

EIPA 2002, approx. 556 pages: « 38.55

(Only available in English)

* RECENT *

From GraphitetoDiamond:

The Importance of Institutional Structurein Establishing
Capacity for Effectiveand Credible Application of EU Rules
(Current European |ssue)

Phedon Nicolaides

EIPA 2002, 45 pages: * 15.90

(Only available in English)

TheEU and CrisisM anagement:
Development and Pr ospects
Smon Duke

EIPA 2002, 230 pages: * 27.20
(Only available in English)

TheDublin Convention on Asylum:
Between Reality and Aspirations
Claudia Faria (ed.)

EIPA 2001, 384 pages: * 11.35
(Mixed texts in English and French)

Pouvoir politique et haute administration:
Unecompar aison eur opéenne

Jean-Michel Eymeri

IEAP 2001, 157 pages:  27.20

(Disponible en frangais uniquement)

LaFonction publiquedans!’ EuropedesQuinze:

Nouvelles tendances et évolution

Danielle Bossaert, Christoph Demmke, Koen Nomden, Robert Polet
IEAP 2001, 356 pages: * 36.30

(Disponible également en anglais et en allemand)

Réunion desreprésentants desadministrations publiques des partenaires
euro-méditerranéensdanslecadredu partenariat eur o-méditerranéen
Actesdela Réunion; Barcelone, les7 et 8 février 2000

Sous la direction de Eduard Sanchez Monjo

EIPA 2001, 345 pages. * 36.30

(Disponible également en anglais)

Finland’sJour ney to the European Union

Antti Kuosmanen (with a contribution by Frank Bollen and Phedon
Nicolaides)

EIPA 2001, 319 pages. * 31.75

(Only available in English)

Repenser I'Union européenne: A 1aCI G 2000 et au-dela
Sous la direction de Edward Best/Mark Gray/Alexander Stubb
EIPA 2000, 404 pages. * 36.30

(Disponible également en anglais)

EU Structural Fundsbeyond Agenda 2000:

Reformand I mplicationsfor Current and FutureMember States
Frank Bollen/Ines Hartwig/Phedon Nicolaides

EIPA 2000, 231 pages. » 31.75

(Only available in English)

Schengen Still Going Strong: Evaluation and Update
Monica den Boer (ed.)

EIPA 2000, 129 pages: * 27.20

(Mixed texts in English, French and German)

Umweltpolitik zwischen Brussel und Berlin:
EinLeitfaden fir diedeutscheUmweltverwaltung
Christoph Demmke/Martin Unfried

EIPA 2000, 250 Seiten: « 27.20

(Nur auf Deutsch erhdltlich)

TheDublin Convention on Asylum:
ItsEssence, |mplementation and Prospects
Clotilde Marinho (ed.)

EIPA 2000, 413 pages. » 11.35

(Mixed texts in English and French)

* CURRENT EUROPEAN ISSUES SERIES

Capacity Building for Integration

*  European Environmental Policy: The Administrative Challenge
for theMember States
Christoph Demmke and Martin Unfried
EIPA 2001, 309 pages: * 36.30
(Only available in English)

* Managing EU Structural Funds: Effective Capacity for
Implementation asa Prerequisite
Frank Bollen
EIPA 2000, 44 pages: * 11.35
(Only available in English)

*  Organisational Analysis of the Europeanisation Activities of
theMinistry of Economic Affairs: A Dutch Experience
Adriaan Schout
EIPA 2000, 55 pages: * 15.90
(Only available in English)

*  Effectivel mplementation of theCommon Agricultural Policy:
TheCaseof theMilk Quota Regimeand the Greek Experience
in Applying It
Pavios D. Pezaros
EIPA 2001, 72 pages: « 15.90
(Only available in English)

*  Enlargement of theEuropean Union and Effectivel mplementation
of itsRules (with a Case Study on Telecommunications)
Phedon Nicolaides
EIPA 2000, 86 pages: « 18.15
(Only available in English)

Between Vision and Reality: CFSP’sProgresson thePath toMaturity
Simon Duke (ed.)

EIPA 2000, 319 pages. » 31.75

(Only available in English)

L’ égalitédetraitement entrehommeset femmes
Sous la direction de Gabrielle Vonfelt

IEAP 2000, 94 pages. » 18.15

(Disponible en frangais uniquement)

» CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGSSERIES

Asylum, Immigration and Schengen Post-Amster dam:
AFirst Assessment

Clotilde Marinho (ed.)

EIPA 2001, 130 pages: * 27.20

(Mixed texts in English and French)

* Details of al previous Schengen publications can be found on EIPA’s web site http://www.eipanl

All prices are subject to change without natice.
A complete list of EIPA’s publications and working papers is available on http://www.eipa.nl
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About EIPASCOPE

EIPASCORPE isthe Bulletin of the European Institute of Public Administration and is published threetimesayear. The articlesin
EIPASCOPE are written by EIPA faculty members and associate membersand aredirectly related to the Institute’ sfields of work.
Through its Bulletin, the Institute aims to increase public awareness of current European issues and to provide information about
thework carried out at the Institute. M ost of the contributionsare of ageneral character and areintended to makeissues of common
interest accessibletothegeneral public. Their objectiveistopresent, discussand analyzepolicy andinstitutional devel opments, legal
issues and administrative questions that shape the process of European integration.

Inadditionto articles, EIPA SCOPE keepsitsaudienceinformed about the activitiesEI PA organizesand in particular about itsopen
seminarsand conferences, for whichany interested person canregister. Information about EI PA’ sactivitiescarried out under contract
(usually with EU institutions or the public administrations of the Member States) is also provided in order to give an overview of
the subject areasin which EIPA isworking and indicate the possibilities on offer for tailor-made programmes.

Institutional information is given on members of the Board of Governors as well as on changes, including those relating to staff
members, at EIPA Maastricht, Luxembourg, Barcelonaand Milan.

The full text of current and back issues of EIPASCOPE isalso available on line. It can be found at: http://www.eipa.nl

EIPASCOPE danslesgrandeslignes

EIPASCOPE est le Bulletin del’ Institut européen d’ administration publique et est publiétroisfoispar an. Lesarticles publiésdans
EIPA SCOPE sont rédigés par lesmembresdelafacultédel’ | EAP ou desmembres associ és et portent directement sur lesdomaines
detravail del’ |EAP. A traversson Bulletin, I’ Institut entend sensibiliser e public aux questionseuropéennesd’ actualitéet lui fournir
desinformationssur lesactivitésréaliséesal’ Institut. Laplupart desarticles sont de nature général e et visent arendre des questions
d’intérét commun accessiblespour legrand public. L eur objectif est deprésenter, discuter et analyser desdével oppementspolitiques
et institutionnels, ainsi que des questionsjuridiques et administratives qui fagonnent le processus d’intégration européenne.

En dehors des articles, EIPASCOPE contient également des informations sur les activités organisées par I'|EAP et, plus
particulierement, sesséminaires et conférences ouvertsqui sont accessiblesatoute personneintéressée. Notre bulletin fournit aussi
desrenseignementssur lesactivitésdel’ |EAPqui sont réaliséesdanslecadred’ uncontrat (généralement aveclesinstitutionsdel’ UE
ou lesadministrations publiques des Etats membres) afin de donner un apercu desdomainesd’ activité del’ IEAP et des possibilités
qu'il offre pour laréalisation de programmes sur mesure adaptés aux besoins spécifiques de la partie contractuelle.

Il fournit également des informations institutionnelles sur les membres du Conseil d’ administration ainsi que sur les mouvements
de personnel al’ [EAP Maastricht, Luxembourg, Barcelone et Milan.

EIPASCORPE est aussi accessible en ligne et en texte intégral sur le site suivant: http://www.eipa.nl
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