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AUSTRIA / AUTRICHE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

LAND VORARLBERG, AMT DER VORARLBERGER LANDESREGIERUNG, 6901 BREGENZ, RÖMERSTRASSE 15, AUSTRIA, PHONE 0043(0)5574/511-20312 hubert.haemmerle@ vorarlberg.at  ON BEHALF OF THE AUSTRIAN LÄNDER
- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

CDLR

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

AUSTRIAN REGIONAL ADMINISTRATIONS ARE INVOLVED IN TRANSFRONTIER CO​OPERATION, E. G. AS MANAGERS OF REGIONAL BODIES AND CERTIFYING AUTHORITIES IN THE PROGRAMMES OF EUROPEAN TERRITORIAL COOPERATION. FURTHERMORE, THE AUSTRIAN REGIONAL ADMINISTRATIONS PARTICIPATE IN REGIONAL TRANSNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS, E. G. WORKING COMMUNITY OF THE ALPINE REGIONS, WORKING COMMUNITY OF THE DANUBE REGIONS ETC.

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

LOCAL, REGIONAL AND STATE LEVEL 

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

GERMANY, AUSTRIA, SWITZERLAND, PRINCIPALITY OF LIECHTENSTEIN, CZECH REPUBLIC, SLOVAKIA, HUNGARY, SLOVENIA, ITALY

- what languages are spoken in the region

GERMAN IN AUSTRIA, THE LANGUAGES OF THE NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES

- since when this cooperation is effective

1995 AS FAR AS THE ETC-PROGRAMMES ARE CONCERNED; NOT EU-FUNDED CROSSBORDER COOPERATION STARTED MUCH EARLIER, E. G. THE WORKING COMMUNITY OF THE ALPINE REGIONS WAS FOUNDED IN 1972.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.)

YES, FOR EXAMPLE CROSS BORDER BUS LINE CH-AUSTRIA (HEERBRUGG-LUSTENAU-DORNBIRN); INTEGRATED CROSS BORDER TICKETING ARAOUND THE LAKE OF CONSTANCE

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

YES; I.E. COOPERATION BETWEEN HOSPITALS CONCERNING STRATEGIES FOR BETTER DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURES FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF MAMMA CA; BETTER EMERGENCY CARE FOR CARDIAC INFARCTIONS AND HEART ATTACKS (AUSTRIA – GERMANY - SWITZERLAND)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

FOR EXAMPLE PROJECTS REGARDING TRAINING FOR PUPILS WITH MIGRANT BACKGROUND FOR A BETTER ACCES TO THE JOB MARKET, CROSS BORDER EXCHANGE FOR APPRENTICIES AND TRAINEES

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

YES

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

PROJECTS DEALING WITH CROSS BORDER EMERCENCY AMULANCE SERVICES BETWEEN KLEINWALSERTAL AND ALLGÄU (AUSTRIA AND GERMANY)

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

PROJECTS CONCERNING BETTER COOPERATION OF POLICE UNITS 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

YES; FOR EXAMPLE PROJECT FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALLUVIAL FORESTS, BOGS AND MARSHLANDS

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

YES
B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

OBSTACLES EXIST IN EVERY DOMAIN. THE OBSTACLES FREQUENTLY CORRELATE WITH DIFFERENT NATIONAL CORE INTERESTS. DIFFERENT NATIONAL OR REGIONAL REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS MAY PREVENT CROSSBORGER COOPERATION.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

N.A:

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

THE DEVELOPMENT OF CROSS BORDER COOPERATION IS COSTLY IN TERMS OF TIME. FURTHERMORE, IT OFTEN DEPENDS ON BRINGING THE RIGTH PEOPLE TOGETHER TO OVERCOME REMAINING OBSTACLES. 

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

NA

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

IT SEEMS BETTER TO HAVE CROSS BORDER PROGRAMMES TO HELP THE AUTHORITIES TO COOPERATE IN SOLVING COMMON PROBLEMS WITH THE PARTNERS ON THE OTHER SIDE OF THE BORDER

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

SEE ALL THE EXAMPLES MENTIONED ABOVE. THEY ARE ALL EFFECTIVE COOPERATIONS. FURTHERMORE, WE WOULD LIKE TO POINT OUT THE COMMON LEARNING OF NEIGHBOURING LANGUAGES IN BORDER AREAS AS EXAMPLE FOR SUCCESSFUL COOPERATION. 

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

DUE TO LONG LASTING COOPERATION STRUCTURES BETWEEN THE INVOLVED STATES AND DUE TO HUMAN RESOURCES CONTINUITY IN DEVELOPING AND REALISING THE PROJECTS. FURTHERMORE, THE COOPERATION STRUCTURES AND THE PROGRAMME AUTHORITIES WORK PROFESIONALLY.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT WITH INVOLVEMENT OF ALL INTERESTED PARTNERS; MAPPING OF THE TOPICS WHICH ARE RELEVANT TO CROSS BORDER COOPERATION BEFORE STARTING THE PROGRAMME

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

SOME REGIONS HAVE SEPARATE COOPERATION AGREEMENTS BESIDES THE OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES; ALL RELEVANT OBJECTIVES E. G. SPATIAL PLANNING 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

N.A

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
BELGIUM (Flemish Region) / BELGIQUE (Région Flamande)

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Edwin Lefebre, Deputy of director, Flemish Agency for Home Affairs

Tel: 0032-2-553.40.16

Edwin.lefebre@bz.vlaanderen.be

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Secretariat Council of Europe

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Yes, Flanders, as a Belgian Region, is a partner in the Benelux Union, which deals with Transfrontier and Territorial Cooperation, and is actively involved in the Steering Committee for Transfrontier and Territorial Cooperation. 

Flanders is also partner in two EGTC’s, namely EGTC Eurométropole Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai and EGTC West-Vlaanderen-Dunkirk-Cote d’Opâle.

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

1. Benelux Union: Belgium, its Regions and Communities, the Netherlands and Luxemburg.

2. EGTC Eurométropole Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai: For Belgium: the Federal State, Flemish Community, Flemish Region, French-Speaking Community, Walloon Region, as well as Flemish and Walloon provinces and intermunicipal associations.

3. EGTC West-Vlaanderen-Dunkirk-Cote d’Opâle: For Belgium: the Federal State, Flemish Community, Flemish Region, as well as a Flemish province and Flemish intermunicipal associations.

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

The three Benelux countries, as well as France. 

- what languages are spoken in the region

Dutch and French

- since when this cooperation is effective

1. Benelux Union: since 1958

2. EGTC Eurométropole Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai: 28th of January 2008*)

3. EGTC West-Vlaanderen-Dunkirk-Cote d’Opâle: April 2009*)

*) These are the dates when the EGTC’s were constituted, but effective cooperation took already place long before these dates.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

Preliminary remark: there are plenty of examples of cross-border cooperation between Flanders, France, Germany and the Netherlands in the areas mentioned below. What follows hereafter are a couple of examples of cross-border cooperation. A more comprehensive list, with an explication, is compiled in the Benelux Almanach on Cross-Border Cooperation (http://www.benelux.int/fr/dos/dos20.asp)

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

1. Public Transport Platform Euregio Meuse-Rhine: Flemish Region, Walloon Region, Flemish, Walloon and Dutch provinces and municipalities, Belgian and Dutch Railways, Belgian, Dutch and German bus companies with an integrated ticketing system (Daypass)

2. Public Transport Platform Flanders-Nord-Pas de Calais

3. Scheldt-Treaties concerning the access of the port of Antwerp with a joint operational radar- and navigation system

4. Several cross-border bus and train links (East- and West Flanders, Antwerp and Limburg)

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

1. Belgian-Dutch Convention on cross-border rescue services (December 2008)

2. Convention on cross-border medical assistance between the Flemish municipality of Riemst and the Dutch rescue services.

3. Belgian-Dutch cross border use of helicopter which intervenes when life threatening accidents occur.

4. Belgian-French Convention on urgent medical care partnership.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

1.  Ghent Agreements on Higher Education and Scientific Research, with focus on teachers, ICT, student mobility, intensification of cooperation between education institutions, quality and surveillance.

2. Flemish-Dutch Organisation for the recognition of degrees. 

3. Transnational University of Limburg.

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

1. Eures Network which aims to provide information, advice and services in the field of recruitment and job-matching to job seekers and employers

2. Intermunicipal cooperation between the Flemish city of Ghent and the Dutch municipality of Terneuzen on labour market issues in general and horticulture in specific.

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

1. Belgian-Dutch Agreement of 14 November 1984 on mutual assistance for combating disasters and accidents which is the framework agreement for provincial and local conventions in this field.

2. Provincial Agreement “Rampenprotocol Scheldemond” (14 april 2003) on cross-border exchange of information and mutual assistance for combating disasters and accidents.

3. Joint cross-border fire and rescue service Baarle (the Belgian municipality of Baarle-Hertog is an enclave in the Netherlands and is geographically surrounded by the Dutch municipality of Baarle-Nassau. The municipalities have set up a joint cross-border fire and rescue service.

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

1. The Memorandum of Understanding concerning cooperation in the fields of police, justice and immigration between Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxemburg (Senningen Memorandum of 4 June 1996) 

2. Treaty between Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxemburg on cross-border police interventions

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

1. Scheldt and Meuse Treaties (3 December 2002) concerning the protection of these rivers

2. Several Joint River Management Bodies, eg Bekkencomité Dommel

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

The Flemish Region participates in several INTERREG programmes (A,B,C) and is the management authority for some of the INTERREG A programmes.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation between countries

- Low return on public transport in the border regions

- Different tariff systems

b) 
Health care

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation and health care systems between countries

- Different prices for the use of health care and reimbursement of the costs by insurance companies

- Difference in language and knowledge of the health care system in the other country

c) 
Education and training

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation and recognition of degrees between countries

- Difference in language
d) 
Access to labour market

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation and social security systems between countries

- Difference in language
e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation and the functioning of fire and rescue service in the different countries

- Differences in the command structure, intervention procedures, responsibilities and use of material

- Difference in language
f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation and the functioning of the police service in the different countries

- Differences in the command structure, intervention procedures, responsibilities and use of material

- Difference in language
g) 
Environment and water management 

Obstacles are: 

- Differences in legislation 

- Differences in the application of EU Directives

- Difference of procedures

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

n.a.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

The main reasons are:

- Lack of political priority for solving these obstacles

- Complexity of the cross-border obstacles

- Lack of knowledge 

- Language

- Different levels of competent authorities

- Lack of funding to solve obstacles

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

The obstacle of language as well as the lack of political will. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

The obstacle of language as well as the lack of political will. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Lack of political priority for solving these obstacles, complexity of the cross-border obstacles, lack of knowledge, language, different levels of competent authorities, lack of funding to solve obstacles.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

Preliminary remark: there are plenty of examples of cross-border cooperation between Flanders, France, Germany and the Netherlands in the areas mentioned below. What follows hereafter are a couple of examples of cross-border cooperation. A more comprehensive list, with an explication, is compiled in the Benelux Almanach on Cross-Border Cooperation (http://www.benelux.int/fr/dos/dos20.asp)

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

- Benelux Union: establishing the framework for cross-border cooperation, as well as follow-up of the established cooperation agreements and bodies

- Baarle-Hertog and Baarle-Nassau: cooperation in the field of fire and rescue service, library and cultural center, music academy, joint waste facility, etc.

- Euregio Scheldemond: interprovincial cooperation in the field of disaster management, INTERREG, spatial planning, education

- Euregio Meuse-Rhine: multilevel cooperation in the field of INTERREG, culture, spatial planning concertation

- Cooperation Body Welfare for Elder People between the municipalities of Terneuzen and Assenede

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

- the cooperation takes place in a well functioning structure

- there is a personal commitment to work for the common cause

- exact identification of the necessary partners has taken place

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Two practices/ solutions can be recommended here:

1. The “Knelpuntenoverleg” (= Obstacles Consultation), a joint Belgian/Flemish/Dutch initiative which aims at: 

- To identify the obstacles in cross-border cooperation

- To identity the competent authorities 

- To solve the obstacles

The Belgian/Flemish/Dutch competent authorities – which can be at the central/federal, regional, provincial and municipal level – meet at a regular interval to find solutions for obstacles and for the follow up.

2. The “Grensmakelaar” (= Border Mediator) who is the contact point for cross-border obstacles and appointed by a country (eg in Flanders and the Netherlands). 

3. Benelux consultation on cross-border cooperation.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measures and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

See answer for C.3.

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

See answer for C.3.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

BELGIUM (German speaking Community) / 

BELGIQUE (Communauté germanophone)

Identification de la personne/Institution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.

Joëlle Ramakers, Ministère de la communauté germanophone de Belgique, +3287596495, joelle.ramakers@dgov.be 

· Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 

Karl-Heinz Lambertz, Ministre-Président de la Communauté germanophone, membre du Congrès

Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« eurorégion » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser

a) Euregio Meuse-Rhin

b) Grande Région Saar-Lor-Lux

- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc..)

a)  Province de Liège (BE), Provincie Limburg (BE), Provincie Zuyd Limburg (NL), Regio Aachen e.V (DE)
, Deutschsprachige Gemeinschaft (BE)

b) 

· le Land de Sarre (DE)

· la préfecture de Région Lorraine (FR)
· le Conseil Régional de Lorraine (FR)
· le Conseil Général de Meurthe-et-Moselle (FR)
· le Conseil Général de la Moselle (FR)
· le Conseil Général de la Meuse (FR)
· le Grand-duché de Luxembourg 
· le Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat (DE)
· la Région wallonne (BE)
· la Communauté française (BE) 

· la Communauté germanophone (BE) 
- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 

a) Belgique, Pays-Bas, Deutschland 

b) Deutschland, France, Grand-duché de Luxembourg, Belgique

- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière 

a) Allemand, Français, Néerlandais

b) Allemand, Français, Luxembourgeois 

- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération

a) 1974 déclarations politiques, puis en 1976 création d’une communauté de travail, Stichting Euregio Meuse-Rhin depuis 1992. La Communauté germanophone est membre depuis 1992.

b) Accord du 16 octobre 1980 entre le Gouvernement de la République française, le Gouvernement de la République Fédérale d’Allemagne et le Gouvernement du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg. La Communauté germanophone est membre depuis 1995.

A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière

La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.) 

· Coopération dans le domaine des transports publics : tarifs/ euregiotickets transfrontaliers, cartes et informations. Euregio Meuse-Rhin.

L’objectif du projet  INTERREG-III-A « Eifelverkehrsplanung » était de mettre en place un plan de mobilité transfrontalière pour l’Eifel. Le contexte en l'occurrence est l’augmentation prévue du trafic (notamment transfrontalier) dans le cadre de la poursuite de l’intégration européenne. La partie germano-belge du sud de l’Eifel n’est pas reliée aux principaux axes de développement nationaux et européens (dont les centres scientifiques). Une étude devait donner un aperçu des conséquences du développement général des flux de transports pour la planification des futurs projets d’infrastructures. L’objectif était aussi de présenter les éventuelles conséquences négatives sur la sécurité routière, les constructions et le développement scientifique de la région. Il fallait aussi étudier les possibilités d’un système de corridors à l’échelle supra-régionale. L’étude a porté aussi bien sur la circulation des marchandises que sur celle des cyclistes et des automobilistes. 

Résultats du projet : L’étude s’est déroulée en trois phases : analyse de la situation, définition de l’objectif du plan de mobilité et mise en oeuvre du plan. L’étude a apporté des éclaircissements sur les problèmes actuels, sur les défis à relever et sur les solutions envisageables. L’étude peut servir de base au développement et à la mise en oeuvre de projets concrets au niveau des communes, et pour le développement d’un plan de mobilité eurégional. 

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Le projet a permis une approche transfrontalière d’un problème transfrontalier. L’étude permet une meilleure approche des problèmes de circulation actuels et à venir dans le sud de l’Eifel. Elle démontre que la coopération eurégionale est nécessaire pour aborder la problématique de la mobilité dans l'Euregio, mais aussi pour tirer parti à l'avenir des développements en la matière.

L’élément central du projet INTERREG-IIII-A « OPNV-Mobility Euregio » était de développer un plan eurégional de transports publics. Ce plan devait devenir un document de conception central et contraignant pour un développement transfrontalier et coordonné des transports en communs dans l'EMR. Le tout dans le but de développer et d’améliorer les transports transfrontaliers dans l'EMR. Un service de coordination TP (transports publics) a été créé pour le management du projet et du processus, et pour servir d’interface entre la plateforme TP et les parties prenantes du projet.

Résultats du projet : Le PETP (plan eurégional de transports publics) a permis la transformation ou le lancement dans un laps de temps relativement court de très nombreux projets transfrontaliers. Grâce à un modèle de transports transfrontalier, des calculs ont pour la première fois pu être effectués dans les TP pour plusieurs scénarios. Cela a permis d’encadrer adéquatement la planification ultérieure du réseau des TP et l’offre afférente. Des mandataires politiques des trois pays ont signé une déclaration d'intention « Travailler ensemble pour des transports en commun eurégionaux » qui est une base très importante pour la future extension des TP dans l'EMR. Le service de coordination TP a été d’une grande valeur ajoutée par la diffusion d’informations transfrontalières et la sensibilisation des responsables politiques à la thématique « TP dans l'EMR ». Le tout a conduit à des décisions concrètes, entre autres une extension du trafic ferroviaire sur certains tronçons, des améliorations dans la circulation des bus, la construction de nouveaux arrêts pour le « Euregiobahn », une meilleure intégration des itinéraires proposés, une augmentation de fréquence des correspondances, et un plan de réseau de circulation rapide dans l'EMR.

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Le projet a été un moteur très important dans le cadre de l’amélioration des TP dans l'EMR. Il a accéléré le processus décisionnel sur certains projets et leur mise en oeuvre. Selon les estimations, la mise en oeuvre du projet a abouti à une augmentation de 18 % de l’utilisation des TP au niveau transfrontalier dans l’EMR, et à une hausse de 17 % des flux sortants de navetteurs.

Le projet « ÖPNV-Sofortmassnahmen » est un projet  INTERREG III-A t très étroitement lié au projet ÖPNV précédemment cité. Le plan eurégional de transports publics a servi de base pour un plan commun à long terme. Ce projet comprenait la mise en œuvre d’un programme de transports en commun destiné à résoudre déjà pour le court terme les problèmes du réseau de transport. L’objectif final était de rendre les transports en commun transfrontaliers de l'Euregio plus attrayants.

Résultats du projet : Les résultats suivants ont été atteints dans le cadre du projet :

• Étude sur une liaison possible entre le « Light Rail Zuid Limburg » et

l’ « Euregiobahn ».

• Planning et préparation des liaisons ferroviaires transfrontalières prévues

entre la Province du Limbourg (B) et les régions limitrophes.

• Nouvelle halte EuregioAIXpress à Hergenrath

• Deux nouvelles haltes Euregiobahn

• Publications ciblées (entre autres sur l’Euregioticket)

• Cartes éditées chaque année du réseau des TP dans l'EMR

• Amélioration des informations sur les TP sur Internet

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Cette combinaison de planification et recherche, de construction et de marketing s’est révélée très efficace. Les mesures prises ont permis une nette amélioration de l’offre en matière de transports en commun dans l'EMR.

· Mobilité verte/lente : pistes cyclables et chemins de promenades transfrontalièrs. Euregio Meuse-Rhin et Grande Région.
Le projet INTERREG-IV-A « Vennbahn-Route » prévoit d’aménager le plus long chemin de randonnée pédestre et cycliste transfrontalier en Europe sur une voie ferrée désaffectée. 

Le projet vise à aménager les maillons transfrontaliers manquants et à installer un système de fléchage uniformisé. De plus il est prévu de proposer aux utilisateurs à intervalles réguliers des aires de repos. Des panneaux informant les cyclotouristes et randonneurs sur le tracé, les excursions et les offres touristiques (ex. HORECA) intéressantes seront installés tout au long de la route. Il va de soi que le marquage tout au long du tracé tri-national se fera en trois langues. Ce nouveau produit touristique sera présenté aux utilisateurs via un marketing commun et transfrontalier. 

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)

· Coopération transfrontalière entre hôpitaux : réseau de télé-radiologie entre St. Vith et Prüm, coopération des hôpitaux de l’EMR dans le domaine de prévention sanitaire/hygiène (MRSA) et charte de qualité. Echange d'équipes hautement spécialisées dans le pays voisin a été convenu et organisé via des accords bilatéraux (cardiologie pédiatrique / chirurgie cardiaque pédiatrique thoracique et la chirurgie des brûlés / chirurgie vasculaire par exemple). Ces collaborations concernent uniquement  les centres d'excellence des centres hospitaliers  universitaires.
· Coopération des administrations sanitaires au sujet de la prévention de l’obésité chez l’enfant et l’adolescent : EU-prevent, Euregio Meuse-Rhin.
· Secours : Le financement de ces opérations de sauvetages transfrontaliers est organisé sur base d'accords contractuels évitant de mettre en danger la viabilité financière du système national de soins de santé.
· A l'initiative de la DG il existe depuis 2009 un accord d'aide médicale d'urgence (transfrontalière) dans la zone frontalière de Saint Vith - Prüm entre le Royaume de Belgique et le Land der Rhénanie-Palatinat. Les modalités de mise en œuvre correspondantes ne sont pas encore définitivement arrêtées.
· Depuis juin 2010 des pourparlers sont en cours pour concrétiser  la conclusion d'un accord similaire avec le Land de Rhénanie du Nord-Westphalie.
Le Projet INTERREG-III-A « Accidents du travail –EUPAROS » : Les assurances et les indemnisations qui couvrent les accidents du travail et les maladies professionnelles varient très fort dans les trois pays qui font partie de l’EMR. Avec ce projet, les partenaires voulaient contribuer à harmoniser la couverture sociale dans l'EMR. Le projet comportait trois objectifs :
· Amélioration des méthodes et prestations (pour mieux servir la victime)

· Recherche de solutions pour la problématique des situations transfrontalières

· Mise en place d'une banque de données (Prévention, réadaptation fonctionnelle et indemnisation)

Résultats du projet : Au cours de la première phase, il y a eu des échanges de personnel entre Ethias et GUVV dans le cadre de stages mutuels. Les personnes ont donc acquis de bonnes connaissances sur le système des autres. Des modèles ont ensuite été testés et appliqués. Le projet a finalement donné lieu à un « modèle pour une large assurance sociale en cas d'accident ». Le choix est conforme aux objectifs préalablement définis. Le modèle peut servir à des instances nationales et internationales comme base de discussion pour la réforme du système qui les concerne. Il a permis également de formuler plusieurs suggestions utiles pour un accueil plus efficace des victimes en cas d'accident de travail dans l'EMR. Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Le projet a mis en évidence les grandes disparités qui existent au sein de l'EMR. Il a néanmoins contribué de manière substantielle à une meilleure harmonisation au sein de l'EMR dans une problématique importante qui requiert des solutions urgentes.

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Zorg over de grens in de Euregio Maas-Rijn” a réuni 13 partenaires directs dont des hôpitaux, des assureurs de soins de santé et des organisations de patients des trois pays partenaires, sous la coordination de l’Academisch Ziekenhuis Maastricht (NL).

En raison des différences fondamentales qui existent entre les différents systèmes nationaux, les soins de santé restent une source de problèmes au sein de l'EMR, surtout pour les navetteurs transfrontaliers. D'importantes améliorations ont déjà été réalisées dans le cadre de projets INTERREG antérieurs. Toutefois, il existe encore des besoins de clarification et de meilleures informations pour toutes les parties concernées, par exemple sur l'offre de soins dans les pays étrangers. Il s'agissait également de poursuivre la coopération déjà existante entre les établissements hospitaliers. Un autre objectif était d'intégrer d'autres acteurs des soins de santé dans le réseau eurégional, notamment les organisations de patients. L'objectif final du projet était de parvenir à une transparence des coûts, à une extension des possibilités de soins au niveau transfrontalier, et à une plus grande simplification des procédures en matière d'autorisation et de remboursement.
Résultats du projet : Le projet a été subdivisé en une vingtaine de sous-projets. Il a abouti à une amélioration des informations destinées aux patients et aux médecins, avec un meilleur aperçu des coûts. Le réseau eurégional des soins de santé a été étendu aux associations de patients, et la coopération dans le domaine du cancer s'est améliorée dans l'Euregio. Des contrats ont également été signés entre l'assureur de soins de santé néerlandais et des hôpitaux belges, et un centre eurégional vasculaire a été mis en place. À l'issue du projet, des contacts de coopération nouveaux ou existants ont été prolongés. Le projet a donné lieu à d'autres projets novateurs dans et en dehors de l'EMR.

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : De nouvelles possibilités de soins transfrontaliers ont été mises en place pour la population, et des possibilités existantes ont été améliorées. Cela a bénéficié à la mobilité transfrontalière des habitants. Il y a eu une coopération transfrontalière renforcée des assureurs de soins de santé/des caisses maladie et des hôpitaux, également dans des domaines nouveaux. Le renforcement et l'extension du réseau de soins eurégional a également abouti à une utilisation plus efficace des infrastructures de l'EMR dans ce domaine.

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Profinteg» avait pour but de favoriser l’intégration sociale et professionnelle de patients présentant des lésions cérébrales. La coopération eurégionale devait produire des instruments communs accessibles aux différentes institutions concernées (centre de réadaptation fonctionnelle). Les activités devaient aussi conduire à une meilleure reconnaissance des difficultés cognitives et affectives des patients dans leur vie quotidienne.

Le projet  INTERREG-III-A « Chronos » visait une meilleure formation des professionnels dispensant des soins psychiatriques à des patients chroniques. L’objectif était de développer dans l'EMR un programme de formation axé sur la pratique. Le projet devait aussi aboutir à une meilleure coopération entre les institutions de soins psychiatriques.

A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Synergien in der Fleischerausbildung » était une réaction aux évolutions en matière de formation en boucherie, ainsi que de formation de vente en boucherie et de préparation de plats à emporter. L’avenir des deux formations dans ce domaine dans l'Euregio (une à Aix-la-Chapelle et l’autre à Eupen) était compromis en raison de la chute du nombre d’élèves et du renforcement des normes européennes en matière d’hygiène des produits alimentaires. Les instances allemandes et belges concernées se sont entendues pour concentrer la formation sur un seul site existant, à savoir le ZAWM à Eupen. Il fallait d’abord mettre l’infrastructure existante à Eupen en conformité avec les critères européens en matière d’hygiène. Sur cette base, un projet pilote permettrait de tester un dispositif commun de formation et de perfectionnement. L’objectif à moyen et long terme était d’obtenir une meilleure harmonisation entre les autres formations existantes dans l'Euregio et de les transformer en une formation commune.

Résultats du projet : Depuis le 1er janvier 2007, toutes les formations des associations professionnelles de Aachen Stad et Aachen Land, de Düren et de Heinsberg ont lieu à Eupen. Les travaux du ZAWM ont pris du retard en raison de procédures juridiques qui ont empêché l’utilisation des nouveaux bâtiments pendant la période du projet. Des machines et du matériel ont néanmoins déjà été achetés en commun. Un nouveau programme de formation transfrontalier a été développé et testé. Au niveau du contenu et de la méthodologie, les différences entre l’Allemagne et la Belgique se sont révélées être importantes. À côté de quelques inconvénients, cela a augmenté l’attractivité du programme en raison des échanges de connaissances et des situations d’apprentissage générés. Dans le sillage de ce projet, les partenaires veulent mettre en place de manière commune des soirées de formation, des cours de transition et des examens finaux. Au moment de la clôture du projet les participants pouvaient passer un double  examen pratique selon les critères tant belges qu’allemands.

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : 

• Amélioration de la mobilité professionnelle des travailleurs.

• Génération d'autres projets communs.

• Suppression d’obstacles dans le domaine de la formation.

• Renforcement et protection de l’offre en matière de formation et d’emploi

dans l'Euregio.

• Étape novatrice en direction de l’économie de l’éducation.

• Un développement eurégional en matière de prescriptions fonctionnelles

d’une formation.

Le projet « Qualité »  était orienté sur le secteur des produits alimentaires. Il avait pour objectif de valider les compétences au niveau transfrontalier et d'organiser des échanges de formateurs et d'apprenants dans l'Euregio. Il portait par exemple sur les compétences en matière d'hygiène, de sécurité et de qualité alimentaire. L'objectif était notamment d'élaborer des normes communes en matière de compétences, pour ensuite développer sur cette base des formations et des modules (avec également un enseignement à distance).

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Proqua-Euregiokompetenz » fait suite à Proqua phase I (projet INTERREG II), consacré à l’analyse des différentes structures de formation et de perfectionnement dans l'Euregio. L'ensemble du projet visait une amélioration durable des compétences professionnelles dans les différentes parties de l'Euregio. Ce projet INTERREG III est une suite de la phase de démarrage lancée antérieurement. Les résultats des études ont été utilisés pour développer plus avant le concept de « compétence eurégionale ». Concrètement, l'objectif était de donner aux travailleurs et aux étudiants des qualifications professionnelles complémentaires au niveau eurégional avec un diplôme à la clé. De telles qualifications portent principalement sur les formations en langues étrangères, sur les connaissances interculturelles, sur des connaissances du contexte juridique pour le travail à l'étranger, et sur les connaissances des régimes d'imposition et d'établissement.

C@ke est l’acronyme de « Communication durch @usbildungsverbund im Kleinhandel ». Dans Euregio, il y a un déséquilibre entre l'offre et la demande pour la main-d'oeuvre dans le commerce de détail. Dans ce domaine, il y a toutefois très peu de mobilité transfrontalière en raison des obstacles culturels et linguistiques, ainsi que des différences dans les formations des différentes régions. Cette situation ne permet pas de pallier aux pénuries et aux excédents de main-d'oeuvre dans la région. L'objectif du projet était de favoriser les possibilités d'emploi au niveau eurégional dans le commerce de détail (par une amélioration de la mobilité eurégionale). Il fallait à cette fin développer un réseau d'information et une structure de qualification. 

· Dans le sud de la Communauté germanophone, certains apprentis qui sont formés dans des entreprises du Grand Duché peuvent bénéficier exceptionnellement des formations théoriques organisées en Belgique. C’est le cas lorsque la formation n’est pas organisée au GDL et/ou lorsqu’il existe des problèmes linguistiques.

A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Mobilzeit » avait pour but de proposer des solutions en matière d’emploi dans l'Euregio. Comme dans beaucoup de régions, il y a souvent des contradictions entre les horaires de travail proposés et d’autres obligations (par exemple pour les femmes avec enfants). En ces temps de concurrence croissante, l’organisation du temps de travail doit être adaptée pour que les entreprises puissent faire des économies de coûts et disposer de possibilités plus flexibles pour réagir aux évolutions. Les partenaires du projet souhaitaient aider les entreprises dans cette démarche. L’objectif final était de développer plusieurs modèles de marché du travail, novateurs, applicables et flexibles (entre autres par des tests dans la pratique). Outre la recherche, un élément important du projet était le transfert d’informations entre toutes les parties prenantes et les conseils personnalisés aux entrepreneurs.

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Regenbogen » vise le retour sur le marché du travail de jeunes présentant des limitations psychiques, avec un traitement psychiatrique et une réadaptation dans un environnement protégé. On espère redonner à ces jeunes un sentiment de confiance en soi et d'indépendance par l'apprentissage de compétences professionnelles. Les participants achevant le cycle de formation se voient ensuite proposer une formation à l'issue de laquelle le jeune peut obtenir un diplôme reconnu.

Résultats du projet : Les directives adoptées pour la formation au départ du projet ont pu être traduites avec succès. Plusieurs institutions ont repris les directives du concept de formation et ont décidé d'y participer. Les trois partenaires ont poursuivi leur collaboration à l'issue du projet, et permettent ainsi ensemble chaque année à 40 participants d’obtenir une qualification.

· Eures transfrontaliers

La suppression des inconvénients rencontrés par les travailleurs frontaliers dans l'EMR est l'un des fers de lance de la politique de l'EMR. Il s'agit en particulier de problèmes juridiques. Différentes instances disposent de beaucoup d'informations sur le travail frontalier, mais elles n'ont toutefois pas toujours le temps ni la mission d'attirer l'attention des responsables politiques dans la recherche de solutions pour les problèmes de mobilité. Le groupe de travail travailleurs frontaliers (dénommé auparavant ICG-EMR Clearingstelle) devait analyser les problèmes et développer des solutions structurelles selon la méthode novatrice Pontifex. Il avait ensuite pour mission d’identifier les interlocuteurs compétents du monde politique et de l'administration, et de les inciter à adopter une approche structurée pour trouver des solutions aux problèmes. Au final, le projet « Taskforce frontaliers » pilote devait aboutir à une meilleure harmonisation des systèmes juridiques nationaux de manière à permettre aux travailleurs frontaliers (potentiels) de travailler plus facilement de l'autre côté de la frontière.

Résultats du projet : En étroite coopération avec le bureau consultatif pour le travail frontalier de l'EMR, de nombreux contacts avec des experts et des parties prenantes ont été établis. Ces contacts jouent un rôle important dans l'analyse des problèmes des travailleurs frontaliers dans l'EMR, dans la mise en oeuvre d’études juridiques et dans le développement de plusieurs solutions de nature juridique. Le groupe de travail a en outre soutenu le processus d’internationalisation, développé des bulletins d’information et un site Internet, déployé des actions de lobbying et mis à jour les informations sur les conséquences pour la région frontière de la nouvelle législation en matière de droit social et fiscal. Les recommandations du groupe de travail ont abouti à deux propositions concrètes pour des conventions. L'une portait sur la protection des droits sociaux des travailleurs frontaliers, et l'autre sur la mobilité du travail de travailleurs de pays tiers au sein de l’EMR. Des résultats mesurables et directement appréciables ne seront en grande partie visibles qu'à long terme.

Le projet INTERREG-IV-A « Taskforce-Net » vise à mettre en réseau différentes régions frontalières concernées par ces problématiques. Une Taskforce frontalier est en constitution dans la Grande Région pour fin 2011.

A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « EMR-IC » (Interventie in geval van Crisis) avait pour but d'améliorer de manière durable la coopération transfrontalière dans les domaines des services de secours, de la lutte contre les incendies et de la lutte contre les catastrophes au niveau des interventions et de la coordination. Il existait une coopération depuis des années dans ce domaine, mais il s'est avéré que l'action des services de secours dans l'Euregio était freinée par de nombreux obstacles juridiques, culturels et géographiques.

Résultats du projet : Le projet a donné lieu aux résultats suivants : une carte des risques eurégionale, un portail de la sécurité, deux modèles de coopération et un plan d'exercices sur quatre ans. Le portail de la sécurité comporte une section publique et une section sécurisée réservée aux professionnels. Une plateforme Internet trilingue (sécurisée) veille à une meilleure communication mutuelle entre les centrales d'alerte. Un intranet (public) relie l'ensemble des organisations et des instances compétentes du réseau eurégional. Elle permet également de mettre à disposition les accords conclus et les résultats obtenus.

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Une meilleure harmonisation entre toutes les organisations et instances compétentes permet une organisation et une intervention plus efficaces des services de secours et d'incendie au sein de l'EMR. La carte des risques par exemple constitue une grande plus-value eurégionale par la présentation des risques au niveau de l'Euregio.

A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 

Dans l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin, cela fait plus de 30 ans qu’un groupe de travail sur la protection civile et la sécurité publique (ÖSIKAT) œuvre dans ce domaine. De nombreux projets ont vu le jour avec ou sans cofinancement INTERREG. Dans son plan d’action pluriannuel, le groupe ÖSIKAT a définit ses priorités pour les années avenir. L’amélioration de la communication et de l’information transfrontalière en sont les piliers principaux. 
La cellule de coordination et de soutien de la police fédérale (Eupen) est active dans la coopération transfrontalière policière dans la Grande région, entre autre comme membre des groupes de travail « prévention de la criminalité »  et « coopération des polices » ainsi qu’au sein de l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin dans le cadre du NeBeDeAgPol. 

De son côté, la Justice des trois pays a également structuré sa collaboration. Constatant l’influence des politiques menées dans une des parties de l’Eurégio sur les autres parties, les instances judiciaires et policières se sont organisées pour tenter de se fixer des priorités communes de lutte contre la criminalité. A cet effet, une conférence stratégique regroupant les Parquets et les services de police se tient annuellement.

Une telle coopération devrait être renforcée à l'avenir. L'accord bilatéral du 27 mars 2000 entre la République fédérale d'Allemagne et le Gouvernement du Royaume de Belgique sur la coopération des autorités policières et douanières dans les régions frontalières est obsolète. La mise à jour de son contenu semble être également une préoccupation du ministère de l'Intérieur de Rhénanie du Nord-Westphalie.

EMROD : Projet INTERREG qui vise la mise en place d’un observatoire de la délinquance dans l’Eurégio Meuse-Rhin. Objectif : Rassembler, étudier analyser scientifiquement l’évolution de la délinquance dans l’Eurégio Meuse-Rhin et dresser une image aussi précise que possible de la sécurité objective et subjective, afin de permettre aux autorités policières, judiciaires et administratives dans l’Eurégio de fixer une stratégie coordonnée pour la prévention et la lutte contre la criminalité.

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux  (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Drielandenpark » portait sur une perspective durable, transfrontalière, pour les zones rurales de la couronne urbaine Liège-Maastricht-Sittard-Heerlen-Aix-la-Chapelle- Eupen-Verviers. Des études et des entretiens devaient aboutir à une stratégie de développement eurégionale représentant des projets concrets bénéficiant d’une priorité dans la mise en oeuvre.

Résultats du projet : Sur la base de développements thématiques et régionaux, le Comité de pilotage a retenu de nombreux projets qui s’inscrivaient au mieux dans la stratégie de développement pour la zone eurégionale. Des exemples en sont une coopération GIS, un inventaire de la législation et de la réglementation, des perspectives de bassins hydrographiques et une concertation structurelle entre des organisations touristiques.

Plus-value eurégionale des activités réalisées : Une stratégie de développement transfrontalière est très souhaitable dans une région comme l’Euregio. La protection de l’environnement, de la nature et des paysages requiert une approche globale et visionnaire qui dépasse les frontières nationales. Le projet du parc des trois frontières a abouti à des mesures qui s’inscrivent dans les éléments paysagers caractéristiques de l'Euregio.

Des infrastructures transfrontalières ont également été réalisées grâce au soutien du programme INTERREG dans l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin :

La station d’épuration de Petergensfeld (un quartier de Raeren) était obsolète et ne fonctionnait plus bien. Pour éviter des frais de rénovation élevés, il a été convenu que les eaux usées de Petergensfeld (B) seraient épurées par la station de Roetgen (D). L’installation belge serait mise hors service. Le projet avait pour but d’adapter la station d’épuration de Roetgen à la nouvelle situation et de raccorder Petergensveld aux installations de Roetgen.

À l’issue d’un autre projet INTERREG, les eaux usées de l’unité de Raeren en Belgique ont été épurées dans l’installation d’Aix-la-Chapelle sud. Le quartier de Bildchen à Aix-la-Chapelle (D) a été raccordé à la station d’épuration de la Gueule à Plombières (B).

Le projet « Landes et tourbières » faisait partie d'un projet plus général comportant deux phases. Il porte sur les activités de la phase II. La première phase portait sur le recensement et l’évaluation des landes et des tourbières les plus menacées dans la région frontalière germano-belge. Les premières mesures de protection ont également pu être prises au cours de cette phase. La phase II vise la réhabilitation d'autres biotopes fortement menacés. Contrairement à la première phase, l'attention se porte principalement sur les aspects liés aux informations et à l'éducation. L'élément central est constitué par deux sentiers didactiques, la « Moor-Route », qui vont de la région belge à la région allemande des landes et des tourbières. Des sites spécifiques ont ainsi été rendus accessibles au public, et c'est au total une zone naturelle de 315 ha qui a été réhabilitée/ aménagée pendant la durée du projet. Une conséquence de cette action a été le retour ou l'augmentation dans la région de certaines espèces caractéristiques d'oiseaux et d'animaux. Une documentation (d'information) a également été élaborée. Il semble que les activités du projet ont amené une augmentation de l'intérêt de la population pour les paysages concernés.

Le projet INTERREG-III-A « Regiomarché » visait à établir un réseau transfrontalier de promotion et de distribution de produits du terroir.

A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)

Programme INTERREG Euregio Meuse-Rhin (actuellement INTERREG-IV-A 2007-2013 doté de 72 moi. Euros FEDER et INTERREG-IV-A) et INTERREG-IV-A Grande Région (doté de 110 Millions d’euros FEDER pour 2007-2013)

B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ?

S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

b)
Santé

c)
Éducation et formation

d)
Accès au marché du travail

e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux

h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)

Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?

B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementation nationale etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.

B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités  nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacles pourrait disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernement nationaux.

B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'État/de la région et de l'État voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'État d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.

C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 

(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »).

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?

C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au  niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?

C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?

C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 
D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête..

Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.
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Introduction:

Les différents systèmes juridiques nationaux présentent un obstacle important sur le chemin vers une Europe plus compétitive.

L’un des obstacles majeurs à la réalisation de cet objectif est le maintien de la disparité entre les systèmes juridiques nationaux. Bien que de nombreux domaines soient aujourd’hui harmonisés, des différences importantes demeurent en matière fiscale, sociale, sanitaire, mais aussi dans les domaines du droit de l’immigration, de la sécurité publique ou de la répartition interne des compétences entre les autorités publiques. 

Cette hétérogénéité est particulièrement frappante dans les régions frontalières où non seulement les systèmes juridiques diffèrent, mais aussi les langues et les cultures. Le développement socio-économique de ces régions est donc naturellement plus difficile dans ces régions par rapport à des espaces plus homogènes. Les disparités entre les dispositifs juridiques nationaux sont de véritables freins à un développement dynamique dans des domaines fondamentaux comme la mobilité des travailleurs, la coopération dans le domaine de la santé et des interventions de secours, la coopération entre les hôpitaux et universités, les services de transports publics, la coopération entre les communes, l’activité économique transfrontalière, etc… 
Ces problèmes sont bien connus mais peu de solutions structurelles ont été développées jusqu’ici. Les entités impliquées dans la coopération transfrontalière – communes, provinces, régions ou autres – ne disposent que de possibilités restreintes dans le cadre de leurs compétences pour pallier à ces problèmes fondés sur le droit national. Le niveau concerné n’a pas toujours conscience des problèmes rencontrés aux frontières nationales.
Les régions frontalières sont des laboratoires fondamentaux pour l’intégration européenne. Là où l’hétérogénéité des systèmes est source de problèmes, la recherche de solutions est aussi la plus créative. Cette observation vaut en particulier pour l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin (EMR) qui est en mesure de jouer un rôle important dans le processus d’intégration européenne en raison de sa complexité (5 partenaires issues de trois pays parlant trois langues différentes) mais aussi grâce à son rôle de pionnier dans de nombreux domaines de la coopération transfrontalière 
La Communauté germanophone (DG) est partie intégrante de l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin depuis 1992 et a une longue expérience de la coopération transfrontalière. De part sa situation géographique, la coopération de la DG avec les Länder Rhénanie Nord-Westphalie, Rhénanie-Palatinat et le Grand Duché du Luxembourg sont courants dans de nombreux domaines de la vie quotidienne que ce soit pour les citoyens, les décideurs politiques et les acteurs économiques et sociaux au niveau local et régional. 
Depuis 2005 la DG est également partenaire de la coopération institutionnelle de la Grande Région Saar-Lor-Lux.

La coopération transfrontalière a connu un essor grâce aux programmes de financement européens. En 1989 l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin participa a un essai pilote qui mena à l’initiative communautaire INTERREG en 1990 et sera prolongé pour quatre périodes de programmations : INTERREG II 1994-1999, INTERREG III 2000-2006 et la période actuelle INTERREG-V 2007-2013 sous l’objectif de coopération territoriale. 

La Communauté germanophone est également impliquée dans le programme INTERREG de la Grande Région qui jusqu’à 2006 se divisait en différents programmes. La coopération entre la DG et le Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat, la Sarre et le Grand Duché du Luxembourg s’en est vu renforcé.

Depuis 2007 la coopération a été élargie à la Province de Liège, la Lorraine et aux provinces de Virton et Luxembourg grâce au programme Grande Région unique et prend dès lors une dimension interrégionale. 

A ce jour, près de 500 projets transfrontaliers ont pu être réalisés grâce à INTERREG dans l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin et la Grande Région. Des partenaires de la DG ont participés et participent à près de 150 d’entre eux.

Malgré ces succès, il y a encore des obstacles qui perturbent le quotidien et freinent la mobilité des citoyens de la DG. L’abolition des contrôles frontières avec le Traité de Schengen en 1993 n’a pas résolu tous les problèmes de mobilité. Au contraire, la mobilité croissante a rendu visibles de nouveau problèmes, souvent très spécifiques.

L’objectif du présent document est de faire un état des lieux des obstacles actuels majeurs à la coopération transfrontalière de la Communauté germanophone avec ses pays voisins et d’esquisser le cas échéant des solutions. La liste a été élaborée en concertation avec les Communes de la CG, les institutions parastatales, les services du Ministère et la Taskforce Frontaliers et l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin. Cette liste n’est en aucun cas exhaustive et doit être considéré comme premier document de travail devant être complété et actualisé régulièrement. 

L’initiative pour le listage des obstacles majeurs à la coopération transfrontalière a été prise par le Ministère de l’Intérieur des Pays-Bas. A l’aide d’une Taskforce pour la coopération transfrontalière, à laquelle des représentants des divers ministères néerlandais ainsi que les représentants des régions frontalières sont associés, le Gouvernement s’est fixé un objectif ambitieux. Dès juin 2009 et endéans une année, les problèmes les plus urgents des régions frontalières devaient être solutionnés. Wim van Gelder a été désigné comme « Grenzmakelaar » pour animer ce processus lancé par la Ministre Guusje ter Horst et le Secrétaire d’Etat Frans Timmermans. 

L’Euregio Meuse-Rhin souhaite s’associer à cette dynamique et son Comité directeur a décidé le 8 juin 2010 d’intégrer le programme GROS sur la coopération transfrontalière Belgique/Pays-Bas/Allemagne dans ses travaux.
Dans sa décision du Comité directeur du 8 juin 2010, la Fondation EMR,- en tant que plate-forme trilatérale -, s’est fixée comme objectif d’actualiser la liste des opportunités et des problèmes et d’entreprendre les mesures nécessaires par rapport aux autorités supérieures coordonnantes. 

Compte tenu de l'importance de la libre circulation des personnes, des services et des connaissances dans le cadre de l'achèvement du marché intérieur et la réalisation de la stratégie Europe 2020 de l'Union européenne, la Fondation EMR a définit ses chantiers prioritaires et son rôle dans le contexte du programme GROS :

1. Pour l’EMR, le programme GROS est un processus ouvert, dynamique de coopération concernant les obstacles transfrontaliers, en vue de réaliser les objectifs susmentionnés. Elle plaide dès lors pour la poursuite du programme GROS par tous les partenaires susmentionnés de manière collégiale. Compte tenu de la localisation l’Euregio sur le territoire de 3 pays, l’EMR préférerai qu’en plus des coopérations bilatérales, des coopérations trilatérales soient possibles dans le cadre du futur programme GROS.

2. Dans le cadre du programme GROS et de la promotion de la libre circulation au sein de l’Euregio, la Fondation EMR considère comme prioritaire :

· le portail et les guichets d’information dans toutes les régions frontalières ;

· la coordination des systèmes de sécurité sociale ;

· la reconnaissance des diplômes de l’enseignement secondaire et tertiaire et des compétences acquises ;

· des formations professionnelles et académiques communes ;

· l’organisation de l’apprentissage de la langue des voisins ;

· la mise en place d’un réseau efficace de transports en commun – dont la liaison light rail entre Hasselt-Maastricht et Heerlen – Aix-la-Chapelle – et une infrastructure logistique optimale ;

· une approche transfrontalière relative aux points noirs routiers et aux liaisons manquantes ;

· le déploiement transfrontalier des services de secours en cas d’urgence ;

· la coopération transfrontalière entre les hôpitaux ; 

· une coopération en matière de gestion transfrontalière de catastrophe ;

· une coopération en matière de lutte transfrontalière contre la criminalité.

La Fondation EMR complétera le cas échéant les listes des problèmes et proposera des solutions envisageables.

3. Outre son expertise en matière de coopération transfrontalière, la Fondation EMR se propose de financer des projets dans le cadre de la réalisation des objectifs de coopération territoriale européenne (INTERREG) et de faciliter et organiser toute réflexion dans le cadre de la mise en œuvre du programme GROS.

Liste des obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

1. Economie et marché de l’emploi

Dans l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin tous les jours 36.000 personnes traversent la frontière pour aller travailler. Il a été constaté à maintes reprises que malgré cette mobilité accrue, les différents systèmes juridiques en Belgique, en Allemagne et aux Pays-Bas restent un obstacle pour les navetteurs. Les problèmes dans les domaines de la fiscalité, du travail et de la sécurité sociale sont en effet bien connus. Mais malgré cette meilleure connaissance des faits, les centres d’informations pour frontaliers ne sont, en raison de leurs effectifs limités, pas capable (en plus de leur travail de consultation) de résoudre ces problèmes. Ce constat a mené à un avis du Comité des régions portant le titre « Les travailleurs frontaliers - État des lieux dix ans après l'instauration du marché intérieur: problèmes et perspectives»
 et l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin a décidé de mettre en place une Taskforce frontaliers grâce à un projet INTERREG III. Cette Taskforce n’a pas vocation de conseiller les frontaliers mais d’analyser les problèmes de mobilité d’un point de vue juridique et d’élaborer des solutions. Dans le cadre d’INTERREG IV-A, le travail de la Taskforce a été élargi au domaine de la sécurité civile et a permis de créer un réseau avec des régions frontalières du Haut-Rhin jusqu’au Danemark (Grenznetz).
C’est dans ce cadre que l’Euregio Gronau et la Taskforce Frontaliers ont élaboré une liste TOP-10. 

L’objectif de cette liste « Top-10 » est de résumer les problèmes rencontrés aux frontières entre la Belgique, l’Allemagne et les Pays-Bas tout en proposant des solutions. Une importance particulière a été accordée à la représentation de toutes les directions de mobilité imaginables. La Taskforce a également tenu à clarifier que les problèmes rencontrés trouvent leur origine non seulement dans les législations nationales mais aussi dans la pratique administrative ou le manque d’information. Les problèmes choisis ne sont pas purement théoriques. La liste n’est pas exhaustive des obstacles rencontrés mais se concentre sur les problèmes les plus aigus. Ceci permet d’offrir au lecteur une analyse approfondie et des propositions de solution mûrement réfléchies.

Les points de ce document « Top-ten » qui concernent la frontière germano-belge sont repris dans ce document tout autant que les constats de la Wirtschaftförderungsgesellschaft (WFG) ainsi que des obstacles à la frontière belgo-luxembourgeoise. 

· Soutien financier aux créateurs d’entreprise 

La WFG  conseille des créateurs d’entreprise et est de plus en plus confronté à des demandes émanant de ressortissants allemands qui vivent en Belgique. Les problèmes rencontrés sont les suivants:

Exemple:

Peter F. est allemand, il habite en Belgique et travaille en Allemagne. Il perd son emploi et souhaite monter sa propre affaire. Il s’informe sur le soutien financier en Belgique pour créer son entreprise. Seuls les crédits à taux avantageux du fonds de contribution sont accessibles et la condition est qu’il crée son entreprise en Belgique. 

En Allemagne par contre, il pourrait profiter d’un soutien financier à taux avantageux pour une durée de 9 mois.

Problème: Peter F. habite en Belgique mais souhaite monter son affaire en Allemagne car il connait mieux le marché allemand. Dès lors, il ne pourra pas bénéficier de ces aides. Dans le cas contraire, une personne qui habite en Allemagne et souhaite créer une entreprise en Belgique peut demander un crédit au fonds de contribution. 
· Obstacles à la mobilité des entreprises de classes moyennes

Quand des artisans belges traversent la frontière vers l’Allemagne, il est difficile pour eux de se retrouver dans les formalités nécessaires pour exercer leur métier. Les administrations ne sont pas en mesure de renseigner et personne ne se sent responsable pour ces questions souvent juridiques. La mise en œuvre des lois n’est pas expliquée de manière pratique. Il existe aussi un problème de compréhension dans la législation sociale qui a changé le 1.05.2010. Ou est-ce qu’il faut être assuré si l’on travaille dans différents pays (que ce soit en tant qu’employé ou indépendant) ? Les réponses varient selon les institutions qui renseignent et souvent la réponse est bien souvent: c’est la pratique qui le démontrera ! Pour le travail de consultance aux entreprises, la WFG a besoin d’interprétations concrètes et précises des législations. 

· Droit et autorisation de séjour des ressortissants de pays tiers hautement qualifiés 

Exemple : 

L’Université de Aachen RWTH s’est fixé pour objectif de devenir une université technique de rang mondial. Dans le cadre de ce processus, il est prévu de créer 10 000 emplois en coopération avec les entreprises de la région. Certains de ces postes doivent être pourvus par des personnes hautement qualifiées recrutées dans le monde entier (ressortissants de pays tiers). 

La situation du campus en région frontalière est mise en avant pour attirer les candidats potentiels, on souligne notamment la possibilité de résider en Belgique ou aux Pays-Bas. Toutes les provinces voisines d’Aachen devraient profiter de l’arrivée de ce personnel hautement qualifié. 

Le droit communautaire fait toutefois obstacle à la réalisation de cette vision résolument internationale. En effet, il restreint l’autorisation de séjour des ressortissants de pays tiers hautement qualifiés au pays dans lequel ils travaillent. Les personnes non-européennes recrutées par le Campus ne pourront donc résider ni aux Pays-Bas ni en Belgique. 

Ce problème existe au-delà du projet Campus. Par exemple, un canadien hautement qualifié employé à Maastricht (NL) ne peut résider en Belgique et ne peut donc offrir à ses enfants une scolarisation en langue française. La libre circulation est extrêmement restreinte pour ce groupe de personnes. 
Base juridique: 

La réglementation néerlandaise prévoit qu’un employeur souhaitant employer un ressortissant de pays tiers hautement qualifié puisse obtenir pour son employé un permis de séjour sur lequel est indiqué « travail autorisé, autorisation de travail non requise». Ainsi, la personne concernée peut travailler aux Pays-Bas sans demander de permis spécifique, le permis de séjour est suffisant. 

Les réglementations allemande et belge dans ce domaine sont pour l’essentiel identiques à la solution néerlandaise. En Belgique il s’agit du permis de travail B (Art. 8 ARE 9.6.1999), en Allemagne de la „Niederlassungserlaubnis für Hochqualifizierte“ (§ 3 BeschV i.V.m. § 19 Abs. 2 AufenthG). 

Les employés hautement qualifiés dotés des permis mentionnés ci-dessus ne peuvent élire domicile dans un pays voisin car les législations nationales lient en principe l’autorisation de résidence au permis de travail. Un déménagement vers le pays voisin emporte la perte du titre de séjour lié au statut de personnel hautement qualifié. Une demande de permis de travail standard dans le pays de résidence demeure possible mais les conditions applicables sont bien plus strictes. S’installer dans le pays voisin est donc risqué pour ces personnes qui mettent en jeu leur emploi et leur permis de séjour. 

La directive dite “Blue Card” (Dir. 50/2009) est un premier pas en vue d’un rapprochement des dispositions applicables aux ressortissants de pays tiers hautement qualifiés au sein de l’Union européenne. Cependant, même la Blue-Card européenne ne permet pas de travailler dans l’ensemble du marché commun mais seulement dans un pays comme c’était le cas jusqu’ici. 
Proposition de solution :
Au niveau national, il devrait être possible d’octroyer un permis de séjour à une personne dotée d’un permis de travail dans un autre Etat membre. 

Une autre solution serait pour les pays de l’Euregio de signer un accord en faveur des ressortissants de pays tiers afin de leur permettre de travailler en tant que travailleur frontalier. 

Finalement, un nouveau règlement communautaire autorisant le travail et le séjour dans l’ensemble du marché intérieur serait certainement la meilleure solution mais les résistances politiques sont si nombreuses dans ce domaine que cette option semble pour l’instant peu réaliste.

· La prépension belge 
Problème constaté : 
Mme Meier habite en Allemagne et a toujours travaillé en Belgique. Elle est licenciée pour raison économique à 61 ans. Ses collègues résidant en Belgique jouissent de la possibilité d’arrêter de travailler avant l’âge de 65 ans grâce à une prépension conventionnelle. Ils sont renvoyés par leur employeur, deviennent chômeurs, perçoivent des allocations de chômage ainsi qu’une indemnité de leur employeur mais ne sont pas tenus de chercher un nouvel emploi. En revanche, si Mme Meier est renvoyée par son employeur, elle est soumise au droit social allemand et est donc obligée de chercher un nouvel emploi sous peine de perdre le droit à ses allocations de chômage. Enfin, les allocations de chômage allemandes ne sont versées que pendant un an. 
Base juridique: 
Cette situation résulte de l’absence de dispositif de retraite anticipée en Allemagne équivalent à la prépension conventionnelle belge. Le régime des prépensions est organisé par la Convention Collective de Travail n° 17 conclue le 19 décembre 1974 au sein du Conseil National du Travail (dernière modification : pacte intergénérationnel de 2008). 

La prépension permet, sous certaines conditions, à un travailleur licencié de compléter les allocations de chômage par des indemnités complémentaires mensuelles payées par son ex-employeur. Le versement de ces dernières est sujet à la perception d’indemnités de chômage belges. Les travailleurs doivent être âgés d’au moins 60 ans et avoir accumulé suffisamment d’annuités. Bien qu’ils soient chômeurs, ces individus ne sont pas obligés de s’inscrire en tant que chômeur ou demandeur d’emploi. Cette prépension est versée jusqu’à ce que le titulaire atteigne 65 ans et bénéficie de sa retraite d’Etat. 

En vertu des règlements CE 1408/71 et 883/71, les travailleurs frontaliers sont, en cas de licenciement total, soumis au droit de leur pays de résidence et non au droit de leur ancien pays d’emploi. Le SGB III allemand établit des conditions pour la perception d’allocations chômage qui ne sont pas comparables aux dispositions de la prépension belge. C’est pourquoi les travailleurs frontaliers occupés en Belgique ne peuvent profiter de la prépension belge. 
Proposition de solution : 

L’article 17 du règlement CE 1408/71 (Art. Rgt CE 883/04) accorde aux Etats membres la possibilité de se mettre d’accord afin d’appliquer des règles spécifiques à un groupe de personne déterminé. Un accord entre la Belgique, l’Allemagne et les Pays-Bas pourrait prévoir que les bénéficiaires d’une préretraite conventionnelle belge soient soumises au droit belge contrairement à la règle généralement applicable. Cela permettrait aux personnes qui ne résident pas en Belgique de bénéficier de la prépension offerte par leur pays d’emploi. 

Une autre possibilité consisterait à reprendre l’argumentation de la CJCE dans l’arrêt Miethe (CJCE, 1/85). Il est toutefois important de signaler que l’arrêt Miethe porte sur les difficultés rencontrées en matière de soutient dans la recherche d’emploi. Le raisonnement de la Cour ne semble pas facilement transposable dans le cas susmentionné. De plus, la question du maintient de l’exception Miethe après l’entrée en vigueur du règlement 883/2004 n’est pas encore résolue. Ainsi, la première solution mentionnée semble être la voie la plus prometteuse.

· Portabilité des retraites complémentaires d’entreprise 
Problème constaté : 
Mme Müller réside en Belgique et commence à travailler en Allemagne. Son contrat de travail prévoit le paiement de contributions à une caisse de retraite complémentaire. Quelques années plus tard, Mme Müller accepte une offre de travail en Belgique et démissionne de son poste en Allemagne. Sa démission a pour conséquence la perte de ses droits à retraite complémentaire : en effet, elle n’est pas demeurée assez longtemps chez le même employeur pour que ses droits soient définitifs. Si son nouvel employeur était allemand, elle aurait pu négocier une reprise de son contrat de retraite complémentaire. Une telle option n’existe pas pour les personnes qui travaillent dans un autre État de l’UE dans la mesure où un tel accord n’existe qu’en Allemagne. 
Base juridique : 
Les retraites professionnelles d’entreprise relèvent d’un second volet de l’assurance retraite en Allemagne (en complément de la retraite légale et des retraites privées). Le § 1 de la BetrAVG (Loi relative aux retraites professionnelles d’entreprise) permet aux travailleurs salariés de convertir une partie de leur salaire en contributions à leur retraite complémentaire d’entreprise. L’employeur peut en outre offrir à ses employés une retraite complémentaire conclue entre l’entreprise et ses employés. Le droit allemand ouvre 5 modes différents de constituer une retraite complémentaire d’entreprise (acceptation directe, caisse de soutient, caisse de pension, assurance directe ou fond de pension). 

Lorsqu’un salarié quitte son entreprise avant la réalisation d’un risque couvert (invalidité, âge de la retraite, mort), il a la possibilité de bénéficier d’une reconnaissance de ses années de cotisation à condition d’avoir cotisé suffisamment longtemps (§ 1b de la BetrAVG). Les conditions de la reconnaissance dépendent de plusieurs facteurs tels que l’âge du salarié, du modèle de retraite professionnelle concerné et de la durée du contrat de travail. 

Lorsque la relation de travail n’a pas duré assez longtemps pour permettre une reconnaissance des années de cotisations, l’assuré peut subir un désavantage. Ce système est particulièrement problématique pour les frontaliers lorsque ceux-ci ne travaillent que quelques années en Allemagne. En effet, contrairement au système élaboré de coordination établi par le règlement CE 1408/71, il n’existe aucune coordination des retraites professionnelles d’entreprises au niveau européen. 

En outre, la proposition de directive de la Commission destinée à traiter ces problèmes (COM(2005) 507) a été rejetée par les Etats membres, ce qui laisse craindre le status quo. 
Proposition de solution : 
Ce problème ne concerne pas exclusivement les travailleurs frontaliers. L’évolution démographique des pays européens appelle une réaction autant au niveau des législations nationales qu’au niveau européen. Le niveau des retraites étatiques étant ressenti comme insuffisant, l’importance des seconds et troisième piliers de la retraite ne cesse de croître. Dans ce contexte, les retraites complémentaires d’entreprise sont particulièrement attractives pour les travailleurs salariés. C’est pourquoi il est urgent de rechercher une solution. 

En ce sens, priorité doit être accordée à la reprise et au succès des négociations sur la proposition de directive de la Commission (COM(2005) 507). Toutes les personnes et autorités concernées doivent contribuer à souligner l’importance d’une solution au niveau communautaire.

· Problématique fiscale et sociale des transporteurs routiers sous l’empire du règlement CE 883/2004 
Problème constaté : 
M. Horn réside en Allemagne. Il est chauffeur de poids lourds pour une entreprise belge de transports internationaux. Ses trajets quotidiens partent du siège de son employeur pour traverser toute l’Euregio et même l’Europe. Il est donc travailleur salarié sur le territoire de nombreux Etats membres de l’UE. La nature même du commerce des transports exige une mobilité et une flexibilité qui rendent difficile de déterminer l’Etat compétent en matière fiscale et de sécurité sociale. Il est donc impossible pour les personnes concernées d’anticiper leur revenu net qui varie en fonction des trajets effectués. 
Base juridique: 
En matière fiscale, l’Etat de résidence est compétent à condition que le travailleur salarié ne travaille pas sur le territoire d’un autre Etat. Si c’est le cas, les revenus du travailleur salarié sont imposés dans l’Etat d’emploi à condition que les critères de renvoi de la compétence au pays de résidence cités à l’article 15 (2) de la convention visant à éviter la double imposition (CDI) ne soient pas réunis. 

Cette règle peut devenir problématique lorsque M. Horn travaille dans de multiples Etats membres. Ce problème est particulièrement aigu en zone frontalière dans la mesure où il n’est pas rare qu’il traverse la frontière plusieurs fois par jour. L’article 15 de la CDI exige d’examiner pour chaque pays où M. Horn est passé s’il y a travaillé plus ou moins de 183 jours par an. Ceci doit être chaque fois à la lumière de la convention bilatérale applicable, ce qui représente un travail considérable pour les contribuables concernés ainsi que pour les services fiscaux. Quant à l’employeur, il est tenu d’effectuer chaque année une liste détaillée des destinations et du temps passé dans chaque pays par chacun de ses employés. 

En matière de sécurité sociale, les frontaliers rencontrent aussi des problèmes car les transporteurs internationaux ne sont pas soumis à la règle générale énoncée à l’article 11 du règlement CE 883/2004. Ils relèvent de l’article 13 consacré aux travailleurs multinationaux aux termes duquel ils son soumis à la législation de leur pays de résidence lorsqu’ils y effectuent au moins 25% de leur temps de travail (Cf : Art. 14(8) du règlement d’application). Si cette condition n’est pas réunie, il est soumis au droit social du pays où son employeur a son siège. Là encore, les aspects pratiques de la profession de chauffeur routier rendent difficile une appréciation exacte de la règle des 25%. La charge administrative et l’absence de sécurité juridique pour les personnes concernées constituent un obstacle significatif à la mobilité. 
Proposition de solution : 

Pour ce groupe de personnes, l’objectif de simplification du règlement CE 883/2004 n’est pas atteint. Cet objectif pourrait être atteint en établissant une règle de compétence de l’Etat où l’employeur a son siège en matière de sécurité sociale comme en matière fiscale. Une telle réforme permettrait aux personnes concernées de bénéficier d’une règle stable, indépendante d’éléments de faits souvent imprévisibles.
Les travailleurs frontaliers dans la région frontalière belgo-allemande-Luxembourg 

Dans la Grande Région Saar-Lor-Lux, le nombre de travailleurs transfrontaliers, avec quelques 200.000 navetteurs est le plus élevé en Europe. Environ 3.000 personnes se déplacent de la DG à Luxembourg. La plupart des navetteurs travaillent dans le bâtiment (33%) et le commerce (25%), suivi par le secteur des transports, services aux entreprises et l'industrie (9,5%). 
· Restrictions sociales  frappant les navetteurs 
La proposition du Gouvernement luxembourgeois visant à réduire certaines prestations sociales en vue d’assainir les finances publiques frappe  particulièrement les familles à faibles et moyens revenus.
· Les congés « politiques » ne s'appliquent pas aux navetteurs

Au Luxembourg, toutes les travailleuses et les travailleurs peuvent bénéficier de congés politiques pour exercer un mandat politique. Cependant seuls les travailleurs résidant au Luxembourg peuvent bénéficier de cet avantage. Les navetteurs en sont  exclus. Ce fait affaiblit la participation démocratique dans la Grande Région et est contraire à l'idée de la mobilité des travailleurs transfrontaliers et au concept de citoyenneté européenne. 

D’autres problèmes dans la politique d’emplois transfrontaliers (d’après une étude de la Task Force) sont: 
- La reconnaissance des qualifications 
- La loi actuelle sur la retraite et le chômage 
- La reconnaissance du handicap 
- Problèmes sur les questions de fiscalité 
- Les incompatibilités dans le droit du travail et social 
- La réglementation nationales divergentes sur la pension et l'âge de la retraite 
- Les infrastructures de transport: voir les protestations des résidents de la N62 


Proposition de solution: La création du Groupe de travail des navetteurs dans la grande région sur base du modèle de l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin et l'échange au sein du "réseau frontière" (Grenznetz) pourrait conduire à une solution. 

Jusqu'à présent, il ya encore trop peu d'informations et de statistiques sur le marché du travail transfrontalier. Un échange d'informations statistiques dans ce domaine entre les services de l'emploi de la DG et le Luxembourg est recommandé. 

Région d’excellence technologique (RET), Stratégie-ELAt et INTERREG

La Communauté germanophone est une région rurale et a un tissu économique principalement constitué de petites et moyennes entreprises. 

Beaucoup d’entreprises situées dans la zone rurale sont, dans le contexte de l’internationalisation des marchés, affronté de plus en plus à une forte concurrence. C’est pourquoi, l’accès aux derniers résultats de la recherche et la collaboration avec les hautes écoles/universités et les centres de recherche est d’une importance centrale surtout pour les entreprises innovantes. L’Euregio Meuse-Rhin dispose de beaucoup de d’universités et centres de recherche très renommés, dont le potentiel et l’importance internationale augmenteront encore considérablement à l’avenir. La coopération et l’échange de bonnes pratiques avec les régions limitrophes est un aspect important pour ancrer l’innovation dans la stratégie de développent régional de la Communauté germanophone. 
A l’initiative de la province néerlandaise du Limburg, six partenaires ont signés le 3 novembre 2008 une déclaration d’intention pour développer une région d’excellence technologique (RET): les provinces belges du Limburg, due Brabant Flamand et de Liège, les provinces néerlandaises du Limburg, du Brabant du Nord et la Rhénanie Nord-Westphalie. Les domaines choisis pour renforcer cette coopération dans le triangle Eindhoven-Leuven-Aachen (ELAt) sont Chemical Advanced Materials, la Santé, les Systèmes Higt-tech. 

Ni la Région wallonne ni la Communauté germanophone n’étaient associés à cette stratégie, seule la province de Liège était partenaire de l’accord. Certains partenaires de l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin étaient alors exclus du processus.  

Solution:

En mars 2010, le partenariat a été élargi à la Région Wallonne. Pour financer le départ du processus RET, un projet INTERREG-IV-A a été élaboré dans le programme Euregio Meuse-Rhin : „Towards Top Technologie Cluster (TTC)“. La  Wirtschaftsförderungsgesellschaft Ostbelgiens (WFG) est partenaire de ce projet et permet ainsi aux PME de la Communauté germanophone de participer aux activités du projet et de monter des initiatives transfrontalières. Le projet doit encore être approuvé par les autorités du programme.

2. Santé

Dans le domaine des soins de santé la période de programmation INTERREG passée fut riche d’exemples de coopérations fructueuses et durables. Des accords bilatéraux au niveau local au sein de l’EMR entre les services d’interventions d'urgence ont  conduit à une amélioration qualitative importante des services offerts dans les zones moins densément peuplées dans la zone frontalière. Au-delà de l’approche qualitative, les temps d’intervention ont été réduits. Le financement de ces opérations de sauvetages transfrontaliers est organisé sur base d'accords contractuels évitant de mettre en danger la viabilité financière du système national de soins de santé.

Pour l'accessibilité à certains services hospitaliers spécifiques dans l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin, l'échange d'équipes hautement spécialisées dans le pays voisin a été convenu et organisé via des accords bilatéraux (cardiologie pédiatrique / chirurgie cardiaque pédiatrique thoracique et la chirurgie des brûlés / chirurgie vasculaire par exemple). Ces collaborations concernent uniquement  les centres d'excellence des centres hospitaliers  universitaires. Les « flux » de patients bénéficiant de ses collaborations est mineurs, l'impact sur les systèmes financiers nationaux ne sont donc pour le moment pas à craindre.

Par ailleurs quelques projets en matière de médecine préventive sont organisés entre les partenaires. Il s’agit en l’occurrence de la prévention de l'obésité chez les enfants et les adolescents (Eu-prevent), l’hygiène hospitalière (EurSafety Health-net) et un projet entre la Communauté germanophone et le Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat dans le domaine de la téléradiologie.

• La coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine des services d'urgence: services d'ambulance et les demandes d'urgence (B-D)


Fondamentalement, il s’agit de la question de la mise en œuvre de moyens d'intervention de sauvetage transfrontalière, même en dehors des situations spécifiques de catastrophes.

L'objectif est de minimiser le temps de réaction et d’intervention en cas d'urgence par la mise en route des moyens les plus proches (géographiquement)  et ce même si c’est dans le pays voisin. L’autre approche est celle de l'intervention de l'équipement de sauvetage en remplacement  d’un moyen déjà engagé sur une autre urgence. (2ième ligne)

A l'initiative de la DG il existe depuis 2009 un accord d'aide médicale d'urgence (transfrontalière) dans la zone frontalière de Saint Vith - Prüm entre le Royaume de Belgique et le Land der Rhénanie-Palatinat. Les modalités de mise en œuvre correspondantes ne sont pas encore définitivement arrêtées.

Depuis juin 2010 des pourparlers sont en cours pour concrétiser  la conclusion d'un accord similaire avec le Land de Rhénanie du Nord-Westphalie.

• Le paiement d’intervention de soins parallèlement aux remboursements de l'assurance maladie pour un séjour dans une maison de retraite et de soins en Belgique 

En Belgique, les frais de séjour en maison de retraite et en hospice sont pris en charge pour moitié par l’INAMI et pour moitié par les résidents eux-mêmes.  Pour les assurés étrangers  l'INAMI  organise des compensations aux  caisses d'assurance maladie compétente à l'étranger. Ces indemnités sont régies par divers accords internationaux.

En Allemagne il existe, à côté de l'assurance maladie  des « caisses de soins » (Pflegekassen), qui interviennent financièrement dans les frais de soins infirmiers, y compris pour les soins prodigués en maison de retraite et hospice. 


Ces caisses de soins allemandes interviennent aussi dans les frais de soins permanents prodigués à leurs assurés résidant à l’étranger.  Ce système complémentaire à l’intervention de l’INAMI  implique de sérieuses diminutions pour l’intervention personnelle des résidants. Ces interventions étant directement payées aux assurés.
Ce système à une double conséquence, d’une part un double paiement à l'Etat allemand pour un service spécifique et d'autre part  une très forte attractivité des établissements belges pour les assurés en Allemagne. Ces doubles conséquences réduisent considérablement l’intervention personnelle des assurés. Ce système conduit à une  discrimination injustifiée  pour les personnes qui ne bénéficient  pas des services des caisses de soins allemandes.

· Obstacles administratifs dans le domaine de l’assurance maladie 
Exemple : 

La famille Peeters réside en Belgique. Le père travaille aux Pays-Bas. Il y est assuré auprès de la VGZ. Sa femme qui ne travaille pas et ses enfants de 12 et 16 ans peuvent être assurés en tant que membres de la famille de M. Peeters auprès de la CVZ. Ils versent pour cela des cotisations à la CVZ. 

Pour les traitements et autres prestations de l’assurance maladie perçues aux Pays-Bas, les membres de la famille doivent s’adresser à l’AGIS. Pour les traitements et autres prestations de l’assurance maladie perçues en Belgique, les membres de la famille doivent s’adresser à l’assureur belge auprès duquel ils sont inscrits. Quatre institutions différentes gèrent donc l’assurance maladie de la famille Peeters. Il en résulte une charge administrative considérable pour les personnes concernées. 
Base juridique : 

Les Pays-Bas ont introduit en 2006 un système d’assurance maladie obligatoire pour tous les résidents néerlandais. 

Un frontalier résidant en Belgique ou en Allemagne et travaillant aux Pays-Bas est assuré obligatoire aux Pays-Bas en vertu de l’article 5 de l’AWBZ. Il est tenu d’avoir une assurance maladie dans ce pays en vertu de l’article 2 de la Zvw. Le règlement 1408/71 lui permet en outre d’obtenir des prestations de l’assurance maladie dans son pays de résidence grâce aux formulaires E-. 

Les membres de sa famille ne sont en revanche pas soumis au droit social néerlandais dans la mesure où ils ne résident pas ni ne travaillent aux Pays-Bas (Art. 69 Zvw).La Zvw ne comporte donc aucune obligation d’assurance à leur égard. Leur droit à une assurance maladie néerlandaise découle du règlement 1408/71. En vertu de la Zvw, ils peuvent obtenir des prestations aux Pays-Bas (lieu de travail du père) et en Belgique. 

Bien que la protection accordée soit la même, les voies administratives sont extrêmement différentes pour le frontalier et pour sa famille. Le frontalier peut ainsi choisir son assurance maladie. 

Les membres de la famille n’ont pas cette option, ils sont tenus de s’inscrire auprès du CVZ (College voor Zorgverzekeringen). Le frontalier est tenu de payer les cotisations pour ses co-assurés. Quant à l’assurance maladie, les co-assurés du frontalier ne peuvent la conclure qu’auprès de l’Agis Zorgverzekeringen. Le frontalier a, là aussi, le choix comme les résidants néerlandais. 

Lorsque ces personnes souhaitent obtenir des soins de santé dans leur pays de résidence, elles doivent s’inscrire auprès d’une institution d’assurance maladie dans ce pays à l’aide d’un formulaire E. Cela ne fait qu’ajouter à la complexité administrative de leur situation et multiplier les interlocuteurs pour l’assurance maladie d’une seule famille. 
Proposition de solution : 

Ouvrir aux membres de la famille des travailleurs frontaliers occupés aux Pays-Bas la possibilité de s’assurer auprès de l’assureur du travailleur frontalier. Cela permettrait de réduire de moitié le nombre des interlocuteurs de ces familles. Une telle initiative faciliterait la tâche des familles et des institutions concernées tout en favorisant la rapidité des procédures.
3. Education et formation 


• La mobilité dans l'apprentissage et la reconnaissance mutuelle des formations

Le jeune qui fait son apprentissage dans un établissement ou une entreprise dans les régions et pays voisins, doit avoir la possibilité de suivre la formation théorique appropriée, associée à sa formation dans une région différente. 

Cette possibilité existe déjà entre la Rhénanie du Nord Westphalie et  la DG (projet  pilote pour formation en boucherie et en boulangerie-patisserie).


Dans le sud de la Communauté germanophone, certains apprentis qui sont formés dans des entreprises du Grand Duché peuvent bénéficier exceptionnellement des formations théoriques organisées en Belgique. C’est le cas lorsque la formation n’est pas organisée au GDL et/ou lorsqu’il existe des problèmes linguistiques.

L’augmentation de la mobilité des travailleurs dans la région frontalière présuppose la reconnaissance mutuelle et l’équivalence des formations professionnelles.

Cette équivalence s’avère difficile à réaliser à la fois pour des raisons  de divergence de programme de formation, de qualification et des différences de coût de la formation d'un pays à l’autre. A cela s’ajoute encore  les différences de compétences des autorités impliquées.


Solution:
Dans une résolution au Gouvernement de la DG, portant sur la mobilité dans la  formation professionnelle et la reconnaissance mutuelle des formations entre la DG,  le Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat, la Sarre, la Lorraine et le Grand-Duché de Luxembourg du 25 février 2010, le Parlement  propose l'approche suivante:

Dans une première étape et en coopération avec tous les organismes compétents à la fois en DG et dans les régions voisines il faut établir un relevé des « bons exemples »  et des potentialités en matière de mobilité  des apprentis et  de la simplification des reconnaissances mutuelles des diplômes.

La seconde étape  devrait déterminer avec quelle région voisine, pour quelles professions ou pour quels  niveaux de qualification  des  actions en faveur de la mobilité et de lla reconnaissance doivent être organisées

L'objectif final étant  est de prendre les initiatives nécessaires à la reconnaissance des formations, à la facilitation de la mobilité de manière ponctuelle et spécifique en concordance avec les besoins du marché de l’emploi.

4. Mobilité

Entre la frontière belgo/luxembourgeoise et la Ville de St. Vith, la route N62 relie le sud de la Communauté germanophone au Grand Duché du Luxembourg. Le nombre croissant de frontaliers ont  mené à un accroissement important du trafic. Cette route sinueuse est également connue pour ses nombreux accidents de la route. Les habitants de Lengler et Oudler ainsi que les automobilistes demandent qu’une solution soit trouvée avec un tracé parallèle de contournement des agglomérations. 
La Région wallonne a reconnu la N62 comme route à fonction suprarégionale ce qui devrait permettre d’entamer la solution de ce problème.

5. Médias et télécommunications


Le « Medienzentrum » entretient des contacts réguliers et des partenariats avec les bibliothèques de Maastricht et de Heerlen Un projet de Bibliothèques sans frontière a été réalisé.

Le même Medienzentrum  est  partenaire,  dans certains projets  INTERREG  qui visent à la promotion des industries culturelles eurégionales. 

Du côté du GD Luxembourg, il y a aussi de nombreux contacts.  La DG est  partenaire dans le projet INTERREG piloté par le Grande région, "Location Guide" pour la commercialisation des lieux de tournage.

On notera aussi les bons contacts entretenus avec la  Cinémathèque de la Ville de Luxembourg.

Télécommunication
• Le  problème de la « Dividende numérique: 800 MHz - bande (canaux UHF 61-69) » est  identifié de manière commune pour les relations avec les Pays-Bas, avec l'Allemagne, le Luxembourg et la France


• les fréquences de radio FM (uniquement avec l'Allemagne)

Le problème porte sur la coordination des neuf fréquences FM. (application de la Convention de Genève sur les fréquences radio de 1984).

Les négociations bilatérales entre l'IBPT (Institut belge des services postaux et des télécommunications) et son homologue allemand, l'Agence fédérale des réseaux et les opérateurs de réseaux allemands en mai 2001 et en octobre 2009 n’ont donné aucun résultat pour la DG.

6. Sécurité et protection civile
Dans l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin, cela fait plus de 30 ans qu’un groupe de travail sur la protection civile et la sécurité publique (ÖSIKAT) œuvre dans ce domaine. De nombreux projets ont vu le jour avec ou sans cofinancement INTERREG. Dans son plan d’action pluriannuel, le groupe ÖSIKAT a définit ses priorités pour les années avenir. L’amélioration de la communication et de l’information transfrontalière en sont les piliers principaux. 
Une analyse approfondie est nécessaire dans plusieurs domaines :
· Etude comparative des structures de protection civile dans les Pays-bas et la Belgique ;

· Etude comparative des systèmes administratifs pour l’organisation d’exercices transfrontaliers ;
· Inventarisation des possibilités de formation dans le domaine de la protection d’incendie, des services de secours, de la protection civile en cas de catastrophe dans l’Euregio meuse-Rhin ;

· Etude de faisabilité pour un centre eurégional de formation de pompiers ;

· Objectif à long terme : étude de faisabilité pour un centre de contrôle commun.

La cellule de coordination et de soutien de la police fédérale (Eupen) est active dans la coopération transfrontalière policière dans la Grande région, entre autre comme membre des groupes de travail « prévention de la criminalité »  et « coopération des polices » ainsi qu’au sein de l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin dans le cadre du NeBeDeAgPol. 
Une telle coopération devrait être renforcée à l'avenir. L'accord bilatéral du 27 mars 2000 entre la République fédérale d'Allemagne et le Gouvernement du Royaume de Belgique sur la coopération des autorités policières et douanières dans les régions frontalières est obsolète. La mise à jour de son contenu semble être également une préoccupation du ministère de l'Intérieur de Rhénanie du Nord-Westphalie.

Les communes de la DG ont aussi identifié, en matière de sécurité, des obstacles administratifs:

· Les citoyens allemands qui transfèrent leur domicile en Belgique présentent  toujours un certificat de bonne vie et mœurs vierge, c.-à- d qu’il n'y a aucune infraction pénales ou condamnation figurant sur ce certificat. Pour la police, ce serait pourtant, dans certains cas, fort intéressant de connaître ces informations. Les Néerlandais ne disposent pas non plus d’un tel certificat.
· Les femmes allemandes qui transfèrent leur domicile en Belgique sont enregistrées sous leur nom de jeune fille. Or, après un mariage ce nom n’est  plus utilisé en Allemagne, ce qui peut prêter à confusion.
Sources :

- TOP-10 2009/2010 Belgique-Pays-Bas-Allemagne. Task Force-Net, EUREGIO.
- Résultats des cafés Euregio Meuse-Rhin 2009/2010
- P.V de l'atelier du Groupe de travail sur l'accès à l'emploi, le chômage et les prestations familiales ", 20.05.2009 à Eupen.
- P.V. de l'atelier de l'Équipe spéciale sur l'assurance maladie "du 06.03.2009 à Eupen.
- P.V.de l'atelier de la Task Force «impôts» 10.06.2009 à Eupen.
- État de la question sur la coopération de la NRW (Rhénanie du Nord-Westphalie) avec la Belgique, document de la chancellerie NRW, 2010.

- Résolution du Conseil de l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin à partir du 8 juin 2010 sur la Coopération transfrontalière (GROS).

- Réponse de l’Euregio Meuse-Rhin à une enquête de l'AGEG sur le thème de la santé du 31.01.2008
- Réponse du groupe de travail « santé » de l'Euregio Meuse-Rhin, de septembre 2006, à une consultation sur l'action communautaire sur les services de santé
- Projet de résolution déposé au Gouvernement de la DG sur la mobilité dans la formation professionnelle et la reconnaissance mutuelle des apprentissages et des patronats entre la DG, le Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat, la Sarre, la Région de Lorraine et le Grand-Duché de Luxembourg du 25 février 2010.
- Avis du Comité des Régions (CDR) sur la situation des navetteurs transfrontaliers après dix ans de marché intérieur: problèmes et perspectives "(2005 / C 43/02)

- Des contributions de M. Pelzer, A. Belle flamme, C. Cormier, R. Bertemes, A. Sommerlatte, M. Langohr, H. Heinen, ainsi que des communes de Raeren, Amel et Saint-Vith ont également été incorporées.
BULGARIA / BULGARIE
Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

· Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works 

Directorate General “Territorial Cooperation Management”

17 – 19 “Kiril and Metodii” str., Sofia, Bulgaria

Phone:+359 2 9405487

e-mail: KGeratliev@mrrb.government.bg, press@mrrb.government.bg
- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Directorate General “Strategic Planning and of Regional Development and Administrative-territorial Structure”

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Managing Authority for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

Managing Authority for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Serbia

Managing Authority for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Turkey

National Authority for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Romania

National Authority for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Greece

National Authority and National Info Point for the Black Sea Basin Joint Operational Programme 

National Authority and National Contact Point for the South East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme

National Contact Point for INTERREG IV C

National Contact Point for the INTERACT Programme

National Contact Point for the ESPON 2013 Programme

The Minister of Regional Development and Public Works is a national notification authority for the EGTC. Registration service for the EGTC established in Bulgaria and for Bulgarian entities members of EGTC established in another EU member states. 

National Contact Point for the URBACT Programme

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Partner for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia is the Ministry of Local Self-government of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, acting as National Authority

Partner for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Serbia is the Serbian European Integration Office, Department for Cross-Border and Transnational Cooperation Programmes, acting as National Authority

Partner for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Turkey is the Secretariat General for European Union Affairs, acting as National Authority

Partner for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Romania is the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism, acting as Managing Authority

Partner for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Greece is the Ministry of Regional Development and Competitiveness, acting as Managing Authority;

Managing Authority of the South East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme is the National Development Agency, Authority for International Cooperation Programmes, Hungary. Partnering countries are Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Greece, Hungary, Serbia, Montenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia, Moldova, Italy and Ukraine
Joint Managing Authority for the Black Sea Programme is the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism, Romania. The following regions or countries form the eligible area of the Programme: 

· Bulgaria: NUTS II regions of Severoiztochen and Yugoiztochen 

· Greece: NUTS II regions of Kentriki Makedonia, Anatoliki Makedonia and Thraki 

· Romania: NUTS II region of South-East 

· Turkey: NUTS II equivalent regions of Istanbul, Tekirdağ, Kocaeli, Zonguldak, Kastamonu, Samsun and Trabzon (More precisely: NUTS II equivalent regions of TR10 (İstanbul), TR21 (Tekirdağ, Edirne, Kırklareli), TR42 (Kocaeli, Sakarya, Düzce, Bolu, Yalova), TR81 (Zonguldak, Karabük, Bartın), TR82 (Kastamonu, Çankırı, Sinop), TR83 (Samsun, Tokat, Çorum, Amasya) and TR90 (Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, Gümüşhane) 

· Ukraine: Odessa, Mykolaiv, Kherson, Zaporosh’ye and Donetsk Oblasts, Crimea Republic and Sevastopol 

· Armenia, Georgia, R. Moldova: all regions 

The Conseil Régional Nord – Pas-de-Calais is the Managing Authority of the INTERREG IVC programme. Partnering countries are EU -27, Norway and Switzerland 

Partnering countries for the for the INTERACT Programme are EU-27, Norway and Switzerland 

The function of the Managing Authority has been delegated to the Ministry of Sustainable Development and Infrastructures, Department for Spatial Planning and Development of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg. Partnering countries are EU-27, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland and Liechtenstein

Partnering countries for the for URBACT Programme are EU -27, Norway and Switzerland The Managing Authority is the General Secretariat of the Interministerial Committee of Cities, which is under the responsibility of the French Ministry of Urban Policy.

· what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Partners for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia are Bulgaria and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

Partners for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Serbia are Bulgaria and Serbia

Partners for the IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Turkey are Bulgaria and Turkey

Partners for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Romania are Bulgaria and Romania

Partner for the Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Greece are Bulgaria and Greece

Partnering countries for the South East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme are Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Greece, Hungary, Serbia, Montenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia, Moldova, Italy and Ukraine
The following regions or countries form the eligible area of the Black Sea Programme: 

· Bulgaria: NUTS II regions of Severoiztochen and Yugoiztochen 

· Greece: NUTS II regions of Kentriki Makedonia, Anatoliki Makedonia and Thraki 

· Romania: NUTS II region of South-East 

· Turkey: NUTS II equivalent regions of Istanbul, Tekirdağ, Kocaeli, Zonguldak, Kastamonu, Samsun and Trabzon (More precisely: NUTS II equivalent regions of TR10 (İstanbul), TR21 (Tekirdağ, Edirne, Kırklareli), TR42 (Kocaeli, Sakarya, Düzce, Bolu, Yalova), TR81 (Zonguldak, Karabük, Bartın), TR82 (Kastamonu, Çankırı, Sinop), TR83 (Samsun, Tokat, Çorum, Amasya) and TR90 (Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, Artvin, Gümüşhane) 

· Ukraine: Odessa, Mykolaiv, Kherson, Zaporosh’ye and Donetsk Oblasts, Crimea Republic and Sevastopol 

· Armenia, Georgia, R. Moldova: all regions 

Partnering countries for the INTERREG IV C are EU -27, Norway and Switzerland 

Partnering countries for the INTERACT Programme are EU-27, Norway and Switzerland 

Partnering countries for the ESPON 2013 Programme are EU-27, Norway, Switzerland, Iceland and Liechtenstein

Partnering countries for the URBACT Programme are EU-27, Norway and Switzerland 

Partnering countries for the EGTC are the EU member states.

· what languages are spoken in the region

In the region are spoken the native languages of the countries: Bulgarian, Macedonian, Serbian, Romanian, Turkish, Greek.

- since when this cooperation is effective

The cooperation between Bulgaria and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia is effective since 2003 year.

The cooperation between Bulgaria and Serbia is effective since 2003 year.

The cooperation between Bulgaria and Turkey is effective since 2003 year.

The cooperation between Bulgaria and the Romania is effective since 2000 year.

The cooperation between Bulgaria and the Greece is effective since 1994 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation in the South East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme is effective since 2007 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation within the Black Sea Programme is effective since 2007 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation within the INTERREG IV C is effective since 2007 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation within the INTERACT Programme is effective since 2007 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation within the ESPON 2013 Programme is effective since 2007 year.

The Bulgarian cooperation within the URBACT Programme is effective since 2007 year.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia - 85 % EU co-financing – 15 % national co-financing (7,5 % from each country)

IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Serbia - 85 % EU co-financing – 15 % national co-financing (7,5 % from each country for Priority axes 3 – Technical Assistance and own co-financing provided by Serbian beneficiaries for Priority axes 1 and Priority axes 2)
IPA Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Turkey - 85 % EU co-financing – 15 % national co-financing (7,5 % from each country)

Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Romania - 85 % EU co-financing – 15 % national co-financing for the Bulgarian partners

Cross-Border Programme Bulgaria – Greece - 85 % EU co-financing – 15 % national co-financing for the Bulgarian partners

SEE OP – 85% ERDF + 15 % co-financing from the state budget for the Bulgarian partners

BSB JOP – 90 ENPI + 10 % co-financing from state budget for the Bulgarian partners

INTERREG IV C – 4CfPs – 15 % co-financing (10% state budget + 5 own co-financing) for the Bulgarian partners

ESPON – 100 % ERDF - 0% co-financing

URBACT - 85% ERDF and 15% own co-financing

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Main obstacles under the programmes are: 

· different rules for subcontracting applicable under the respective financial instruments (national and PRAG rules);

· different financial rules for advanced payment before compliance assessment under the respective programmes (no advanced payment for IPA programmes unless of positive compliance assessment);
· very low budget of some programmes (IPA cross border programmes).

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and Construction, 

Directorate for Atmosphere and Waste Management
· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

In relation to cross border cooperation in transboundary movements of wastes, situation in Republic of Croatia is as follows and there aren’t any difficultes:
Transboundary movement of waste in Republic of Croatia is regulated by the Basel Convention (OG–IT No. 3/94), for hazardous waste, Regulation on supervision of transboundary movement of waste (OG No. 69/06, 17/07, 39/09) and the Waste Act (OG No. 178/04, 111/06, 60/08, 87/09), in which was transposed EU environmental acquis in relation to the transboundary movement of waste (Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 Of The European Parliament And Of The Council Of 14 June 2006 On Shipments Of Waste, Regulation (EC) No 1379/2007 , Regulation (EC) No 669/2008, Regulation (EC) No 308/2009).

Geographical scope for this cross border cooperation are all countries that are parties to the Basel Convention, which is the most comprehensive global environmental agreement on hazardous and other wastes, and for non hazardous waste there are no limits in transboundary movement.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

There aren’t any obstacles in transboundary movement of waste in the Republic of Croatia (n.a.)

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

· Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and Construction, Directorate for European Union 
· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

The Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and Construction (MEPPPC) participates in 5 IPA II. Component cross-border cooperation programmes: 

Croatia – Bosnia and Herzegovina: The eligible area includes 9 Croatian (NUTS 3 equivalent) counties and 3 BiH regions (equivalent to NUTS 3 classification) encompassing 95 municipalities.

In addition, the Programme includes 5 additional Croatian (NUTS 3 equivalent) counties as adjacent areas: Osječko-baranjska, Bjelovarsko-bilogorska, Požeško-slavonska, Zagrebačka (without city of Zagreb) and Primorsko-goranska County. The argument for including these regions within the programme area is primarily that they have common demographic, economic, geographic and cultural characteristics. The Programme area includes also Central BiH region as an adjacent area in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Central BiH region includes 16 (sixteen) municipalities:
Croatia – Montenegro: The Croatian eligible region is Dubrovnik-Neretva County which has land and marine border with Montenegro. The Montenegrin eligible regions are coastal municipalities of Herceg Novi, Kotor, Tivat, Budva, Bar, Ulcinj and municipality of Cetinje, the only municipality which is not situated on the coast but is included as an eligible municipality due to its close connections and gravitation toward the costal area. In addition the programme area extends to 1 Croatian county and 3 Montenegrin municipalities (see Table above). The reason for the extending the programme to these areas is that they provide to
Croatia – Hungary: The eligible area lies on the South-Western border of Hungary and North-Eastern border of Croatia. The two countries are separated by the River Drava forming the greatest part of the common border. On the Croatian side, in addition to border counties – Međjimurska, Koprivničko-Križevačka, Virovitičko-Podravska and Osječko-Baranjska – four other counties expressed their interest to participate in the present Programme with Hungary. The bilateral Task Force of the Programme that besides NUTS III level regions along land borders between Hungary and Croatia, the following four NUTS III level regions will participate in the Programme: the Counties of Varaždinska, Bjelovarskobilogorska, Požesko-slavonska and Vukovarsko-srijemska. Hungary-Croatia IPA Incorporating the adjacent regions results in a single programming space with very similar geographic, demographic and economic characteristics and covers
Croatia – Slovenia: The programme‐targeted area is the area of the common Slovenian‐Croatian border. The counties and regions concerned are the territorial units on the NUTS level 3. SLOVENIA (Statistical regions): Pomurska, Podravska, Savinjska, Spodnjeposavska, Jugovzhodna Slovenija, Notranjsko‐kraška, Obalno‐kraška, Osrednjeslovenska (20%). Croatia (Counties): Međimurje, Varaždin, Krapina ‐Zagorje, Zagreb, Karlovac, Primorsko‐goranska, Istria, City of Zagreb (20%). The participating states have agreed to include in the eligible area the City of Zagreb (Croatian county NUTS level 3) and Osrednjeslovenska (Slovenian statistical region NUTS level 3) as adjacent regions.

Croatia – Serbia: The programme area is made up of ‘eligible’ and ‘adjacent’ regions. The Croatian eligible regions are the directly bordering counties: Osjek-Baranja and Vukovar- Srijem. The Serbian eligible regions are 3 bordering districts: Sremska, South Bačka and West Bačka plus the North Bačka district. North Bačka does not have a physical border with Croatia but is included as an eligible region because of its large ethnic Croatian minority.

In addition, the programme area extends to 2 Croatian counties and 1 Serbian adjacent district The reason for extending the programme to these regions is that they have high similarity to the eligible regions in terms of demographic, economic and geographic characteristics. The links between eligible and adjacent regions are specifically emphasized in terms of tradition and culture, resulting from the large migrations in the mid-1990s following the war.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

Croatia – Bosnia and Herzegovina: According to the Cross-Border Programme Croatia - Bosnia and Herzegovina 2007 – 2013, there is a lack of integrated and co-ordinated interventions on both sides of the border to protect the environment and promote sustainable development despite numerous opportunities to do so, for example through the development and upgrading of special protected areas, special areas of conservation, visitor information systems, exchange programmes, development of information systems.

Croatia – Montenegro: According to the Cross-Border Programme Croatia – Montenegro 2007 - 2013, one of the biggest problems in the Programming are lack of monitoring system for air and soil contamination, lack joint cross-border actions and prevention systems in decreasing environmental damages from fires and environmental accidents on sea and land caused by transport of dangerous waste.

Croatia – Hungary: According to the Cross-Border Programme Croatia – Hungary 2007 – 2013, there are no major issues under MEPPPC competency.
Croatia – Slovenia: According to the Cross-Border Programme Croatia – Slovenia 2007 – 2013, air pollution is mainly caused by industrial activities, traffic and households. Therefore, the most polluted areas are urban agglomerations, where all mentioned activities are concentrated.

Croatia – Serbia: According to the Cross-Border Programme Croatia – Serbia 2007 – 2013, an immediate environmental challenge facing the bordering area is waste management. The target area is lacking an integrated waste management system. A great number of non-sanitary landfills, the so-called dumpsites, represent a serious threat for the environment as well as the hazardous waste which is not regulated in a satisfactory manner.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

· Complex procedures which are burdensome for small municipalities and their institutional/administrative capacities
Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

· Need for sound financial management of EU funds
B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

· Assistance for small municipalities in coping with complex procedures may be rendered (free of charge) by designated personnel from national authorities for preparation and implementation of the projects.  

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIE / CROATIE
Identification of the respondent (person or institution)
- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

National Protection and Rescue Directorate, International Cooperation Department

Tel: + 3851 3650077, + 3851 3650007,

e-mail: international@dusz.hr
· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

· Ministry of Public Administration

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

As regards crisis and disaster/emergency management cooperation with neighboring countries, the Republic of Croatia has signed bilateral agreements with the Republic of Slovenia, the Republic of Hungary, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro (the bilateral agreement with the Republic of Serbia is in the process of preparation and will probably be signed by the end of 2011). These agreements give a legislative framework for cooperation in the field of protection and rescue include the following:

- facilitation in providing international assistance in case of disasters;

- exchange of scientific data and organization of meetings, research programs, expert seminars and exercises for relief operations in the respective territories of the signatories

- exchange of information on threats and damages that may arise and affect the territory of the other Contracting Party. Mutual exchange of information also includes the transfer of established measurement values.

- joint  training and exercises 

- cooperation in the field of education in the form of expert meetings, through participation at expert seminars or exchange of experts

The annual meetings of the Permanent Joint Committees established pursuant to the provisions of the agreements are held annually. Bilateral Permanent Joint Committees consist of representatives of the National Protection and Rescue Directorate of the Republic of Croatia and the responsible agency of the other signatory State. Their primary role is to define annual programs of joint activities. Most activities are aimed at the prevention of disasters. 

An important form of joint cooperation are exercises, since they enable a timely and efficient response in case of disasters. The Republic of Croatia was a host of some bilateral and multilateral exercises with regional participation, and also Croatian rescuers participate in similar exercises that take place in neighboring countries. 

It should also be stressed that bilateral agreements enable Croatian aerial firefighting forces to intervene in the case of wildfires in the neighboring states (especially in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro). 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

In the field of cross-border cooperation in disaster/emergency management, so far there have been no obstacles. 
If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

As regards-cross border cooperation in disaster/emergency management, it is well developed with all neighboring states. Some of the examples are: joint training programs and exercises for rescuers and firefighters; timely and efficient response in case of wildfires in the region; timely exchange of information related to possible threats (for example data on possible threat of floods).
(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.) 
There are many reasons for such good cross-border cooperation in the field of disaster/emergency management. The first reason would be the fact that all activities related to disaster/emergency management have in their core humanitarian goals of protecting people, their property and the environment. The second, also important fact is that regional cooperation, both on a bilateral and multilateral level, has been in place for a long period of time, thus enabling good inter -institutional and -personal knowledge and contacts. It is also worth mentioning that all stakeholders in the protection and rescue systems in the region are aware of the fact that disasters and emergencies are not the issue of only one state in the region, but mostly have a regional impact, and therefore good cooperation is necessary. 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)? 
Good practices that have proven to be effective in the field of disaster/emergency management are:

- appointment of a Joint Committee for a particular field of cooperation, that meets at least once a year and whose main role is to define operational activities to be performed by lower, operational levels;

- regular meetings of experts on county level, in order to discuss possible joint problems and solutions to them;

- regular exchange of vital information;

- standardization of procedures and equipment on a regional level etc.
C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

The County Protection and Rescue Office Čakovec as part of the National Protection and Rescue Directorate (NPRD) participates within alongside the Međimurje county in the EUROREGION WESTPANNONIA and MURA DRAVA program. The main activities of the program are connected with the strengthening of cultural and economic relations among Burgenland (Austria), Zala (Hungary) and Međimurje (Croatia) i.e. Somogy (Hungary) and Međimurje (Croatia). The main aim of this cooperation is the protection of populations on both sides of the border from natural and man-made disasters. 

On the county level there are good bilateral relations between the NPRD county offices and the responsible bodies on the other side of the border, which enables joint definition of measures aimed at protection of populations and property in case of disasters, as well as of preventive measures.
C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution) 

Darko Radanović, senior expert associate for European integration 

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

County of Međimurje, +385 40 374 016, darko.radanovic@medjimurska-zupanija.hr
· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration

Nature of the respondent 

Euroregion Mura-Drava
- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this str 

ucture (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Hungarian Counties of Zala and Somogy
- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation- 

Republic of Hungary

- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian, Hungarian 

since when this cooperation is effective 

2 October 2004

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.)


Interoperability of transport systems – non-existent

Cross-border bus or rail lines - existent, Hungary, Slovenia 

Cross-border road with cross-border facilities - existent, Hungary, Slovenia 

Integrated cross-border ticketing systems - non-existent
A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc

Cooperation between hospitals – non-existent

Recognition of diplomas - non-existent

Mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc
A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.) 

Mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. - existent, Slovenia 

Access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border - 

Recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas -  

Learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas - existent  

Cooperation between institutions - existent 

Common curricula / common financing -   

Cross-border mobility of teachers - existent 

Teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas – non-existent 

Vocational training for workers and job seekers etc. - existent 

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)
Job posting in the neighbouring country - existent

Conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country - existent

Recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights - 

Transport

Access to job-related facilities across the border – there are cross-border projects

Administrative cooperation – there is cooperation of supporting institutions for the labour market 

Information and counselling services - there are cross-border projects

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management

 n/a

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

n/a

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)
n/a
A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing) 

There are 25 of cross-border projects co-financed from the EU funds which were implemented on the territory of the Međimurje County, with a total value of €17.121.889,95. There are 11 projects co-financed from the EU funds, which are currently implemented on the territory of the Međimurje County, under Slovenia-Croatia IPA Programme, with a total value of €6.065.218,88, and 15 projects currently implemented under Hungary-Croatia IPA Programme, with a total value of  €5.540.043.                             

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

lack of flexibility of institutions and programmes 

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

language, bureaucracy 
d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)
Lack of educated staff for the preparation of project proposals, lack of financial resources 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place? 

Lack of resources, lack of flexibility of institutions 
B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)? 

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Healthcare 

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crises and catastrophes/ crisis management

f)
Prevention of crime and criminal investigation (police) 

g)  
Environment and water management

h) 
Co-financing  - EU  funds (Interreg,  IPA, town programmes)
Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

A successful cooperation has been established with the neighbouring regions of the Hungarian County of Zala and the Slovenian Municipality of Lendava. 
(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

preispitivanje provedbe, povratne informacije od uključenih osoba, itd.)?
The cooperation is well developed due to historical and geographic ties, as well as Croatians living in the border areas. 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

To preserve ties between the Međimurje County and Croats living in border areas along the river Mura (Pomurski Croats), a Mixed Committee for Cooperation between the Međimurje County and Pomurski Croats was established. The Committee consists of the representatives of Pomurski Croats and of the Međimurje County (mayors of border localities), and they seek not only to preserve cultural cooperation, but also to design joint projects which could compete in EU tenders. 

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

The Euroregion Mura-Drava was established with the Hungarian Counties of Zala and Somogy, with a view to extending economic and cultural ties between said areas, coordinating economic development programmes, establishing contacts between educational, development and innovation bases, initiating environmental protection programmes in the region, as well as promoting environmental protection within the region and environmentally friendly management, supporting, organising, developing and implementing cross-border projects from EU and other programmes. 
C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Euroregion Mura-Drava established
D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Šibenik-Knin County

Trg Pavla Šubića I br. 2

22 000 Šibenik

+385(0)22480601

e-mail: Sibensko-kninska-skupstina@si.htnet.hr

· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

· Ministry of Public Administration

We have received this questionnaire from Ministry of Public Administration.

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Šibenik-Knin County is a member of Adriatic Euroregion.
- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

In this structure our partners are Italy (counties Puglia, Molise, Abruzzo, Marche, Emilia Romagna, Veneto and Friuli Venezia Giulia), Slovenia (Izola County), Croatia (counties Istarska, Primorsko-goransko, Ličko-senjska, Zadarska, Splitsko-dalmatinska and Dubrovačko-neretvanska), Bosnia and Herzegovina (County Hercegovačko-neretvanska), Montenegro (counties Tivat and Kotor), Albania ( counties Shkoder, Lezhe, Durres, Tirana, Fier and Vlore) and Greece (Protecture of Krf).

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Italy, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania and Greece.

- what languages are spoken in the region

In Adriatic Euroregion Italian, Slovenian, Croatian, Serbian, Albanian & Greek language are spoken.

- since when this cooperation is effective

The Adriatic Euroregion was founded on June 30, 2006.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

· INTERREG III A – “Adriatic Re.Port – Adriatic Tourist Ports Network” was cross-border cooperation with Italy. Leading partner was Region Marche in Italy.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)- 

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

· Project named “Establishment of licensed laboratory and surveillance station for ecological agriculture” was made in cross-border cooperation with Bosnia and Herzegovina.

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

· INTERREG III A – “Galileo – Net” was cross-border cooperation with Italy. Leading partner was Development agency of Marche region in Italy. Project was about usage of ICT as a support for SME’s

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Šibenik-Knin County along with Istarska County , Primorsko-goransko County, Ličko-senjska County, Zadarska County, Splitsko-dalmatinska County and Dubrovačko-neretvanska County is preparing project named HOLISTIC that will aim to protect environment from fire. 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

· INTERREG/CARDS-PHARE – “S.I.P.A” was cross-border cooperation with Italy. Project was about strengthening of institutions for protected areas.

· INTERREG/CARDS-PHARE – “Adriatic parks united in educational and environmental tourism” is cross-border cooperation with Italy. The main aim is to create a net of Adriatic parks which will promote and develop educational and environmental tourism.
A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Šibenik-Knin County along with Istarska County , Primorsko-goransko County, Ličko-senjska County, Zadarska County, Splitsko-dalmatinska County and Dubrovačko-neretvanska County is preparing project named GOVERNANCE and TRANSFER that will aim to educate and prepare work force for EU accession funds. 
B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

We found the same obstacles in every field which are finding patners, identification of common projects, absence of financial means and educated work force.

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

All of those obstacles could be removed thanks to action of state/regional authorities with the exception of absence of the financial means.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

Finding partners and identification of common projects could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.
Environment protection.
C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Our state has developed dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making and common strategies with Italy and Bosnia and Herzegovina.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Osjecko-Baranjska County, 31 000 Osijek, Croatia
· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

· Ministry of Public Administration 
· Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

The County of Osijek-Baranja is a member of the Euroregional Cooperation Danube-Drava-Sava. Apart from that, it has established cooperation with the Baranya County in the Republic of Hungary.

The founders and members of the Euroregional Cooperation Danube-Drava-Sava are the Baranya County, County City of Pecs and the Pecs-Baranya Chamber of Commerce and Industry from the Republic of Hungary, and the Osijek-Baranja County, City of Osijek and the Croatian Chamber of Economy Osijek from the Republic of Croatia, as well as the Tuzla-Podrinje Canton, the Municipality of Tuzla and the Chamber of Economy of the Tuzla Region from Bosnia and Herzegovina. In 1999, the City of Barcs and the County City Szekszárd from Hungary joined the Cooperation. In late 2000 it was joined by the Counties of Virovitica-Podravina, Koprivnica-Križevci, and Požega-Slavonia with their seats and chambers of economy from Croatia, as well as the Somogy County from HUngary, in 2001 by the County of Vukovar-Syrmia, the Town of Vukovar, the County Chamber Vukovar and the Town of Koprivnica from Croatia, and the Brcko District and the Posavina County from Bosnia and Herzegovina, while in 2002 the Croatian County of Brod-Posavina joined in.

Participants in cross-border cooperation are thus Croatia, Hungary and Bosnia and Herzegovina.
On the territory of the Euroregion Croatian, Hungarian and Bosnian are spoken.

The cooperation was established in 1998. 

 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

The Euroregion is not only represented by the activities of its bodies. It represents all the activities of all the holders and participants in cooperation in its territory. The Euroregion is the intermediary, support and promoter of the cooperation.  

Cooperation is based on decades of connections and cooperation relationships, and it includes the following areas: 

· Local self-government – relationships based on cooperation of municipalities and towns, 

· Economy – foreign trade exchange and fairs; 

· Science – cooperation of universities and faculties, academies of science;  

· Culture – theatres, museums, archives, cultural societies; 

· Education – cooperation of primary and secondary schools

· Sport 
· National minorities
B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Obstacles are an integral part of cross-border cooperation. They may be reduces, but can never be eliminated completely, We can therefore conclude that the success of cross-border cooperation depends on the success in reducing obstacles. 

In principle, the obstacles to achieving this goal are of the following nature: 

· Political (unresolved relations between states),

· Legal  (lack of a legal framework, incompatibility of legislative arrangements, visa regime) 

· Administrative (differences in the levels of territorial organisations and in administrative competences of territorial units),

· Financial (lack of resources),

· Human (lack of trained staff, different administrative culture, language barrier) 
· Technical.
In a particular example, the following obstacles to the development of cross-border cooperation need to be pointed out: 

Available human and technological resources represent restrictions which may be successfully eliminated through an organised recruitment system. 

A lack of available sources of funding for local and regional self-government is a significant factor in the realisation of activities pertaining to cooperation programmes.  

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Cross-border cooperation, and especially Euroregional cooperation has been established in order to achieve significant goals which often go beyond the scope of competence of their holders. For example, the incentive for a gathering of the founders of the Euroregional Cooperation Danube-Drava-Sava was a project for building a European motorway through the European Transport Corridor V/c (TEM Project) which will connect these areas even more tightly, but also enable better communication with Central Europe in one direction and the Adriatic in the other direction.  Within their competence, the cooperation holders need to develop the methodology of promotion and lobbying for ideas to be decided on by higher levels of public administration. 
The objective of the project “Cross-border cooperation in the management of defence and protection against natural hazards and disasters”, which grew into the project Dravis 2, is alignment of the management system for protection against natural hazards with the regulations of the European Union. The short-term objective is creation of necessary databases and professional specialisation, and the long-term objective is to build and organise a system enabling participants in cooperation to inform each other and thus ensure timely and necessary information for decisions to be made by competent bodies. The project is focused on the development of institutions, resources and methodology for their use. The first part of the project was successfully completed in Pecs on 29 June 2005 by signing an Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Protection against Natural Hazards and Disasters between the Osijek-Baranja County and the Baranya County. The second part included the development of an information exchange concept and cross-border cooperation in the field of disaster management, trainings on information exchange, GIS measurements in frontier regions, two joint field exercises, development of a Study on Prevention of Forest Fires and a Study on Readiness for a Nuclear Accident on the territory of the Osijek-Baranja County. 

Within the Cross-Border Cooperation Programme with Hungary, there is a project called “De mine”, which refers to the demining of Croatian-Hungarian border territories, since a part of the mine field is within the territory of Hungary. The main partner in the project is HCR Sisak through the office of HCR Osijek.  The Hungarian partner is the border police of the Baranya County. Along with the County of Osijek-Baranja, the Border Police Department of the Osijek Baranja Police Directorate is an associated partner on the project “De mine”.  The project was preceded by joint meetings of the county prefects of the two neighbouring border counties with the national coordinators in Croatia. 
C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Activities which can undoubtedly help eliminate or at least alleviate the obstacles include:

· Interstate agreements,

· Adjustment of domestic legislation to the need for promotion of cooperation,

· Provision of professional and technical assistance by state bodies,

· Financial support,

· Forms of education and organisational training of cooperation holders, etc. 

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Karolina Novak, Head of Department for regional development and cross-border cooperation, Zagorje Development Agency, 00385 49 373 161, karolina@zara.hr, www.zara.hr  

· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administartion 

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Yes,

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

County administration, regional and local self-government units, NGOs, educational institutions, chambers of economy and trades and crafts, CES, public institutes

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Slovenia and Croatia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian, Slovenian

- since when this cooperation is effective

2004.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

n/a

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

n/a

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

Through cross-border cooperation programs, implemented project activities in the domain of education and training were aimed at education of entrepreneurs, rural population, project managers (PCM educations) and tourist guides. The educations were based on transfer of good experience between partners from the countries involved. Educations raised professional skills and knowledge of target groups and main beneficiaries and contributed to public awareness on the need for lifelong learning. Project activities structured a common cross border area between Croatia and Slovenia and so providing a basis for further cooperation. Regions involved: Krapina Zagorje County Croatia, Spodnjepodravska region Slovenia

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

n/a

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

n/a

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

n/a

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Project implemented (and in implementation) were mirror project aiming at water management – sanitation and water collection and distribution and sanitation of unauthorised dumping sites through remediation process. 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Project implemented are co-financed through Interreg IIIA and IIIB and  IPA CBC.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport – cross-border facilities do not exist, poor cross-border rail and road infrastructure, no integrated cross-border ticketing system

b) 
Health care – health infrastructure in countries is very different and it is difficult to structure quality projects and it is hard to find partners

c) 
Education and training – n.a.

d) 
Access to labour market – n.a.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management – hard to find partners

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) – hard to find partners

g) 
Environment and water management – n.a.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) – slow response to asked questions, payments not on time

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify. 

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

n.a

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Ensure that the administrative preconditions are met on time (by the contractor), ensure that the evaluation of project proposals is done by independent experts in the field the project is applied in.
Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

 Stated above

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)? 

Coordination of national policies and laws that are applied in project implementation (procurements, administrative procedures)

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

Stated above

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

n.a.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

n.a.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? Cross border projects brought two regions together wishing to achieve the same goal – increase the number of tourist in the region and develop interesting tourist offer. Implemented projects helped in defining common tourist paths, developing common promotional materials for the region, education of cross-border tourist guides

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

The cooperation is working well because partners have the same aim to achieve and they are aware that it can be achieved better by exchange of good practices and knowledge. 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

 Doing the link between the national and decentralized level and well identified cross-border referents at different levels.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

Yes

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

YES

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Ministry of Science, Education and Sports, Donje Svetice 38, 10000 Zagreb, Croatia

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Administration, Croatia

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.)

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Students can either use bilateral health insurance between the host and home country, travel insurance or countries already members of EU can use EU health insurance card. 

Besides, according to the international Agreement CEEPUS III each country participating in the CEEPUS programme provides basic medical insurance for incoming students and teachers.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

Cooperation in the areas stated above is realized through bilateral or multilateral agreements of cooperation. Here follows a list of agreements with the neighbouring countries and a list of multilateral frameworks of cooperation. 

Croatia-Slovenia: Protocol of cooperation in the field of education between Croatian Ministry of Science, Education and Sports and Slovenian Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology and Slovenian Ministry of Education and Sports, signed on March 23, 2010. 

Based on the Protocol, along with scholarship and lector exchanges, all Croatian and Slovenian pupils and students have the same rights of enrolling into schools and universities in both countries. The degrees the pupils/students obtain are also recognized as equals for the continuation of education. At the moment, there are 80 Slovenian students studying in Croatia and 720 Croatian students in Slovenia. 

Furthermore, both sides grant two short term scholarships for students of Croatian/Slovenian language, 3-6 month scholarships for postgraduate researchers in scientific areas and two summer school scholarships for Croatian/Slovenian language. 

Croatia-Hungary: Programme of cooperation in the field of education between Croatian Ministry of Science, Education and Sports and Hungarian Ministry of Education and Culture, signed on September 17, 2009.

Based on the Programme both sides grant scholarships for partial undergraduate and graduate studies (3 to 10 months), postgraduate studies and research scholarships (up to 10months), doctoral studies (1 to 36 months), postdoctoral studies (1 to 10 months), research/study visits (3 to 21 days or 1 to 10 months) summer courses (2 weeks) and scholarships for undergraduate and graduate studies for national minorities. In the year 2010/2011 there are 19 Hungarian students in Croatia and 10 Croatian students in Hungary.

Croatia-Montenegro: Programme of cooperation in the field of science, technology and education between Croatian Ministry of Science, Education and Sports and Montenegrin Ministry of Education and Science, signed on July 9, 2009.

Based on the Programme, both sides grant six scholarships for undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate studies (from 1 to 3 years) and short term scholarships for graduate, postgraduate and doctoral students (1 to 2 months).

At the moment there are seven Montenegrian students in Croatia and seven Croatian students in Montenegro.  

CEEPUS programme: Croatia participates in the mobility of students and teachers among member countries of the programme (Albania, Austria, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Macedonia, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Prishtina/Kosovo). 

In 2010/11 102 teachers came to Croatian universities for the duration of 102 months and 143 students for the duration of 249 months (Incoming mobility) while 110 teachers from Croatia participated in study programmes at universities in member countries of the CEEPUS programme for the duration of 110 months and 173 Croatian students realized their mobility through 347 months in member countries (Outgoing mobility). More information: www.ceepus.info
Learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas

Members of national minorities are guaranteed the right to education in their language and script as defined by the Constitution of the Republic of Croatia, constitutional law on the rights of national minorities and the law on education in the language and script of national minorities. Members of national minorities can effectuate their constitutional right to education in their mother tongue and script via three basic models and specialized educational framework.
1. MODEL A – classes in the language and script of the national minority 

2. MODEL B – bilingual classes 

3. MODEL C – nurturing language and culture 

Throughout Croatia education is being organized for Hungarian, Italian, Serbian (neighbouring countries) and all the other national minorities. 

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Cooperation with the neighbouring countries in the field of education and training is additionally supported by the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, component II under which framework Croatian education institutions cooperate with six neighbouring countries.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

 A Working Group for fostering and removing obstacles to international mobility in education has been established. Main task of the Working Group is to prepare proposals for amendments to the existing legislation regulating temporary residence of foreign pupils, students, teachers and non-teaching staff in Croatia, and regulating the awarding of scholarships to pupils, students, teachers and non-teaching staff for study trips abroad. The first meeting of the Working Group was held in November 2009 and a series of meetings of the WG sub-groups, formed according to the specific areas covered by the WG.

The Working Group for fostering and removing obstacles to international mobility in education prepared proposals for amendments to the existing legislation relevant to incoming and outgoing mobility in a form of an Action Plan for fostering and removing obstacles to international mobility in education for 2010-2012.

The measures of the Action Plan are as follows: 

1. Increasing financing of learning mobility

2. Improving the legal basis in relation to taxation of grants and scholarships

3. Optimising the management of the EU funds (exchange rates)

4. Equalising rights of foreign and national students

5. Regulating temporary residence

6. Regulating health insurance system and procedures 

7. Improving recognition of international cooperation and mobility as strategic priority for institutional development

8. Capacity building of education institutions 

9. Increasing number of modules in foreign languages at the HEIs

10. Facilitating availability of information on studying in Croatia

11. Developing national data basis of international student mobility

12. Improving recognition of study periods abroad 

The Ministry of Science, Education and Sports has founded the Committee for the Mobility of Researchers with the main purpose to write the Action Plan for the Mobility of Researchers and follow it’s implementation, to identify and suggest measures for removing obstacles to mobility of researchers and to encourage and improve the incoming and outgoing mobility of researchers.
The Committee for the Mobility of Researchers has written the Action Plan for the Mobility of Researchers for the period 2011-2012. This Action Plan is based on the Europe 2020 Flagship initiative: Innovation Union and the European Partnership for Researchers, EPR. The document recognizes the obstacles in international and intersectoral mobility of researchers, suggests measures for removing obstacles to mobility of researchers and recognizes the mobility of researchers as an important factor for development of science and research, as well as for economical recovery.

The measures of the Action Plan are as follows: 

1. Placement of foreign researchers on scientific and scientific-educational work places;

2. Improving working conditions for researchers;

3. Regulating stay with the purpose of scientific research;

4. Further development of infrastructure for mobility of researchers and scientists;

5. Encouraging intersectoral mobility of researchers;

6. Strengthening the competence of researchers.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)
- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Splitsko-dalmatinska County, 21 000 Split, Croatia

· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Split-Dalmatia County is a member of the Adriatic Euroregion Association.

It represents a model of co-operation that includes trans-national and inter-regional co-operation between regions of the Adriatic coastline. The Adriatic Euroregion is the institutional framework for jointly defining and solving important issues in the Adriatic area. It consists of 23 members - Regional and local governments from Italy, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro and Albania.
Split-Dalmatia County is member of Assembly of European Regions since year 2007. The Assembly of European Regions (est.1985) is the largest independent network of regions in the wider Europe which brig together over 270 regions from 33 countries and 16 interregional organizations.
- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian

Italian
A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing) 

Number of co-financed projects in Split-Dalmatia County in 2004 – 2007 Pre-accession period:

CARDS 2004: 5 projects 
PHARE CBC 2005 ADRIATIC: 6 projects 
PHARE 2006: 5 projects
SAPARD: 1 project
INTERREG IIIa programme: 5 projects
In the period 2007-2013. - Split-Dalmatia County is an area eligible for:

IPA Cross-border cooperation programme Croatia-Bosnia and Herzegovina

IPA Cross-border cooperation programme Croatia – Montenegro

IPA Adriatic programme (Italy, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania, Greece)

Transnational programme Mediteran 

Transnational programme South East Europe

Project approved for EU financing under IPA CBC Cro-BIH:

· KAMEN - development and promotion of entrepreneurship in the stone masonry (LP- SD County Development Agency)

Projects approved for EU financing under IPA Adriatic programme: 

· MEDPATHS – snapshot on the richness of Mediterranean hinterlands (LP- SD County Development Agency)

· SLID – social and labour inclusion of the disabled (LP- SD County)

· ADRISTORICAL LANDS – development of ethno-eco villages on the island of Hvar(SD County Development Agency)

· AGRONET - strenghtening of institutional cooperation in the field of agro industry (SD County Development Agency)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

The main problem in preparation is still inadequate coordination and communication among institutions as regards joint designing of projects and establishment of partnership in projects.  
At the national level, no decision has been reached on covering a part of the co-financing of cross-border projects, and the cost of co-financing must be born from the budgets of local self-government units, which are generally restricted and relatively small (unlike neighbouring states – e.g. in Slovenia, out of the 15% co-financed by project beneficiaries, the state covers 10%). This is also a reason why municipalities and towns are reluctant to engage in projects. 
Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

GRAD DELNICE, Trg 138. brigade HV 4, 51300 Delnice, Croatia, 00385-51-812-051, gradonacelnik@delnice.hr 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration 

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Grad Delnice was involved in previous Interreg cross-border cooperation programmes.

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Partners in cooperation were local municipalities from Slovenia (South-west area)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Croatia, Slovenia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian, Slovenian

- since when this cooperation is effective

Cooperation is effective since 2005

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

Lack of local funds and related environmental actions, slow and inert local and administration, differences in legal and administrative frameworks of partners, low technical capacities etc.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Lack of local funds, local and national administration

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

No

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Obstacles are greatly out of domain of the local authorities (mainly on national levels)

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Improvements in administrative constraints and increase in speed of administration.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Harmonization and adjustments in local, regional and national policies and administration

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Sharing of financial resources and funds, better policy planning

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

Improvements in development possibilities for lagging behind areas

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Investment and infrastructural projects

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

Cooperation between local authorities along the river Kupa (upper part) in environmental and tourism related projects.

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Cooperation is working well because of similar needs of participants, good coordination of activities and planning, similarities of cross-border areas in economic and social situations and because of long history of cooperation.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

No.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

Yes.

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

N/A

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
CROATIA / CROATIE

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Tihana Prepelec, Project Manager

Town of Virovitica (Development Agency North-DAN)

phone: +385 33 721 980

mobile: +385 99 489 7055

e-mail: tihana.prepelec@virovitica.hr 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of Public Administration
Nature of the respondent

· Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Writing and implementation of projects related to cros-border tender IPA CBC Hungary-Croatia.
· Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…) 

Town of Barcs-Mađarska

Town of Siklos-Mađarska

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

The town of Virovitica participates in cross-border projects between Croatia and Hungary 
- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian, Hungarian

- since when this cooperation is effective

The town of Virovitica has been friends with the Hungarian town of Barcs since 1996, and since then they have worked together on various joint cultural and other events in the frontier region, although the town of Virovitica has tried through projects to extend the cooperation with other towns in Hungary as well.  

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation. 
What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

There are direct railway and bus lines connecting Croatia with Hungary. In addition, the town of Virovitica is planning to restore the railway line Virovitica-Barcs for freight traffic through a joint cross-border project, which would also contribute to the development of industry and economy in the cross-border region. 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)i sl.)

In 2006, an Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Healthcare and Medical Sciences was concluded between the Ministry of Healthcare and Social Welfare of the Republic of Croatia and the Ministry of  Healthcare of the Republic of Hungary.
A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

There is an Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Hungary on Recognition of School Report Cards, Diplomas and Higher Education Levels Acquired in the Republic of Croatia and the Republic of Hungary, which was signed in 1997, and which facilitates continuation of education in the neighbouring state. 
A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.) 

One can learn a lot here through EU projects, since the activities in these fields are eligible for funding.   
A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

There are no concrete examples from experience on the local level. 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

There are no concrete examples from experience on the local level. 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

One can learn a lot here through EU projects, since the activities in these fields are eligible for funding.   
A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

As already stated, Croatia participates in several cross-border tenders with the neighbouring states, which is a very good opportunity to establish and enhance cooperation in frontier regions.  

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) Environment and water management 
h)
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

So far, the biggest obstacle at the local level was the language barrier in arranging and implementing projects.  

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

So far, the biggest obstacle at the local level was the language barrier in arranging and implementing projects.  

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

There are no concrete examples from experience on the local level. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good 

practices identified in cross-border cooperation

Speaking from experience on the local level, the best mode of cooperation is through planning and implementing projects of common interest, which is why it is important to support EU programmes and funds.  

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

The best examples of good practice are joint projects implemented in the frontier region, especially from the IPA CBC programme. 
C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose 

, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)? 

Cooperation is working well because there is increasing amount of work done as regards joint initiatives and plans, and working bodies for joint planning and implementation of activities are being established, which contributes to the consolidation of cooperation and improvement of conditions in the frontier region. 
C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)? 

Nema konkretnih primjera u iskustvu sa lokalne razine.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning , infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?
There are Operational Programmes or strategic documents with intervention areas for all joint cross-border tenders, and joint planning and implementation of projects contribute to the improvement of cooperation and to resolving problems through certain activities.  

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies? 

The Republic of Croatia and the Republic of Hungary have held joint government sessions, and there have been meetings of the Croatian-Hungarian Working Group for Cross-Border Cooperation of local self-government units. 
D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
CROATIA / CROATIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

· Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

The City of Rijeka, The City Office, Maja Tatalovic, Adviser for EU Affairs and Development of Civil Society, +385 (0)51209615, e-mail: maja.tatalovic@rijeka.hr 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

From Ministry of Public Administration 
Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Yes – through programmes such are Europe for Citizens, IPA Croatia-Slovenia, IPA Adriatic, INTERREG and CARDS programme etc.

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Parnters are local – The City of Rijeka, regional – Primorsko-goranska county, national – relevant Ministries etc.

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Croatia, Slovenia, Italy

- what languages are spoken in the region

Croatian, slovenian, italian
· since when this cooperation is effective

Since 2007 IPA Adriatic and IPA Slovenia-Croatia, INTERREG and CARDS since 2003, Europe for Citizens since 2009.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

· four bilingual primary schools (Croatian and Italian language) in Rijeka

· learning neighboring languages ​​in primary schools (additional classes)

· international cooperation between primary schools (working on joint projects and joint participations at various events)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Department of culture has participated in the development of several projects within in the framework of EU programmes for co-financing (IPA Croatia – Slovenia and Europe for Citizens) which included cross-border cooperation, in our case cooperation with Slovenia.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

After project application for the IPA cross border fund Slovenia-Croatia 2007-2013, the communication between the leading partner and us was scarce, meaning that information of the project status was not communicated promptly. After project rejection, there was no clear explanation why the project was not accepted.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Department of culture has identified no significant obstacles to cross-border cooperation within the framework of co-financing EU Funds, as well as within the bilateral cooperation that exist between our cultural institutions and cultural institution in the neighbouring countries (Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia)

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

Cross-border cooperation in the domain of culture is an example of good cooperation, both on the level of city administration and the cultural institutions from Rijeka which have rich exchanges and collaboration with cultural institutions, associations, festivals and individuals in the domain of culture.

· international cooperation between primary schools (working on joint projects and joint participations at various events)

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

The cooperation in the field of culture is working well due to follow-up of the cross-border question at national level (financing of cross-border projects on national level through Ministry of culture, bilateral agreements regarding cultural cooperation), existing cooperation structures (long term relationships), common purpose, mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, 

- for the functioning of cooperation is important a strong will of the main actors, the design of interesting projects and shared tasks, the desire to exchange experiences, but also support of local authorities and local communities
C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

CZECH REPUBLIC / REPUBLIQUE TCHEQUE

Identification of the respondent

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Ministry for regional development, department of European territorial cooperation;

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Ministry of interior of the Czech Republic

Nature of the respondent

 - Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for  transfrontier cooperation 

Managing authority in CBC programme CZ-Poland 2007-2013

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations 

- concerned (provinces, regions, laender…)

Regions along the CZ-PL border 

- What are the states involved in  crossborder cooperation

Czech Republic, Poland

- what languages are spoken in the region

Czech, Polish, partly German and Slovak

- since when this cooperation is effective

Since 1999 when the cooperation started, thanks to the pre-accession program Phare CBC co-financed by the EU
A. 
Areas for cross-border co-operation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border co-operation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border co-operation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please identify the areas where this co-operation exists and is well established and those in which it is still embryonic and should be developed (but obstacles remain). Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

E.g. There was rebuilt a train connection between Harrachov(CZ) and Sklarska Poremba(PL) a lot of kilometres of cycling tracks were built and renovated also  roads were reconstructed in this cbc area.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

The programme was mainly oriented on the field of support- risk prevention, the development of rescue services (fire-fighters, mountain rescue) and activities connect with monitoring of environmental risks were mainly supported, e.g. floods prevention, prevention system of chemical protection. Also there were a lot of projects focused on integrated rescue system in the cross border area.   

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples) 

The cooperation in the field of education, preparation for employment, learning of Czech and Polish language and cross-border mobility of teachers was subject to support. 
A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

 
Other areas which are important for your country/region: please specify

Among supported areas, there was e. g. the increasing of knowledge and skills of inhabitants of the Czech- Polish border area, specially training of staff in the tourism area and mountain rescue, improving internet skills for citizen in age 50+, human resource development in cbc area. 

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

see A2

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

Joint training of Czech and Polish police brigades was fostered, a monitoring centre was built, there also took place, e. g. joint patrols on big events, rescue operations, demonstrations. 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

The activities were aimed at improvement of the state and quality of the environment in the Czech-Polish border area, especially on support of development and modernization of environmental infrastructure, e.g. water pipes networks, waste water treatment plants and sewerage systems, waste sorting systems, improving air quality. 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

a)
We have experience of it (please give examples)

b)
It works thanks to the following solutions (please give examples)

c)
It should be developed but the following obstacles remain (please give examples)

All above mentioned projects were co-financed by SF – European Territorial Cooperation within CBC programme Czech republic- Poland 2007-2013. 

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border co-operation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border co-operation.

B.1
Having regard to the replies given to the questions above, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified in each of the followings field of co-operation? If in some of the fields :there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

The only obstacle was the differences in national legislation. 

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (analysis of regulations etc. on their cross-border impact, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities in co-ordination (co-ordination of policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral co-operation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?
C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practise in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border co-operation.

C.1 
Cross-border co-operation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) co-operation? 

C.2 
Can you explain why this co-operation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, co-operation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

DENMARK / DANEMARK

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

Jesper Lorenz Gradert, Head of Section, Ministry of the Interior and Health, phone: +45 7228 2524, e-mail: jlg@im.dk
The response has been co-ordinated with the following ministries: 

Ministry of Justice 

Ministry of Economic and Business affairs 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Transport 

Ministry of Employment

Ministry of the Environment

Ministry of Defence

Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation  

Danish Regions (the interest organisation for the five regions in Denmark) and the Local Government Denmark (association of local governments) have received the questionnaire. Replies from The Central Region Denmark (Region Midtjylland) and the Region of Sealand (Region Sjælland) are attached.  

Nature of the respondent

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

· A Danish-German treaty is concluded on the construction of a fixed link across the Fehmarn Belt. According to the Treaty the two parties has established two collaborative bodies. The Joint Committee, whose task is to monitor and promote implementation of the Treaty and the consultation body, which aims to discuss issues of regional interest. 
· There is an agreement of cooperation between the Danish Ministry of Transport and Schleswig-Holstein Ministry of Science, Economics and Transport . According to the agreement officials from both departments are to meet once a year. The topics of the meetings are the transport infrastructure and cross-border traffic between Denmark and Schleswig-Holstein, and on the meetings information are exchanged on current and planned activities and investments in infrastructure, public transport etc.
· A Danish-Swedish group of government officials are set up to follow the Swedish investigations of the possibilities of establishing a permanent connection between Helsingør and Helsingborg. 

· Traffic across Øresund - Cross-border cooperation between the Danish State represented by the Danish Transport Authority (DTA) and Region Skåne represented by Skånetrafiken: The cross-border traffic is operated by one operator on the basis of two simultaneous and coordinated tenders invited by DTA and Skånetrafiken respectively.  An assessment in 2004 showed that DTS did not have the Authority to invite to a joint tender for both parties. Cooperation with Region Skåne works on the basis of a cooperation agreement between DTA and Skånetrafiken.  

· Tønder - Niebüll : cross-border cooperation between the Danish State (Transport Authority) and the Federal State of Schleswig-Holstein (LVS): The cross-border traffic between Tønder and Niebüll was an option for the Danish supply of rail services in central and western Jutland, which the rail operator Arriva won. It is DTA, who manages the portion of the contract to Arriva on behalf of LVS. Cooperation between DTA and LVS works on the basis of a cooperation agreement which, inter alia shows that LVS must refund the amount equivalent to the DTA payment to Arriva to operating on the German side.  

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Authorisation of health personnel originating from EU/EEA follows the rules set out in directive 2005/35/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 7 September 2005 on the recognition of professional qualifications.

Authorisation of health personnel originating from outside EU/EEA follows national legislation in the areas concerned. 

In addition, Denmark is a party to a Nordic agreement concerning a common Nordic labour market. The agreement covers certain groups of health personnel.
A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

Information about cooperation in the field of education and training in the Oresund Region might be found on http://www.oresunddirekt.dk/Tools/Guides/At_tage_en_uddannelse_i_SE.aspx
Unfortunately only available in Danish and Swedish language.

Under the umbrella of Nordic Council of Ministers there exist close cooperation  within education and training. A lot of students, researchers and workers are moving across the borders between all the Nordic countries.

All types of cooperation are relevant because of the common understandig of Scandinavian languages Danish, Norwegian and Swedish. General information of the Nordic education cooperation might be found in English language on the website:

http://www.norden.org/en/about-nordic-co-operation/areas-of-co-operation/education-and-research
General information on international cooperation including Nordic mobility and recognition programmes might be found on the website of Danish Agency for International Education:  http://en.iu.dk/
The Top-level Research Initiative (TRI)

The Top-level Research Initiative (TRI) is an effort on the part of the Nordic countries to find solutions to global climate challenges. The Top-level Research Initiative is supported by national institutions and agencies, in particular those financing research and innovation. They have financed a common pot for funding projects under the initiative.

Three Nordic institutions - NordForsk, Nordic Innovation Centre and Nordic Energy Research - act as secretariat for the initiative, contributing their combined competencies in the fields of research, innovation, technology and energy. The three institutions are all under the auspices of the Nordic Council of Ministers

TRI comprises six sub-programmes encompassing the entire solution chain from research on climate change and its impact on society, to innovation and the development of solutions within environmental technology, energy efficiency and new forms of energy. TRI aims to develop reliable climate models to predict future climate change, while at the same time better preparing society to deal with the impacts of climate change.

The projects that are funded by the sub-programmes are still in early stages and it is thus not possible to report on concrete results yet.

European Collaborative Research Programmes (EUROCORES)

The Danish Council for Independent Research is a member of the European Science Foundation 

(ESF) and has for years participated in the ESF's EUROCORES programme consisting of a number of large and often multidisciplinary efforts in which the research itself and now also the coordination of the programme is funded by the participating member organizations. The programme is currently under review due to the forthcoming merger of the European Science Foundation and EUROHORCs. 

The current EUROCORES programme involves, in brief, joint calls and selection of proposals for new research at European level, after which common calls and international evaluation of applications are made. Formally, grant powers and funding remains at national level. The participating research councils therefore decide for themselves what specific EUROCORES they want to participate in and co-finance. A EUROCORES Programme is launched only if adequate funding is obtained from the participating national research councils. 

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related 

facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

Regulation (EC) 883/2004 on the coordination of social security schemes is based on a close cooperation between the authorities of the member states. The Regulation also provides the framework for assistance among the member states in order to secure fast and correct handling of the cases and thus with the best result for the persons involved.
Denmark has good and effective cooperation with the other EU-Member States. That is the case for all of the social security areas, including posting, applicable legislation and allocation of social security benefits.

From a Danish point of view especially two collaborators should be mentioned – Germany and Sweden. It is natural to point to these two countries, as both of them are bordering on Denmark, and there is a vast number of frontier workers and exchange of labour between Denmark and Germany and Denmark and Sweden.

Cross-border cooperation between Denmark and Germany, and Denmark and Sweden has become a natural part of the European integration process. The increasing number of frontier workers between Denmark and Germany, and Denmark and Sweden shows that the close cooperation in the area of labour exchange is also working. Furthermore, steps have been taken in order to make the efficient cooperation on mobility even more beneficial for the employees and businesses. In this regard there is much focus on removing obstructions for frontier workers. A special effort has been made to inform about the countries’ regulation on social security and to establish a closer contact to the respective authorities, both in order to make sure that the employees and employers quickly and efficiently are able to get information on their rights and duties in relation to their respective labour market..

Labour mobility services
To support and promote labour mobility across borders, Denmark has established institutionalized cooperation and services in the Øresund Region (Copenhagen and Southern Sweden/the city of Malmö), and in Sønderjylland-Schleswig (Denmark and Germany). 

In the case of the Public Employment Services (PES), the cooperation is organised within the context of the European Employment Service (EURES), with financial support from the European Commission. In the Øresund region, the cooperation takes the form of a so-called ‘EURES-T Partnership’, comprising PES and social partners on both sides of the border. At the German-Danish border, the cooperation is based on a bilateral relation between PES on both sides.

To a large extend, the goal and substance of the cooperations is to provide information and guidance to jobseekers, commuters and employers, with the aim to enhance mobility. Traditionally, there has also been focus on meeting educational barriers, i.e. recognition and transferability of qualifications across the border. In recent years, however, there has been increasing focus on matching services.

In both regions, there are a number of additional initiatives, aiming to provide information, guidance, and better knowledge. In the Øresund region, for instance, “ØresundDirekt” on both side provides relevant information (social security, taxation, etc.) for jobseekers and commuters, and (on the Swedish side) helps with paperwork. More research or knowledge oriented institutions like the Øresund Institute, and a range of other initiatives also exist. At the German border, the Region Southern Denmark has established an information office for jobseekers and commuters called “Infocenter Grænse”.

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

It is paramount to underline that the main focus of Danish Emergency Management Agency’s international work is on the EU Mechanism (CECIS requests from both inside and outside the EU) and the UN system (UNDAC, INSARAG, WFP, OCHA). 
Furthermore there is a strong cooperation with following organisations: 

NATO: (EADRCC)

IHP (International Humanitarian Partnership.) 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units)
According to Danish law, cooperation in police matters with other countries does not depend on a specific agreement being concluded. Cooperation can be carried out case by case based on national legislation and relevant international instruments.
Traditionally, the Nordic countries have had a very close cooperation with regard to police cooperation and a number of agreements have been concluded on this subject. 
In 2003 the heads of the national police forces in the Nordic countries signed an updated agreement on police cooperation. The agreement is currently being updated again. The agreement contains provisions on more practical aspects of the Nordic police cooperation, including provisions on:
· national contact points

· processing of requests between the police authorities

· police interrogations in other Nordic countries

· requests for identification, criminal records and service of documents

· collection of fines

· search of persons in other Nordic countries

· extradition between the Nordic countries

· exchange of information

· joint investigation teams

Additionally, police cooperation on border control and cross-border crime exists in the form of Nordic police cooperation, Danish-German land and sea border cooperation, Danish-Swedish cooperation in the Øresund Region and Baltic Sea Region Border Control Cooperation. 

The Nordic police cooperation on border control and cross border crime is based on annual meetings between the heads of the national police forces and regular meetings in a number of working parties established by the heads of the national police forces. 

The Danish-German land and sea border cooperation is based i.a. on an agreement of 21 March 2001 on police cooperation in the border region. Under this agreement, the competent German and Danish police authorities should, i.a., exchange information about cases and persons as well as relevant events in relation to criminal activities with particular relevance for the border area. Police authorities should, if necessary, also cooperate in connection with control, surveillance and search activities and carry out common initiatives in relation to crime prevention. If necessary due to traffic reasons, police officers can travel on the territory of the other party until the point where it is possible for them to turn around and return to their own territory. “Hot pursuit” can be continued into the territory of the other party under the conditions of Article 41 of the Schengen Convention and with respect for national declarations issued in this connection. Furthermore, German and Danish police forces share some office buildings near the border. The agreement has lately been further substantiated into detailed operational plans and arrangements for cross border-operations.  
The Danish-Swedish cooperation in the Øresund Region is based on an agreement of 6 October 1999 between Denmark and Sweden on police cooperation in the Øresund Region. The agreement is to be updated soon. This agreement is a consequence of the fact that the construction of the Øresund Bridge (the fixed link across Øresund connecting Denmark and Sweden by a tunnel and a bridge) has given Denmark and Sweden a common land border and that provisions of the Schengen Convention in respect of cross-border pursuits thus is of importance to the Danish-Swedish cooperation in the Øresund Region. The agreement has been authorised by Act no. 318 of 9 May 2000 on Police Cooperation in the Øresund Region. 
Under the agreement the competent Swedish and Danish police authorities should, i.a., exchange information about cases and persons as well as relevant events in relation to criminal activities with connection to the Øresund Region. Police authorities should, if necessary, also cooperate in connection with control, surveillance and search activities and carry out common initiatives in relation to crime prevention. If necessary due to traffic reasons, police officers can travel and perform certain tasks on the territory of the other party until the point where it is possible for them to turn around and return to their own territory. Moreover, ongoing “hot pursuit” can be continued from the end of the Øresund link and into the territory of the other party under the conditions of Article 41 of the Schengen Convention and with respect for national issued declarations in this connection.
The Baltic Sea Region Border Control Cooperation is a cooperation body established at the 5th Ministerial Session of the Council of the Baltic Sea States and focuses on security-related issues concerning border control in the Baltic Sea region. Member states are Estonia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia and Sweden, while Iceland holds an observer status. 

Regarding judicial cooperation in border regions there are no regional agreements in force. Judicial cooperation performed by the Danish Prosecution Service is on this basis conducted through the ordinary means of cooperation, i.e. through letters rogatory based on the European Convention on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters of 20 April 1959.
Furthermore, the Prosecution in Copenhagen has established direct contact to the Swedish Prosecution Services in order to fight rising numbers of cases of robbery against banks etc. with a cross-border dimension. 
A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

The Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation has been working together since 1978 to protect and conserve the area. The main aim is to coordinate management, monitoring as well as political matters. 
The formal structure of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation consists of the Trilateral Government Council, in which ministers participate on behalf of the German, Dutch and Danish Governments. Government conferences are held every 3 years with participation of the politically responsible body, the Ministers. The Presidency for the cooperation shifts every 3 years, currently being headed by the Danish Minister for the environment. 

The Nature Agency represented by its centre in Ribe implements and coordinates the decisions on behalf of Denmark. 

The cooperation is not legally binding, and therefore functions solely on a voluntary basis, between the countries, in an effort to coordinate the protection and the management of the Wadden Sea.

The cooperation is aided by the Common Wadden Sea Secretariat (CWSS), having a large knowledge and experience on the area. The CWSS is considered to be very skilled and professional, functioning as a dynamo for the cooperation, delivering qualified input on all levels. The secretariat also functions as a practical connection, being a nexus, tying the countries together.  

The practical coordination between the countries has been undertaken by largely the same people for a number of years. This is considered as having a beneficial effect on the cooperation, because the cooperation is able to focus the effort on work beneficiary to the Wadden Sea. The continuity, causing a large degree of confidence between the countries is furthermore supported by continuity in the CWSS-staff. 

The cooperation in practice, as well as the high-level decisions has been saturated by mutual understanding and respect between the countries. The different political possibilities in the different countries, has been respected, and solutions reflecting common agreement have been adopted. 

The cooperation has experienced a natural progression in its focus areas. As results were achieved, new areas of cooperation have emerged. The main aim was introducing standardized nature protection policies in the entire Wadden Sea area. The process of EU-integration has gradually overtaken some of the former areas, being a legally binding cooperation. 

The German and Dutch areas have been adopted by the UNESCO World Heritage List in 2009, also affecting the priorities of the cooperation since then. 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Denmark participates in 4 Interreg IVA cross border programmes in the 2007-2013 period. The programmes cover cross border cooperation with Germany through two programmes, cooperation with Sweden and Norway and cooperation in the South Baltic. In Denmark the Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs has transferred the responsibility for the implementation of the Interreg IV A programmes to the relevant regions and the regional municipality of Bornholm. Committees covering a broad cross border partnership are responsible for the selection of projects under the 4 programmes.
The EU Funds under the 4 programmes are co-financed by the applicants (Universities, municipalities, regions, NGOs) applying for EU-funds under the programmes. 

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

In order to ease the reading of the reply section B and C has been answered together under each domain.  
B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

To prevent obstacles for Nordic cooperation and mobility for students, researchers and workers the Nordic Council of Ministers have established the Nordic Cross-Border Forum with the aim of taking care of all challenges concerning obstacles. Even if there has been worked intensively for several years some problems are solved but still there are technical and administrative obstacles. In the field of education and training most of the obstacles are solved.

The main obstacle with regard to the TRI process has been on governance issues. The Nordic research funding systems are to some extent structured differently which in the beginning was an obstacle with regard to funding of the programme. The recent mid-term evaluation points to a complex and bureaucratic organisation and to a discrepancy between level of ambition and level of resources. The broad scope of the six sub-programmes also inhibits a close cooperation between these.
There are a number of problems and uncertainties related to the European Collaborative Research Programmes (EUROCORES). For example, many of the participating research councils find that the procedure is too bureaucratic and time consuming. In addition, several councils are of the opinion that the professional quality of international applications may not always reflect the quality of national applications. Furthermore, the model implies a risk that national co-financing will be eroded if it turns out that more projects with national participation qualify in the final ranking than the respective council has set aside funds for in its budget. 
d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

B.2 
In general the cross-border cooperation within this field, works rather well without many obstacles, especially at the practical operational level. However there are some judicial obstacles which are currently dealt with through a comprehensive analysis of the current state of the Danish ‘Host Nation Support’. This analysis “Recommendation 28” involves all the relevant institutions and actors at national level. Some of these issues could be the question of insurance, criminal law, responsibility in case of accidents, import of medicine etc.

B.3 

The above mentioned analysis points to some areas of the national legislation that needs to be “harmonized” or adapted to EU legislation in order to improve access to Denmark in case of a larger emergency. Of concrete issues the following should be mentioned:

· Discrepancies between tax regulations(6 months) and residence permit (3 months)

· Establishment of OSOCC should be more coherent with EU standards

· Doctors can enter without problems, but not their medicine. 

· Legal status of foreign emergency/disaster personnel working in Denmark

B.4 

The analysis points to some concrete practical measures that could be incorporated:

· Checklists both for national use as well as for the Liaison officer appointed to be the contact to foreign teams

· Training of Liaison officers

· Fact sheets and national guidelines

· Amendments of national legislation 

C.1 Examples of good cooperation:

· Ambulance and police services at the Danish/German border

· Cooperation between Denmark/Sweden regarding marine pollution (the Copenhagen agreement and marine pollution)

· SAR, Search and Rescue operations (Danish Navy/Admiral Fleet responsible Authority)    

C.2

· The general upheld view is that the mentioned bilateral agreements establishes the necessary overall legal framework which provides plenty of space for making additional mutual agreements at regional and local level - agreements which concentrates on the practical, technical and operational issues. 

C.3 

· An advice should be to keep the bilateral agreements general and less detailed, but with a clear and precise objective. This leaves the necessary room for adapting them to the local and practical/operational theatre. 

· Identify obstacles at all relevant sectoral authorities through a national case study. 

C.4 

· The earlier mentioned national analysis needs to be implemented at all levels.

· Project cooperation with the other Nordic countries through an EU-financed project: “Enhanced cross-border operational cooperation for civil protection in Northern Europe”. The expected results of this cooperation are the following: 

1.) An enhanced conceptual framework for cross-border assistance based on existing legal frameworks, future needs and best practice. 

2.) Identify the need for interoperable equipment and mutual aid, such as, cross-border teams and modules. 

3.) Identify the need for common operational guidelines, manuals, focal-points, warning and alerting routines as well as routines on how to provide and receive cross-border assistance, and the testing of these in a table-top exercise. 

4.) An action programme covering the need for common training, exercises and research.

http://www.msb.se/en/About-MSB/EU-work/Cross-border/ 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Denmark holds the opinion that the existing judicial and police cooperation in the border regions is well functioning. The cooperation in these fields in the border regions is periodically brought up for discussion with i.a. Sweden and Germany but, generally, there is no need for further regulation or formalization of the cooperation
g) 
Environment and water management 

B. Obstacles to cross-border cooperation
In a cooperation with specified political aims, as within the Wadden Sea cooperation, many obstacles never appear, because the aim is agreed upon. On the other hand, if the political outcome or relevance is decreasing or minimized within a non-legally binding, cross-border cooperation the relevance and focus will also decrease. This could lead to two or three considerations: 1) to broaden the scope of the cooperation, 2) keep the activities at a low level (for a period of time) or 3) phase it out. 

Ad C. removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

· The teachings from the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation are mainly, that the cooperation has developed and broadened its scope gradually from genuine protection of the Wadden Sea to management of the coastal zone (especially in Denmark)

· Tends to focus on cooperation between world heritage areas in all three countries 

· Personal knowledge and confidence between government officials can create an environment beneficial to cross-borer cooperation.

· In a non-legally binding cooperation, respect for the others’ point of view is necessary.

· A skilled and professional ‘nexus’ (e.g. a Secretariat) can prove useful to keeping the stamina of a cooperation.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)
No specific budget line of the national budget is available for co-financing the Interreg EU Funds. The commitments under the 4 cross border programmes are progressing well, and as such the non-availability of co-financing is not seen as an obstacle to cross border cooperation.
Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 


	Questionnaire on removing obstacles and promoting good practices on cross-border cooperation

- With focus on the health care sector in Region Midtjylland




Below are some examples of Region Midtjylland participation in cross border-cooperation and some of the obstacles we experience e.g. This paper focus on Denmark’s cross-border cooperation with Norway, Sweden and Germany.  

A. Areas for cross-border cooperation

A.2. Health care

· Cooperation on new treatments and research, for example about patients with chronic diseases. 

· Visits and study tours to Sweden. For example have Region Midtjylland visit Karolinska Institutet, Stockholm, to see how they work with emergency wards. 

· Studytours for politicians and officials with focus on different topics, for examples quality in the health sector. 

· Different public authorities from other countries have visited Region Midtjylland. Focus on these visits have among others been financiel management / control of expenditures in the health sector. 

· Exchange of know-how about hospitals constructions for example in connection with building the New University Hospital in Aarhus. 

· Region Midtjylland are following the national legislation laid down in “Sundhedsloven” (Health Care Law) about patient treatment abroad: 

1. Right to free choice of hospital and expanded free choice of hospital, when the conditions in the Health Care Law are fulfilled. Notice that Danske Regioner (Danish Regions) is responsible for making agreements with hospitals abroad e.g. on behalf of the five regions. 

2. Furthermore patients have the possibility of being treated abroad in case of life threatening diseases if Region Midtjylland cannot treat the patient within a month - or if the treatment is not possible at a Danish hospital when the treatment is recommend by the Danish hospital department, with the highest specialization in Denmark and the recommendation is approved by the National Health Board.   

3. Due to national legislation laid down in the Health Care Law residents in Denmark have the right to receive health care services. Furthermore the hospitals are committed to grant acute treatment to all people who are not residents, but are staying in the country temporarily. 

4. Region Midtjylland has no agreements with hospitals abroad besides the agreements mentioned above. 

A.3 Education and training

· Exchange of students in clinical practices, for example in relation to research projects.
· Participation in the HOPE exchange program of the EU. The staffs in Region Midtjylland are encouraged to participate to learn from other countries. 

A.4 Labour Market

· Recruiting of staff within the health care area (especially doctors and nurses) in Germany.

· Advertising and participation in fairs in Germany with special focus on recruitment. 

· Initiatives to keep foreign workers in Region Midtjylland. For example by focusing on teaching language, taking care of the family and the children by helping finding job for the partners and education for the children. 

· Advertising in Sweden with focus on recruiting labour. 

B. Obstacles to cross-border cooperation 

B1

B) Health Care

- Language can in some circumstances be a problem in the communication with patients.

d) Access to labour market 

· The first year foreign workers are employed in Demark they have not earned holiday allowance, which means that they have to pay for their holiday themselves. 

B2)

· Problems regarding to holiday allowance are labour market conditions, which Region Midtjylland has no possibility to change. 
APPENDIX 1a/ ANNEXE 1a
Questionnaire on removing obstacles and promoting good practices on cross-border cooperation

- With focus on the Regional Development in Region Midtjylland
Page 2: Nature of the respondent:

- Region Midtjylland is a member of the Conference of Peripheral and Maritime Regions and its sub-commissions, the North Sea and the Baltic Sea Commissions. In all 3 regional cooperation’s Region Midtjylland is represented by elected member of the Regional Council. The partners in this cooperation are Regions – the directly elected level beneath the state level. 

- Region Midtjylland is represented at the board of both the Interreg A Øresund-Kattegat-Skagerrak (ØKS) programme and the Interreg B North Sea Programme. Partners are here local, regional and state representatives.

- States involved: North Sea - the 7 states around the North Sea. ØKS – DK, S, N.

- Language. North Sea – English; ØKS – Danish, Swedish, Norwegian.

- Cooperation since: North Sea: 1997; ØKS – 2007; CPMR/North Sea/Baltic sea commissions – 1995 

Page 3: Areas for cross-border cooperation.

A 8: Co-financing of cross-border and transnational projects under the Interreg A Øresund-Kattegat-Skagerrak programme and the Interreg B North Sea and Baltic Sea programmes. A number of projects co-financed by these programmes embrace the issues of other areas covered by this questionnaire (environment, education, transport, training, business development, labour market etc.).

Page 4: Obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

H: Co-financing EU funds:

A growing bureaucracy has infected the implementation of the Interreg programmes and has become a severe treat to the outcome of the programmes. 

B 4: Some of the obstacles must be dealt with at national level where the state/regional/local authorities must find ways of simplification, and reduce the administrative constraints. The national implementation of EU regulations causes an unjustified complexity and difference in the implementation crossing borders.

B 5: At EU, state and regional level the Interreg regulations must be simplified to reduce the administrative burdens and secure a better implementation structure for the EU Cohesion policy. 

Page 5: Removing obstacles - and good practice:

A number of projects co-financed by structural funds (regional and social funds) have over the years provided the regional authorities, institutions and companies with an insight to best practice and new ways of approaching the challenges we are confronted by. Issues like Regional Development, transport, business development, water management, environment, rural development, have all been developed in an cross-border / transnational cooperation.

APPENDIX 1b / ANNEXE 1b

International Profile on Psychiatry and Social in Central Denmark Region
	Short Description of the organisation
	Central Denmark Region provides psychiatric services for children, adolescent and adults suffering from mental illness. The services cover the inpatient management, acute and intensive care, diagnosis and treatment. 

Within the area of social services, the region in agreement with the local municipalities, operates a range of specialized services and institutions for groups with special needs for social services and special education. The users of these services all share the need for extensive help and support to cope. 

Also included within the responsibilities of this area, is the operation of educational institutions with special education for people with a speech, hearing or sight impairment, as well as other handicaps. 

	Ongoing and former innovative initiatives
	See below


	Experience (if any) with international cooperation
	· Participation in the EU funded research and training project OSCAR, (Occupational Stress with mental health Clients in Acute Response),
· Participation in the EU funded research and training project ISADORA, (Intergrated Services Aimed at Dual Diagnosis and Optimal Recovery from Addiction,
· Involved in ENTER Mental Health, (European Network on Training, Evaluation and Research in Mental Health),
· Participation in the EU-funded research and training project EMILIA, (Empowerment of Mental Illness Service Users: Life Long Learning, Integrating and Action. 
· Participation in the EU-funded project PROMISE (Promoting Mental Health Minimising Mental Illness and Integrating through Education): 




	Areas of interest for international cooperation
	· Forensic psychiatry

· Day hospitals

· Highly specialized psychiatric treatment within an extended geography

· Inservice training  and further education for members of staff within the mental health sector

· Highly specialized innovative approaches to diagnostics and treatment  within the field of psychiatry 

· Innovative approaches to specialized social services and special education 


	Main objectives for international cooperation
	· Networking and sharing ideas, and know-how with other European regions on social services and mental health issues such as promotion of mental health, prevention, care, cure, rehabilitation and inclusion 

· Creating and participating in research projects and other projects within the field of social services and mental health


	Contact information
	Central Denmark Region

Psychiatry and Social

Skottenborgvej 26

DK-8800 Viborg

Phone: +45 8728 5000

e-mail: psykiatrisocial@rm.dk 

Web: http://www.rm.dk/om+regionen/english 


APPENDIX 2 / ANNEXE 2

Respondent: Region Syddanmark, Department of Regional Development 
Nature of Respondent: Region in Denmark
Partners:  
Region of Southern Denmark (RSD) and the Federal State / Land Schleswig Holstein (LSH). 

States involved: Denmark and Germany

Languages spoken: Danish and German

Cooperation effective since: 1997 first Partnership Agreement, 1991 first INTERREG Cooperation

A. Areas for cross-border cooperation
A.1.: Mobility, Transport and Infrastructure are core areas of cooperation encompassed in the Partnership Agreement and implemented in forms of concrete actions defined in the Annual Work plans between RSD and LSH. 

Furthermore 2 related projects have been approved under the INTERREG 4A Programme:
i) CB Log - Cross Border Logistics: this project aims at combining the regional competences and business developments across the border in order to strengthen a common logistics- and transportsector.

ii) Sønderborg as bi-national Airport: the purpose of this project is to clarify the potentials for Sønderborg Airport to transform into a bi-national Airport with a view to provide competitive services for customers on both sides of the border.

A.2. Health Care is also an integrated part of the Partnership Agreement and implemented through both joint medical scientific research projects as well as joint health care services for patients. In addition the INTERREG 4A Programme currently co-finances 5 health projects:

i) Health Games: joint development of electronic games that can be used to enhance rehabilitation of patients.

ii) Enhancement of situation for Osteoporosis Patients:  joint attempt to enhance services and treatment for osteoporosis patients.

iii) Strengthening of patient security: combined efforts to enhance the security services provided for patients.

iv) ROBIN - Innovation for Health Care: development and implementation of health care robotics

v) Cross-Border Breast Health: establishment of regular cross-border medical services in prevention and treatment of breast cancer.

A.3. Education and training: Education and research is also an integrated part of the Partnership Agreement and implemented through co operations between schools, technical colleges and universities. Furthermore, RSD and SLH have an ongoing cooperation to ensure mutial recognition of education, especially in VET. In addition the INTERREG 4A Programme currently co-finances 3 projects:

i) Knowledge Region: establishment of structural basis for the enhancement of cross-border cooperation between universities and exchange of students and teachers.

ii) Virtual Academy for Innovation and Lifelong Learning: enhanced educational courses through internet based, qualified and multilingual modules for learning.

In addition to this the INTERREG 4A Programme co-finances a total 11 research projects implemented by the leading universities within region.

A.4. Labour Market – this area has a very high priority and is also an integrated part of the Partnership Agreement. Since the establishment of the Region Sønderjylland Schleswig (RSS) in 1997 a major aim of RSS has been to streamline and support the mobility of job seekers and workers finding employment across the border. For more information please refer to the RSS website: www.region.dk/de  

In addition the INTERREG 4A Programme currently co-finances 1 project:

i) Pontifex: aims to clarify the obstacles and challenges impeding the cross border mobility of job seekers and integration of a joint labour market.

A.5. Crisis and disaster/emergency management is not a top priority at the current moment. However the INTERREG 4A Programme currently co-finances 1 project:

i) Border waters: aims at enhancing common measures to tackle risks of flooding.

In addition, RSD and LSH continues to benefit from previous projects implemented under the INTERREG 3A Programme, amongst these the establishment of a common cross border air rescue system including a helicopter covering the nearby border region.

A.6. Currently no active cooperation.

A.7. Environment: is also an integrated part of the Partnership Agreement and in addition 

the INTERREG 4A Programme currently co-finances 6 projects.

i) BioBorderCorridor: common measures to protect certain plant and animal species. 

ii) Cycling without borders: promotion of cycling as measure of transportation

iii) STABIL: enhancement of agricultural management to reduce CO2

iv) Milk production: reduction of environmental impacts in connection with milk production.

v) Nature experience: to raise awareness special nature areas at the west coast.

A.8. Co-financing EU funds: RSD and LSH have established a joint centre by the name of “Vækstcentret” (Growth centre) which among other things aims at supporting project partners and new applicants drawing up an application and general information on how to access funds for co-financing projects.

For further information regarding the INTERREG 4A Programme and the above mentioned projects please refer to this homepage: www.interreg4a.dk/de   
B. Obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1

a) Decision making process depends on cooperation of and contributions by national authorities.
The current focus on the neighbouring Fehmarnbeltregion and the forthcoming establishment of a Fehmarnbelt tunnel connecting the mainland of Germany and Denmark diverts the attention away from our regional priorities with regard to enhancing the cross-border mobility and public transport.


b) Obstacles with regards to Health Care research have been successfully overcome due to a high number of joint research projects. But with regard to enhancing the mobility of patients across the border and utilising each others health care services, the cooperation is rather uneven in that RSD is mainly buying services for Danish patients on the German side. An explanation for this imbalance is that the German Health Care Insurance system currently does not support payment of treatment and health care in Denmark.


c) Even though a high number of projects have been launched to enhance the mobility of students and researchers, recognition of curricula and diplomas, joint educational courses, etc. the results are yet to be seen. Many of those projects are working on removing some of the most evident obstacles including that the decision making process depends on cooperation of and contributions by national authorities, language barriers, finding a common way to combine highly diverse structures within the Danish and German educational systems.


d) Access to labour market on especially the Danish side has highly improved for German jobseekers prior to the financial crisis starting in 2008. With the establishment of the Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig mentioned above many pivotal obstacles have been overcome. However some aspects such as the adaption of certain professions in order to facilitate an easy entry into the particular occupational areas are still not easily achieved. Furthermore the validation of foreign diplomas much depends on the profession in question due to the fact that some educations and trainings are still based on highly diverse structures and contents.  


e) With regards to a common crisis and disaster/emergency management the main obstacle is that this area of cooperation receives shallow attention. It is not part of the political agenda neither on the Danish or German side. However, back in 2006 a joint helicopter was put in place for cross border air rescue missions.
 

f) N.A. Crime prevention and criminal investigation is not a current topic.


g) N.A. Obstacles with regard to a common cross-border environment and water management have been successfully reduced through a high number of joint projects. Furthermore the area is a priority to both RSD and LSH.

h) With regards to Co-financing EU funds the obstacles seem to be stronger on the German side as the Land Schleswig Holstein is particularly impacted by the financial crisis. In other words serious cutbacks and retrenchments have hit the public sector in such a way that many attempts to engage in cross-border projects failed due to lack of the necessary financial resources.

B.2. Many processes have been initiated to overcome the above mentioned obstacles. The reason why some of them are still in place is due to fact that some changes are determined by outside actors or factors. As an example enhanced cross border mobility with regard to public transport as well as exchange of students and workers depends on the adaption of national legislation and also in some cases harmonisation with EU regulations. Furthermore some of the processes of change take time. As an example overcoming the language barrier and harmonisation of certain structural and cultural conditions can only be achieved step by step.

B.3 In almost all areas mentioned above the regional governments of RSD and LSH played a vital role in paving the way for closer cross-border cooperation and the removing some of the main obstacles. Through the above mentioned Partnership Agreement important areas of cooperation have been identified. According to these areas, concrete actions are agreed upon in annual work plans and some of these actions specifically deal with overcoming certain obstacles. In addition the INTERREG Programmes have also contributed to the removal and reduction of many obstacles through joint cross-border projects between Danish and German Partners. As examples the following initiatives / projects can be mentioned:

i) The establishment of Region Sønderjylland Schleswig (RSS) which is providing information services for cross-border jobseekers and workers. The activities of RSS have provided an improved mobility within the cross-border labour market. In addition RSS has achieved significant progress with regard to validation of foreign diplomas and degree certificates. RSS is also an active player in the field of intercultural and educational cooperation and participates in projects supporting the cross-border cooperation between schools, sport associations, cultural societies, etc. 


ii) In the field of health care successful agreements between RSD and LSH have been reached in order for Danish patients to receive timely treatment at German hospitals and clinics during times, where the Danish health care system has been overloaded. In addition the above mentioned INTERREG projects include examples overcoming structural and cultural differences imbedded in the Danish and German systems.


iii) With regard to education and research likewise the INTERREG projects include examples overcoming structural and cultural differences imbedded in the Danish and German systems. In this regard the role of regional authorities should be emphasised as they represent the responsible programme partners.


B.4. Obstacles that can only be removed through joint actions between state (national) and local/regional authorities include – harmonisation of educational systems (structural adaption of curriculum for certain professions, validation of certain degrees and diplomas). Furthermore obstacles to the realisation of certain infrastructure and public transport systems rely on the cooperation between all levels. 

B.5. Same as above. An overall European harmonisation process of the above mentioned obstacles would certainly be of vital support to regional efforts and most likely result in quicker achievements.

C. Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

C1. Cooperation across the Danish-German land border has developed over many years, and is well established and organised on various administrative levels depending on the topic and connected to several geographical areas. As mentioned above, RSD has a Partnership Agreement with LSH. The INTERREG 4A programme covers a smaller geography and the euroregion Sønderjylland-Schleswig deals with cooperation between parties nearest to the border.

Examples of successful cooperation and projects on a number of topics are mentioned above. In addition, the city of Sønderborg is at the moment candidate for Danish European Capital of Culture 2017 in cooperation with all municipalities and a number of local partners in Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig.

Furthermore, the cross-border cooperation is an import assert in RSD’s strategies for regional development. 
Venlig hilsen

Trine Korsgaard

Afdelingschef

APPENDIX 3 / ANNEXE 3 
Answered by the Capital Region of Denmark (Region Hovedstaden)

The Øresund Region
The region consists of The Capital Region of Denmark, Region Zealand and Region Scania. The Øresund Region covers eastern Denmark and the most southern part of Sweden. The Øresund Committee (Öresundskomiteen) is a political cooperation between the three mentioned regions and nine municipalities. The Øresund committee was established in 1993.

The states involved in the cross border cooperation are Denmark and Sweden (the states are not part of the Øresund Committee). Thus, the languages spoken in the region are Danish and Swedish
A.1 The Øresund Region is serviced by the Øresund train which is operated by the Danish Railways (DSB). The cross-border train have several different routes trough out Skåne, while the town of Helsingør is the end of the line for the train on the Danish side of the Øresund Region. Tickets are valid for the Øresund train and inner city transport with buses and local trains in Copenhagen. The Øresund Bridge (approx. 17 km, 4 km of these consists of a tunnel) connects Copenhagen and Malmö and is the main traffic link between the Danish and Swedish parts of the region. The bridge can be crossed by train or by car. The other alternative when crossing the Øresund is ferry lines between Helsingør and Helsingborg. 

A.2 
Region Hovedstaden has cooperation with several hospitals in other EU countries concerning patients that can not offered relevant treatment in Danish hospitals. Treatment is based on §89 in the Danish Health Law. In 2010 54 patients were paid for by the Capital Region of Denmark

The Capital Region of Denmark cooperates with the Swedish Region of Skaane in the case of larger accidents and catastrophes. 
 

A.3 In 2009 approx. 1800 Swedes commuted from Skåne to a university or a similar institution of higher education on the Danish side of the region. The reverse commuting amounted to 200.

The universities of the Øresundregion have until recently been cooperating in the triple helix Øresund Science Region on central research issues such as environment, logistics etc. This organisation has recently been abandoned and a new form of triple helix organisation is currently under development. 

A.4 A quite large percentage of the youth in especially Malmö is unemployed, which in recent years have led to a rise in Swedes employed in mainly the retail sector in the greater Copenhagen metropolitan area. 

A.5 There is a cross border emergency management system in place in case of larger accidents in on the bridge or in the tunnel. 

A.6 n.a.

A.7 n.a.

A.8 The Øresund Region is a specified area for the Interreg IV program.
B.1 

The political organisation of the Øresund Region, the Øresund Committee, has identified 33 challenged for the integration of the labour market in the Øresund Region. 

a) The relative high costs of transportation when crossing the Øresund is identified as an important issue when it comes to restrictions in the integration of the labour market in the Øresund Region. 

These challenges span from problems with unemployment insurance for persons living in Sweden and working in Denmark to high costs of transportation when crossing the Øresund.

b) Transport of medicine across the Danish-Swedish border is difficult. Swedish regulation has prevented the issuing of a license for cross border transportation of medicine.

c) It has proved to be challenge to establish a lasting triple helix structure in the region. In 2009 OECD recognises the potential for greater cooperation between the national frontiers in the Øresund Region when it comes to research and higher learning. A functioning triple helix organisation in the region could help fulfil this potential. 

d) As described above there are numerous challenges that inhibit the full potential of the labour market in the Øresund Region. Most problems are linked to the fact that the two national states operates with different legislations and system. But some labour market issues are related to a lack of information, e.g. businesses having difficulties when deciding where to locate in the region due to the short of a system for tax calculation that enables to compare the tax consequences for the businesses when locating in Denmark instead of Sweden or the other way around. 
e) n.a.
f) n.a.
g) n.a.
h) n.a.
B.2 As mentioned above, the Øresund Committee has identified 33 obstacles and challenges that in some way obstruct further labour market integration. In 2010 the Committee launched the first ever Øresund regional development strategy. The strategy’s main focal points are in the areas of knowledge & innovation; culture & experiences; integrated labour market and accessibility and mobility. Strategic initiatives to meet the challenges in these areas are presented in the strategy. The regional authorities in the Øresund Region have the opportunity to take leadership on some of these initiatives. Other of the initiatives and the obstacles they try to eliminate must be lifted by the national states e.g. major traffic infrastructure projects. 

B.3 One of the biggest issues in the future of the Øresund Region relates to the rising amount of traffic on the Øresund Bridge. Especially the capacity problems that arise when passenger trains and freight trains share the same rails on the bridge. These problems are already visible. The Øresund Committee and the regions in the Øresund Region are arguing for another fixed link across the Øresund (between Helsingør and Helsingborg). The final decision and financing must eventually come from at least one of the national states.

B.4 Øresunddirekt is a cross-border information organisation with a non-political agenda that informs about mainly labour market issues and differences between the two countries. And since the organisation deliver information that under other circumstances would be supplied at a national level the national governments delivers input and economic support to the organisation. The Capital Region of Denmark and Region Scania are to of the other main financial sources. 

B.5 The tax issues mentioned in B.1.d above could be solved by agreements on a national level between Denmark and Sweden.

C.1 The Øresund Committee is the most obvious example of successful cross-border cooperation. 

C.2 Because it is a political organisation with 36 members and over the years has established itself as a respected organisation within the Øresund Region with relatively close ties to the governments in the two states. Long term financing is secured through yearly payments from the regional and municipal authorities. 

C.3 The Øresund Committee has proved efficient in identifying obstacles, hence the above mentioned 33 challenges for labour market integration. 

C.4 In the OECD territorial review (2009) on the Capital Region of Denmark and Region Zealand it is argued that a higher level of integration of education, labour market, research cooperation etc.  within the Øresund Region is necessary to increase critical mass in order to meet the global competition between metropolitan regions. These lessons have been included in the Øresund Regional Development Strategy. The beginning of 2011 has seen the first steps in implementing the strategy.
C.5 As mentioned above, in 2010 the Øresund Committee released the Øresund Regional Development Strategy. 
APPENDIX 4 / ANNEXE 4

Identification of the respondent 

Name: 

Region Zealand, Department of Regional Development

Questionnaire was received from Danske Regioner (Association of Danish Regions)

Nature of the respondent

Region in Denmark

Partners:

The Oresund-Kattegat-Skagerrak IVA programme is a programme involving Sweden, Denmark and Norway on a regional level. Languages spoken are Danish, Swedish and Norwegian. The programme has been effective since 2007. 
The South Baltic IVA programme is involving Poland, Sweden, Germany, Lithuania and Denmark on a regional level. The programme language is English. It has been effective since 2007.

The Fehmarnbeltregion is involving Denmark and Germany on a regional level, Region Zealand and Kreis Ostholstein, Kreis Plön and Hansestadt Lübeck. The languages spoken are Danish and German. The cooperation has been effective since 1991. 

The answers in this questionnaire part B will mainly be based on this cooperation. 
A. Areas for cross-border cooperation

A.1. Mobility and transport

Mobility, transport and infrastructure are core areas of cross-border cooperation. 

The potential for large investments in infrastructure are needed. These investments must be based on decisions made in cooperation by the cooperating countries, which requires reliable forecasts and common views on priorities. The upcoming fixed link the Femern Belt Connection will have repercussions on the transport system in the region. The data related to climate change must influence the choice of transport solutions and other aspects of physical planning, like the construction of sustainable cities. These issues have been addressed in cross border projects. 

Projects: 

IBU – Infrastructure, urban-development:

All the major stakeholders in the Oresund region are part of the project. The support of the Interreg programme is necessary to carry it out.

The aim was to analyse the possibilities for a better infrastructure between the participating regions.  

A.2. Health care

Projects:

PRO HIP: Development of the nursing staffs’ competences is the main object for this project. The project is located to Region Zealand and Regions Skåne, the two regions which form a part of the Øresund Region.

The purpose is to develop new it-technologies (E-health learning), to implement these technologies and to test the effect in relation to maintaining the functional abilities in patients after hip surgery. 

A.3. Education and training

There have been implemented effect full projects especially within the Fehmarnbeltregion throughout the cooperation. 

Projects:

VET Qualification System: The overall objective of the project is to create a development partnership between Danish and German training and labour stakeholders, to identify, develop and implement accepted practices and systems for accreditation of professional qualifications across borders in the Fehmarnbelt region. 
A.4. Labour market

Project:

ProNet:

The project aims at building a Danish-German ‘production-school’ and education-network in cooperation with public authorities, private companies, schools and business associations. This will be contributed to the further development of existing vocational training opportunities for young people with few opportunities for employment integration.
As part of the networking plan participants including cross-border exchange of know-how, development of existing training concepts, implementing transnational qualification courses, reinforcing and anchoring of a Danish-German school system (production school) and the building of a Danish-German, vocational preparation within the maritime domain. 

A.5. Crisis and disaster management

No projects within this field in this programme period.

A.6. Crime prevention

No projects within this field in this programme period.

A.7. Environment

Baltic Flyways:

The overall objective of the project is to ensure the protection of nature and its ecological diversity along a straight line - including an active dissemination by migratory bird’s biology and migratory route. This must be done through the following areas:
Transnational cooperation on bird stations and bird sanctuaries on the flight line.
Nature Conservation Actions to promote the biological characteristics, including living space for migratory birds.
Promoting tourism in nature, focusing on migratory birds along the Baltic Flyway
Baltic coasts on both sides of the Fehmarnbelt, both in Denmark and northern Germany, represent important areas of the so-called "Baltic Flyways”. 

A.8. Co-financing

Project:

There has been implemented a capacity building project within the South Baltic programme. The project aims for helping to establish project within the Interreg programme. 

B. Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

B1. 

a)

Decision making process depends on cooperation of and contributions by national authorities. The current focus on the neighbouring Syddanmark/Schleswig programme as well as continuing the cooperation with the operating programmes in Region Zealand as mentioned in the beginning with regard to enhancing the cross-border mobility and public transport.


b)

Obstacles with regards to Health Care research have been successfully within the Danish/Swedish programme. However due to the maritime border it is still difficult to overcome.

c)

The most evident obstacles including that the decision making process depends on cooperation of and contributions by national authorities, language barriers, finding a common way to combine highly diverse structures within the Danish and German educational systems.

d)

Obstacles within: the adaption of certain professions in order to facilitate an easy entry into the particular occupational areas is still not easily achieved. The validation of foreign diplomas depends on the profession in question due to the fact that some educations and trainings are still based on highly diverse structures and contents.  

e)

Obstacles: The Baltic Sea and the possibility of pollution, disasters at sea. 
f)
NA

g)
see e)

h)

Due to the financial crisis smaller organisations have difficulties in participating because of the amount they have to payout before receiving funding. 

It is also an obstacle that the Region Zealand can not participate in the projects within the Fehmarnbelt programme due to the Managing Authority is based in the administration of Region Zealand. 
B.2. 
The obstacles are mainly due to national/European legislation. 
B.3. 

Eligibility rules on a European level would reduce many obstacles. 
B.4.

Many obstacles require joint actions between state (national) and local/regional authorities include – harmonisation of educational and labour systems (structural adaption of curriculum for certain professions, validation of certain degrees and diplomas). Furthermore obstacles to the realisation of certain infrastructure and public transport systems rely on the cooperation between all levels. 

Languages and cultural differences is mainly a joint local action. 

B.5.

Same as the above-mentioned. 

C. Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross border cooperation

C.1.

Cooperation between the police, within healthcare, education has provided many successful effects. Also the political cooperation within the committees is supporting the initiatives.  
C.2.

Joint cooperation and resources spent, strong partnerships within the projects and within the political and administrative level. 
C.3.

The Femern Belt Committee, STRING cooperation. 

C.4.

The so-called “Obstacle-analysis” and the evaluation carried out within the cross-border programmes. 
ESTONIA / ESTONIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

European Territorial Co-operation Bureau, Regional Development Department, Estonian Ministry of the Interior, e-mail: etc@siseministeerium.ee
From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Olivia Taluste, Regional Development Department, Estonian Ministry of the Interior

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Estonian Ministry of the Interior is the national institution responsible for overall coordination and implementation of the European Territorial Cooperation programmes. 
- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation 

Estonia, Finland, Sweden, Latvia, Russia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Estonian

- since when this cooperation is effective

Estonia is participating in cross-border cooperation since 1994, when Estonia was included in the EU Phare Cross-Border Cooperation programme. 

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

The development of different means of transport (for transporting passengers and goods) between neighbouring countries is important.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Cross-border cooperation in the field of healthcare has been developed for years, as well as the exchange of knowledge and experiences between the hospitals of neighbouring countries.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

Cross-border cooperation between educational institutions is ongoing. Functioning networks of cross-border cooperation have been established.
A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

The mobility of labour market is low due to differences in the legislation.
A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Cooperation in the fields of disaster, emergency and accident management is efficient. Preventive capacity against oil disasters at sea and trains has been increased for rescue and corrective measures.
A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Cross-border cooperation in the field of environment is functioning well. For example a joint commission of Estonia and Russia for protection and sustainable use of bordering water bodies was formed in 1997. The joint commission is promoting cooperation between governments, organises the exchange of data of environmental monitoring, broadens the cooperation possibilities between public and scientific organisations and supports the public discussion about problems related to border water bodies. 
A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Since 2004 cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation was supported in Estonia by Community Initiative INTERREG III programmes (since 2007 the European Territorial Cooperation Objective programmes). Currently Estonia is involved in three cross-border cooperation programmes (CBC) (Estonia-Latvia programme 2007-2013, Central Baltic INTERREG IVA programme 2007-2013 (including Southern Finland – Estonia, Archipelago and Islands sub-programmes) and European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) Estonia-Latvia-Russia CBC programme 2007-2013). Estonia is participating in transnational cooperation programme (Baltic Sea programme 2007-2013) and interregional cooperation programmes (INTERREG IVC, URBACT II, INTERACT II, ESPON 2013).

All aforementioned programmes are including in different extent the areas mentioned in points A1-A5, A7.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport yes
Underdeveloped transport connections combined with large distances within the area. The throughput capacity of border crossing points between Estonia and Russia is unsatisfactory, which causes queues for trucks and constrains carriage of goods and economic cooperation. The state of railway transport constrains economic cooperation and business.

b) 
Health care yes (see point B2)
c) 
Education and training yes (see point B2)
d) 
Access to labour market n.a.
e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management n.a.
f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) n.a.
g) 
Environment and water management yes
h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Restrict requirements and rules of ENPI Estonia-Latvia-Russia CBC programme 2007-2013 complicates the implementation of the programme and the projects. 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

Export quotas set by the Russian Federation constrain economic cooperation and business.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Differences in administrative culture, in legislation and capacity or language can pose difficulties for the cross-border co-operation. Activities are carried out in different levels, which complicate the cooperation. Lack of cooperation or bilateral/political agreements between the relevant national authorities to solve the problems (e.g. regarding the recovery of the educational costs of the student coming from border region of other country, recovery of health care services’ costs provided by the hospital in the border region to the inhabitants from other side of border, joint planning and financing of cross-border infrastructure, e.g. roads, railways, transport corridors etc.). 

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ? 

Conclusion of bilateral agreements in order to remove the financial or administrative obstacles, harmonisation of legislation (e.g exceptions/specific solutions for cross-border areas), joint (spatial) planning and financing of important transport links.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned. See the examples given in B2.
B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

As the major current obstacles are under the competence of central government (Estonia has no political / elected regional governments with independent legal or taxation rights) and as the majority of the obstacles are mainly related with differences of the national legislations that requires intergovernmental solutions, the joint actions with the regions are not necessarily required. 

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Providing cross-border services in health care, social services and education, providing joint emergency and rescue services, free movement of labour and goods, joint development and financing of cross-border infrastructure.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? (See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

Estonia has good experiences with concluding the intergovernmental bilateral agreements on cross-border cooperation and bilateral agreements between the ministries, regions and local governments in order to solve the obstacles hindering the cross-border cooperation. Several agreements have been concluded in the field of culture, agriculture, economy, social affairs, environment etc. There is a Memorandum of understanding on interregional and cross-border co-operation between Estonian Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry for Regional Development of the Russian Federation was signed on 18.02.2011. With this memorandum both countries have declared the need to strengthen the interregional and cross-border cooperation, partnership and friendly relations between Estonians and Russians. In addition there is an agreement on mutual aid on providing the ambulance service in the border area that was signed on 24.09.2010 between the Estonian Ministry of the Social Affairs, Estonian Ministry of the Interior and the Latvian Ministry of Health. In June 2001 the governments of Estonia and Latvia signed an agreement, which sets the general conditions for cooperation in the field of rescue services. The purpose of the cooperation is to increase the quality of rescue services (measured by decrease of casualties and minimized damage to human health, environment and assets), by cross-border partnering in rescue operations. In August 2002 Estonian Rescue Board and Latvian State Fire and Rescue Service signed an Operational Agreement, which sets more detailed goals for cross-border co-operation. 

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?
The cooperation is working well as there are common interests, long history of cooperation, good personal contacts and support from the state.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Involvement of state and regional level will help to remove the obstacles and insure the effective cooperation. 

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

The cross-border cooperation regions in Estonia are identified within the European Territorial Cooperation programmes, the areas are depending on the programmes on the bases of NUTS III level. 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
ESTONIA / ESTONIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Euregio Pskov-Livonia, section Estonia; +372 5575718; ain369@gmail.com

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Olivia Taluste, Estonian Ministry of the Interior

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other)

 
We are an Euroregion
- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)
3 counties in Estonia, 12 municipalities in Latvia, 6 rayons in Pskov oblast and city Pskov

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Russia, Latvia, Estonia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Russian, Estonian, Latvian, English

- since when this cooperation is effective

Since 1996

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.)
In our region there are two cross-border points between Russia and Estonia.

There is bus connection between Võru and Pechory; Võru and Pskov. Railway connection between Pskov-Tartu. No trains for passengers.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Valga and Valka hospitals have good connections by mobility of patients,
Põlva and Balvi hospitals are working with common projects

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 
Valga and Valka make cooperation between  emergency and fire brigades
A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)
Euregio Pskov-Livonia has had common projects in Interreg IIIA, Estonian-Latvian programme. Two projects have been submitted to Estonia-Latvia-Russia programme.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable) 

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)


For smaller societies it is difficult to participate in Neighbourhood programmes because of requirement of 100% prefinancing – for instance Estonian-Latvian programme. 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?


Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Changing the conditions of Estonian- Latvian programme could be done in cooperation of two states (for example Estonian-Latvian-Russian programme should require 40% of prefinancing not 100%)
C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

Euregio Pskov-Livonia is a good example of long term cooperation between administrative bodies of three countries.

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

This cooperation is working well because of existing and working cooperation structures. 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

-consistent communication between cross-border actors

· working structure on cross- border

· fixed strategy of cross-border cooperation

· understanding on national level and regional level what are the tasks of cross-border cooperation

· involvement in political level

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
ESTONIA / ESTONIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Urmas Kase, Head of Development Section, Pärnu County Government, 372 44 79 738, urmas.kase@mv.parnu.ee

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Olivia Taluste, Estonian Ministry of the Interior

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Estonian-Latvian crossborder cooperation, including a special commission and a special programme.

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Within a commission and programme’s monitoring committee – representatives from different ministries and regions.

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Estonia and Latvia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Estonian, Latvian, also Russian / English is a main working language within the crossborder bodies.

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

One of the most important issues – concerning joint spatial planning and marketing of transport corridors (e.g. Via Baltica motorway, Rail Baltica high-speed railway).

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

There are a strong co-operation in the frame of different EU projects during the last 20 years. The main long-term goal would be establishing the joint national park along state border consisting some Estonian nature reserves (Nigula, Sookuninga etc) and North Vidzeme biosphere area.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Partners from different levels (local authorities, NGOs, enterprises, regions, state institutions) have used EU (incl. INTERREG) programmes’s possibilities since mid1990s. We have an idea to create a co-operation area (euroregion) around Gulf of Riga – Livonia Maritima consisting regions from Latvia and Estonia.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Lack of information and financial resources

b) 
Health care

Lack of legislation and information

c) 
Education and training

Lack of legislation and information, plus language barriers

d) 
Access to labour market

Lack of information, legislation and language barriers

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Lack of information

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Lack of information

g) 
Environment and water management 

Lack of information, financial resources

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Lack of financial resources, information and experiences

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

Spatial planning within crossborder areas – different legislations. 


B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Lack of (good)will

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Lack of legislation etc – this need a good co-operation between border areas and state institutions. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

We have some good examples (e.g. ambulance service in Valga/Valka twin town).

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

We have some good examples (e.g. ambulance service in Valga/Valka twin town).

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

Long co-operation between Häädemeeste municipality in Estonian side and Salacgriva municipality in Latvian side in the different fields. 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Direct neighbouring plus common problems – common solutions.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Beside good co-operation framework, there must be strong will for common activities from local and regional leaders side.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

In past, yes. Nowadays we would like to focus on a new obstacle – there are not (yet) any experiences in the field of marine areas planning as well in Estonia or Latvia.

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies? Not yet, maybe in far future in the frame of euroregion Livonia Maritima.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
ESTONIA / ESTONIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Rainer Kuutma, Head of International Cooperation, Valga County Government, +372 76 66165, Rainer.Kuutma@valgamv.ee 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Olivia Taluste, Ministry of the Interior of Estonia

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

1. Head of Technical Secretariat of the Estonian-Latvian Intergovernmental Commission of Cross-border Cooperation,

2. Deputy member of monitoring committee of the Estonian-Latvian CBC Programme (Interreg strand A),

3. Member of board of the Estonian section of Euregio Pskov-Livonia (EE-LV-RU)

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned (provinces, regions, laender…)

1. Ministries and governmental institutions, regional and local authorities

2. Ministries and governmental institutions and regional authorities

3. Local and regional authorities

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

1. Estonia-Latvia

2. Estonia-Latvia

3. Estonia-Latvia-Russia

- what languages are spoken in the region

1. Estonian and Latvian

2. Estonian and Latvian

3. Estonian, Latvian and Russian

- since when this cooperation is effective

1. 2006

2. 2004

3. 1994

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

Prolonging of Riga-Lugaži (Latvia) passenger train service to the border station of Valga (Estonia) enabling changing trains while travelling between the capital cities Tallinn and Riga. Such possibility was started in January 2010. There is no direct passenger trains between Tallinn and Riga yet, so this is the only possibility although the practical travel time is far too long. In the train on the Estonian territory, tickets to Riga can be bought for Estonian currency although the operator is Latvian. 

The target of continuing this work is to start a Tallinn-Riga direct passenger train service.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Cross-border movement of emergency medical services. Agreement between the Ministry of Social Affairs of the Republic of Estonia, the Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Estonia and the Ministry of Health of the Republic of Latvia on “Mutual aid on providing the ambulance service in the border areas” was prepared and signed in September 2010 and ambulance cars started moving over the border in November.

The next target is cross-border provision of medical services so that an agreement between Estonia and Latvia could be concluded to finance treatment of the residents of the neighbouring country in accordance with the Commission of the European Communities Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the application of patients' rights in cross-border healthcare No 2008/0142 (COD) of 2.7.2008. 

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

·  The target is to start training Latvian students in Valga County Vocational Training Centre (Estonia) using Latvian as the language of instruction. According to plans, two Latvian groups will be opened in 2012, which also means working out of a special curriculum, finding teachers and instructors able to teach in Latvian, intergovernmental agreements concerning funding for training labour for the neighbouring country, etc.

· Rearrangement of the existing Estonian-Latvian Institute in Valga and Latvian-Estonian Institute in Valka into a unified Institute of Livonia (the former name of the region) for research work in common historical and cultural heritage, promotion of the neighbour’s language studies, development of the area, etc.

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

Taxation differences hinder free cross-border movement of labour in border areas. Case of Valga-Valka: citizens who work in one country, but live in the other, do not get paid on the same conditions as those citizens who live and work in the same country (e.g. no income tax free minimum can be taken into account when calculating monthly salary; a part of the income tax of such persons is not received by the municipality of residence, etc).

Furthermore, there are more obstacles for non-citizens’ labour cross-border movement in border areas. Case of Valga-Valka: Upon taking up employment in Valga companies, non-citizens residing in Valka first have to apply for a residence permit for working (which they, in essence, do not need if they are living actually a couple of hundred meters from their working place).

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Cross-border movement of emergency medical services. Agreement between the Ministry of Social Affairs of the Republic of Estonia, the Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Estonia and the Ministry of Health of the Republic of Latvia on “Mutual aid on providing the ambulance service in the border areas” was prepared and signed in September 2010 and ambulance cars started moving over the border in November.

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Common waste management in border areas. Currently, wastes from South-Estonia are taken to Estonian waste centres about 150 km away although there is a waste centre in North-Latvia in a distance about 70 km. 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Bridge financing is complicated for NGOs willing to apply funding from cross-border cooperation programmes. Usually NGOs do not have fixed assets enough to offer pledge for bank loans. 

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

· The national legislation makes no distinction between international and cross-border public transport. Every public transport line that crosses border is automatically regarded as international transport despite differences between the two (for example international transport, intercity bus lines, operates on commercial basis whereas local or regional lines crossing borders briefly are usually dependent on subsidies). 

· Mobility can also be enhanced by having tourist visiting an information centres in border areas. Very often people do not know about possibilities that public transport on the other side of the border is offering.

b) 
Health care

When a patient crosses the border and is in need of planned treatment, the money he has paid for his health insurance is not following with him across the border.

c) 
Education and training

Recognition of educational certificates in the neighbouring country.

Lack of national resources for research work for the neighbour’s cultural and historical heritage studies. 

d) 
Access to labour market

Taxation differences in neighbouring countries. 

Unnecessary formalities in case of non-citizens who commute across national borders.

There is too little collaboration between taxation and unemployment officers in border areas.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

n.a.

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

There is too little collaboration in waste management between the countries.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

The defined eligible areas in Interreg programmes reach out to far-off places from the borders and project partners from such places fail to enhance cross-border cooperation.

Too much bureaucracy and too long time from submission of a project to the real start of activities (8-12 months) in the course of which things may change. 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

Lack of information about possibilities on the other side of the border (for example available jobs, public transport, cultural events, current news on local issues, etc)

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Bureaucratic barriers exist and seem to grow stronger. They can be removed in case of political will on the national level. Growth of bureaucratic barriers brings meanwhile about further centralisation and loss of the importance of the grass-root level.

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

A law on border areas should be introduced.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Exemption of frontier workers from taxation in the country of residence and application of the taxation rules of the country where employment is exercised. In that case there would be no need for double declaration of income.

Concerning non-citizens in the border areas. Residence permits should not be demanded from frontier workers if they live in one EU member state and work in the other EU member state in case they practically live so close to their working place that they do not possess another place of residence in the neighbouring country. 

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

Starting of joint public transport services, e.g. cross-border bus lines

Creating of joint tourist facilities and visiting centres in border areas

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Cross-border medical services

Starting of joint cross-border public transport services, e.g. Tallinn-Riga passenger train service

Improvement of cross-border roads

Waste management in border areas

Maintenance of joint tourist facilities, for example joint tourist visiting centres in border areas

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent”)

· Cross-border movement of emergency medical services. Agreement between the Ministry of Social Affairs of the Republic of Estonia, the Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Estonia and the Ministry of Health of the Republic of Latvia on “Mutual aid on providing the ambulance service in the border areas” was prepared and signed in September 2010 and ambulance cars started moving over the border in November 2010.

· Pregnant ladies from the Latvian Valka Town side can come and give birth to their children in the Estonian Valga Hospital lying some 2-3 km away instead of going to the maternity department of the Latvian Vidzeme Hospital in Valmiera lying 50 km away.

· Information of Riga-Valga passenger train (operated by Latvia) is available on the website of the Estonian public transport portal www.peatus.ee.

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

· Economical reasons. It is cheaper to have an ambulance car available in near vicinity on the other side of the border instead of providing with an additional new one to manage emergency situations.

· Giving birth to a child is registered as emergency case not as planned operation.

· Helpful attitude on behalf of an officer on the ministry level who agreed to put the information on the website regardless of the fact that there exists no official channel between the countries that informs about eventual changes in timetables (which means risking to be criticised by a passenger who has missed the train because of wrong information in the timetable).

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

· Starting of the joint Estonian-Latvian Intergovernmental Commission for Cross-border Cooperation by the Ministers of Regional Affairs of Estonia and Latvia. The four joint working groups of the Commission work out proposals of improving national legislations and working out agreements between the countries for improvement of cross-border collaboration.

· In 2009, the Prime Minister of Estonia and the Prime Minister of Latvia commissioned their LATVIAN-ESTONIAN FUTURE CO-OPERATION REPORT consisting of an overview of the past and present state of cooperation between the countries, suggestions how to bring the two nations closer, and vision of the cooperation between the countries in 2020. In December 2010, a Latvian-Estonian Future Cooperation Conference was held and a follow up was planned for 2011. This is a good sample how the Prime Minister level may promote both collaboration on the national level and cross-border cooperation.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

The cities of Valga, Estonia and Valka, Latvia exercise joint spatial planning. 

According to the valid Estonian legislation in the course of concentration of plans, municipalities have to get approval to their plans from the neighbouring municipalities within their country, but not from an adjacent municipality of the other side of the national border. Our suggestion to the national government is to recommend municipalities also seeking conformity with the neighbours’ plans across the border.

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

There is a tradition to have Valga-Valka meetings regularly (once a month, on the month’s first Monday) where the leaders of Valga and Valka towns as well as Valga County and Valka area meet and discuss current local/regional issues and exchange information. 

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

While the centralisation is growing it is bringing more and more decision-making from local and regional levels to the central national authorities. It often means that decision-makers are people who do not have personal contact with the problems that those who live in border areas are facing. So, decision-makers often do not understand the urgent character of the issues to be solved. Therefore in order to solve specific issues in border areas, the local and regional authorities of the border areas have to be strong and capable to solve their specific issues. Regretfully, it is sometimes not understood at the national level.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

FRANCE
Identification de la personne/istitution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.

Séverine REYMUND

Chargée d’études juridiques au sein du bureau des structures territoriales

Direction générale des collectivités locales
Ministère de l’intérieur, de l’outre mer, des collectivités territoriales et de l’immigration 

Nota : les réponses au présent questionnaire traduisent le point de vue de la direction générale des collectivités locales sur le thème traité, à partir de ses propres données ou de celles qui ont été portées à sa connaissance. Elles ne se réclament en aucune matière d’une approche exhaustive du sujet, par nature extrêmement varié et interministériel.

- Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 

Conseil de l’Europe

Secrétariat du CDLR

Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« eurorégion » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser

- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc..)

- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 

- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière 

- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération

A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière

La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.) 
1- Cadre juridique

La loi du 30 décembre 1982 dite loi d’orientation des transports intérieurs (LOTI), est la loi fondamentale d’organisation des services publics de transport en France. 

La LOTI contient quelques références incitatives aux enjeux transfrontaliers des transports :
Article 3 de la LOTI : définition et objectifs de la politique des transports

« Elle prend en compte, dans la programmation des infrastructures, les enjeux du désenclavement, de l’aménagement et de la compétitivité des territoires, y compris les enjeux transfrontaliers. »

Article 21-5 alinéa 3 de la LOTI : organisation des transports régionaux

« La région peut, le cas échéant, conclure une convention avec une autorité organisatrice de transport (AOT) d’une région limitrophe d’un Etat voisin pour l’organisation de services ferroviaires régionaux transfrontaliers de voyageurs dans les conditions prévues par le code général des collectivités territoriales et les traités en vigueur. A défaut d’autorité organisatrice de transport dans la région limitrophe de l’Etat voisin, la région peut demander à la Société nationale des chemins de fer français de conclure une convention avec le transporteur compétent de l’Etat voisin pour l’organisation de tels services transfrontaliers. »

Deux catégories de normes juridiques s’appliquent aux lignes de transport collectif transfrontalières par route dans les agglomérations transfrontalières.

Du point de vue du droit européen, ces lignes relèvent du régime des transports internationaux de voyageurs. Le cadre communautaire concerne les conditions d’exploitation de ces lignes. 

Parallèlement le droit interne permet aux collectivités territoriales françaises et à leurs groupements :

· d’intervenir, sur le territoire national, dans le domaine des transports en tant qu’autorité organisatrice (LOTI),

· de coopérer avec des collectivités situées de l’autre côté de la frontière dans leurs domaines de compétences communs, notamment en matière de transport, par le biais de conventions de coopération (régime de la coopération décentralisée dans le code général des collectivités territoriales articles L.1115-1 à L.1115-7).

2.  Exemples de coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine des transports

- De nombreux Groupements européens de coopération territoriale (GECT) incluent dans leurs missions la problématique des transports (ex : Eurométropole de Lille)

- Autres exemples de coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine des transports :

· Les transports publics transfrontaliers dans l'agglomération franco-Valdo-genevoise ;

· Les transports transfrontaliers entre Longwy et Luxembourg : articulation bus et train ;

· Depuis le 1er septembre 2010, les voyageurs sur les lignes d’autobus de Rhénanie-Palatinat, de la Sarre et de la Lorraine vers le Grand-Duché de Luxembourg utilisent les mêmes modèles de titres de transport, qui désormais sont dénommés « RegioZone ». Ceci leur permettra par exemple de voyager de Trèves à Thionville via Luxembourg avec un seul titre de transport.

· La commission transports de la Grande Région (espace Sarre-Lorraine-Luxembourg-Wallonie) organise régulièrement des réunions permettant de mutualiser les expériences, de prévoir, en amont, des échanges sur les stratégies envisagées et de rechercher une coordination transfrontalière et intermodale des projets étudiés par les différents partenaires. 

· Parmi les bonnes pratiques existantes, on peut également citer le cas du Groupement local de coopération transfrontalière (GLCT) des transports publics transfrontaliers, dont le siège est établi en France, et qui regroupe les Conseils généraux de l’Ain et de la Haute Savoie, Annemasse Agglomération, les Communautés de communes du pays de Gex et du Genevois côté français, ainsi que les Cantons de Genève et Vaud  côté suisse. Ce GLCT a pour mission de gérer l’exploitation de lignes de transport transfrontalières sur le périmètre concerné.

Ces structures communes (de type GECT ou GLCT) peuvent assurer des missions de planification en matière de transports avec cependant certaines limites inhérentes au droit de la coopération transfrontalière en vigueur : ainsi un GECT ne dispose pas du pouvoir règlementaire. Les documents de planification prévus par les différentes législations nationales (ex : plan de déplacement urbain en droit français) ne sont pas directement applicables de l’autre côté de la frontière. Ces missions de planification ne peuvent donc donner lieu qu’à des documents cadre qui seront ensuite déclinés selon la législation propre à chaque Etat. Ces documents devront impérativement être conformes aux autres documents de planification nationaux.   

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)

De manière générale, les règlements européens de coordination en matière de sécurité sociale organisent la prise en charge des soins des assurés et ayant-droits d’un régime français en cas de séjour ou de résidence dans un autre Etat de l’UE, de l’EEE ou en Suisse ;  le dispositif, modernisé le 1er mai 2010, intègre désormais les effets de la jurisprudence européenne sur la libre circulation et la libre prestation de service en matière sanitaire. 

Au niveau interétatique, la France a négocié et signé des accords bilatéraux avec la Belgique, l’Allemagne et l’Espagne qui permettent aux acteurs locaux de la santé d’engager des actions pilotes. 

A la frontière espagnole, un hôpital transfrontalier est en cours de construction sur le site de Puigcerda. La construction et la gestion de l’hôpital s’appuient juridiquement sur un groupement européen de coopération territoriale (GECT) créé entre la France (plus précisément le ministère de la santé, l’Agence régionale de santé et la caisse nationale d’assurance maladie)  et la Généralité de Catalogne.

Concernant la coopération sanitaire transfrontalière : l’art. R 332-5 du code de la sécurité sociale prévoit la possibilité pour les caisses de conclure des conventions avec des établissements de soins étrangers sous réserve de l’autorisation du ministre. Elles permettent  aux assurés (résidents ou en séjour)  de se faire rembourser les frais médicaux exposés dans l’Etat partenaire, dans les conditions propres à chaque convention. Il s’agit de faciliter l’accès aux soins pour les populations frontalières et de mieux coordonner l’offre de soins voire d’assurer une véritable complémentarité.

A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)

Dans les douze académies frontalières, il existe :

- des sections européennes à partir de la 4e (collège) et au lycée prenant en compte les langues des pays frontaliers : en allemand, anglais, espagnol, italien, néerlandais ;
- des sections internationales du primaire au baccalauréat prenant en compte les langues des pays frontaliers : 10 sections espagnoles et 5 sections italiennes ;
- des sections à double délivrance pour les lycées d’enseignement général : 25 sections Abibac (allemand), 10 sections Bachibac (espagnol), 23 sections Esabac (italien) ;
- des classes bilingues des collèges dans lesquelles l’apprentissage de la langue commencée à l’école primaire est poursuivi et commence l’apprentissage d’une 2e langue. Elles sont surtout développées sous la forme Allemand/Anglais dans les académies Nancy-Metz et Strasbourg.
Des projets transfrontaliers ont été développés notamment (liste non exhaustive) :

- avec l’Allemagne (Académie de Nancy-Metz et Land de Sarre) pour la construction d’un centre transfrontalier de documentation pour l’apprentissage et l’enseignement de la langue du voisin ou pour la réalisation de livres et d’albums en deux langues.

- avec l’Espagne (Académie de Toulouse, Autonomie d’Aragon) pour la construction d’un réseau d’écoles françaises enseignant l’espagnol et d’écoles aragonaises.

- avec l’Italie pour le projet PEEF (Pôle d’Excellence Education et Formation) au sein de l’Eurorégion Alpes Méditerranée s’agissant de confronter et proposer des pratiques innovantes dans le domaine de l’éducation et de la formation.

Des langues régionales transfrontalières sont parfois enseignées : c’est le cas pour l’Espagne du basque et du catalan proposés sous différentes formes aux écoles, collèges et lycées des départements des Pyrénées atlantiques et orientale mais aussi de l’alsacien dans les départements du Haut-Rhin et du Bas-Rhin, du mosellan dans le département de la Moselle et une expérimentation du flamand dans l’académie de Lille.

A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)

Les traités qui fondent l’Union européenne reconnaissent le principe de libre circulation des travailleurs  au sein du territoire de la Communauté. Un ensemble de mesures a été mis en place pour faciliter et développer cette mobilité, notamment géographique : mise en place de réseaux transnationaux (tels Euroguidance ou EURES - le réseau européen des services de l’emploi), accompagnements financiers (bourses Erasmus pour les étudiants, bourses Grundtvig pour les adultes, programme Comenius pour les élèves etc).


Concernant la facilitation de la mobilité géographique et professionnelle des personnes en formation et des travailleurs, les expérimentations « ECVET » (système européen d’accumulation et de transfert d’unités capitalisables pour l’enseignement et la formation professionnels) facilitent la prise en compte des acquis de compétences dans le contexte de la mobilité à l’étranger, y compris transfrontalier. Elles complètent les autres outils existants : Europass, le Cadre européen des Certifications.

A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 
Données non disponibles

A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 

Données non disponibles

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux  (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)
1. Eléments sur la coopération transfrontalière en France en matière de déchets

Les projets existants se font généralement par l’intermédiaire du Programme européen INTERREG (III et désormais IV). Il s’agit généralement de sensibilisation, de campagnes de communication, d’éducation, d’échanges de bonnes pratiques, de programmes d’étude.

· Une convention d’assistance mutuelle et d’expérimentation a été mise en place pour le traitement des déchets entre l’usine d’incinération des ordures ménagères de Strasbourg et le Zweckverband Abfallbehandlung Kahlenberg (ZAK) de Kahlenberg, toutes deux complémentaires. Cette structure allemande fait appel à de nouveaux procédés mécano-biologiques qui permettent de produire du méthane et des sous-produits à pouvoir calorifique élevé.

· « Agissons autour des déchets » est un projet transfrontalier qui associe le SMÉDAR (Syndicat Mixte d'Elimination des Déchets de l'Arrondissement de Rouen) à l’East Sussex County Council, deux collectivités territoriales en charge de la valorisation des déchets en France et en Angleterre, ainsi que d’autres institutions issues des secteurs publics, privés, associatifs et universitaires. D’une durée de trois ans (2008-2011), ce partenariat entre dans le cadre d’INTERREG IVa.

Ce projet favorise les échanges d’enseignements dans le domaine de la gestion des déchets et permet la réalisation d’actions en faveur des habitants :

· Projets pilotes de compostage ;

· Développement des activités éducatives pour les écoliers ;

· Audits sur les déchets et formations aux PME et organisations caritatives ou  communautaires ;

· Programme environnemental aux écoles primaires ;

· Formation à la gestion environnementale pour le personnel du secteur public ;

· Développement des solutions utilisables par d’autres organisations dans la région ;

· Echanges de bonnes pratiques.

· « Minidéchets » fut un programme INTERREG IIIa de coopération transfrontalière France-Wallonie-Flandre.

Il s’agissait d’un projet de prévention en matière de déchets ménagers « acheter malin, c’est jeter moins ». L’activité principale de ce projet consistait en une campagne, de 2002 à 2007, visant à réduire les quantités de déchets produits par les ménages et à sensibiliser le grand public autour de ces questions. Son objectif principal étant de réduire la quantité de déchets produits par les ménages en favorisant le compostage à domicile et l’achat de produits générant le moins de déchets possible :

· Organisation d’ateliers transfrontaliers sur le compostage, l’eau du robinet, l’économie sociale dans la gestion des déchets et la fiscalité des déchets ;

· Campagne de communication et d’implication citoyenne sur le thème des « achats malins », de l’eau du robinet et le compostage ;

· Sensibilisation des acheteurs associatifs, publics et privés ;

· Enquête d’évaluation à la campagne.

2- Eléments sur la coopération transfrontalière en matière de gestion de l’eau

La coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de l’eau s’appuie d’une part sur le volontarisme des acteurs locaux, d’autre part sur une série de règle et d’orientations édictées au niveau supranational dans une perspective de protection de la ressource.

En effet au niveau national, il n’existe aucune règle contraignante en matière de coopération transfrontalière. Celle-ci s’effectue donc sur la base du volontariat à travers des outils classiques de coopération transfrontalière.

Au niveau supranational, la coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de l’eau se fonde sur une approche de gestion intégrée de la ressource au niveau des bassins versants dans un but de protection de la ressource et de lutte contre la pollution. Cette démarche s’est concrétisée par l’adoption de plusieurs traités internationaux posant les bases d’une approche communautaire de gestion de la ressource en eau ou de protection plus spécifique des eaux transfrontalières.

Cadre juridique au niveau national

En ce qui concerne le domaine de l’eau, et outre les mécanismes de droit commun prévu par le chapitre V sur la coopération décentralisée, l’article L.1115-1-1 du CGCT dispose que  « les communes, les établissements publics de coopération intercommunale et les syndicats mixtes chargés des services publics de distribution d’eau potable et d’assainissement peuvent, dans la limite de 1 % des ressources qui sont affectées aux budgets de ces services, mener des actions de coopération avec les collectivités territoriales étrangères et leurs groupements, dans le cadre des conventions prévues à l’article L.1115-1, des actions d’aide d’urgence au bénéfice de ces collectivités et groupements, ainsi que des actions de solidarité internationale dans les domaines de l’eau et de l’assainissement », permet de sécuriser les démarches des collectivités locales et leur donne la possibilité de mener des actions de coopération avec les collectivités locales étrangères et leurs groupements dans le cadre conventionnel de droit commun, et en dehors de ce cadre, lorsqu’il s’agit d’actions d’aide d’urgence ou de solidarité internationale.

Cadre juridique au niveau supranational
Au niveau international, la directive cadre sur l’eau (DCE) et la convention d’Helsinki de la Commission économique pour l’Europe des Nations Unies sont les principaux piliers de la coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de l’eau.

2.1. La DCE

La DCE a concrétisé une série d’orientations claires en matière de coopération transfrontalière sur les cours d’eau. Les principes clés sont la gestion par bassin à travers l’identification de districts hydrographiques, y compris au niveau international, la désignation d’une « autorité compétente » par district  ainsi qu’une évaluation et une gestion transfrontalières intégrées.

Ainsi, dans les bassins transfrontaliers, des avancées notables ont été constatées avec l’élaboration coordonnée de plans de gestion et de programmes de mesures (caractérisation des districts, catalogue commun de mesures, objectifs coordonnés, indicateurs socio-économiques communs).

Ces programmes de mesures contiennent par exemple:

· Des mesures « agricoles » : réduction de l’utilisation des pesticides et des engrais, protection des périmètres d’alimentation des captages d’eau potable, sensibilisation et formation des agriculteurs, mise aux normes des bâtiments d’élevage, réduction de l’érosion et du transfert de polluants vers les cours d’eau,

· Des mesures « assainissement » : création de nouvelles stations d’épuration, augmentation des capacités et du niveau des traitements, réparation et renouvellement des réseaux de collecte des eaux usées, collecte et traitement des eaux pluviales, mise aux normes des branchements, assainissement non collectif,

· Des mesures « hydromorphologie » : restauration / protection des berges, remise en communication des bras des cours d’eau, acquisition de terrains (zones humides, berges), entretien des cours d’eau et des zones humides, suppression / réduction des barrages et création de passes à poissons, restauration de la continuité écologique.

En France, comme dans les autres pays membres de l’Union européenne, les premiers « plans de gestion » des eaux encadrés par le droit communautaire inscrit dans la DCE ont été adoptés à la fin de l’année 2009. Ce sont les schémas directeurs d’aménagement et de gestion des eaux (SDAGE). Créés en 1992, ces documents de planification ont évolué suite à la DCE. Ils fixent pour six ans les orientations qui permettent d’atteindre les objectifs attendus pour 2015 en matière de « bon état des eaux ». Ils sont au nombre de 12, un pour chaque « bassin » pour la France métropolitaine et d’outre-mer. Les programmes de mesures (PDM) qui y sont associés sont les actions à réaliser pour atteindre les objectifs des SDAGE au niveau de chaque bassin.
2.2 La Convention d’Helsinki

Avec 150 grands fleuves transfrontaliers, 40 grands lacs internationaux et plus 
de 100 aquifères transfrontaliers, les ressources en eau de la région de la Commission économique pour l’Europe des Nations Unies sont caractérisées par leur nature essentiellement transfrontalière. 

La Convention sur la Protection et l'Utilisation des Cours d'eau Transfrontaliers et des Lacs Internationaux (Convention sur l'eau), qui est le seul cadre juridique international en vigueur pour les eaux transfrontalières, fournit un cadre pour une coopération stable et à long terme entre pays riverains et l'utilisation durable des ressources en eau et des écosystèmes associés.

Les objectifs de la Convention sont :

· La protection des eaux transfrontalières (eaux superficielles et souterraines) par la prévention, le contrôle et la réduction des impacts transfrontaliers ;

· La gestion écologique saine et raisonnable des eaux transfrontalières ;

· L’utilisation raisonnable et équitable des eaux transfrontalières et par conséquent la prévention des conflits ;

· La préservation et la restauration des écosystèmes.

Ainsi la Convention reconnaît explicitement la nécessité d'appliquer un certain nombre de principes de base, tels que le principe de précaution, le principe pollueur-payeur et le principe de la gestion durable des ressources en eau.

Par ailleurs, elle instaure une série d’obligations devant être mis en œuvre par les pays partageant des eaux transfrontalières : ceux-ci sont tenus de signer des accords bilatéraux ou multilatéraux spécifiques prévoyant l'établissement de structures communes.

Ces structures peuvent être des commissions bilatérales ou multilatérales de fleuve ou de lac (par exemple, pour les fleuves Elbe, Danube, et Meuse), ainsi que d’autres dispositifs institutionnels de coopération.

Autres exemples de coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de l’eau ( sources : Mission opérationnelle transfrontalière)

- Cours d’eau :

SMEAG (Garonne transfrontalière) (ES/FR) (cf. projet de création d'un observatoire transfrontalier de la Garonne dans le cadre du projet Interreg 3A "La vallée de la Garonne, un territoire transfrontalier", www.garona-i-garonne.com 

Contrat de rivière Semois/Semoy (BE/FR) (cf. www.semois-semoy.org).

Bassin frontalier Körös/Crisuri (HU/RO) (cf. projet "Transboundary River Basin Management of the Körös/Crisuri River", http://www.icpdr.org/icpdr-pages/projects_programmes.htm).

Conférence Rhin supérieur (fleuve et nappe) (DE/FR/CH).

- Assainissement :

Pays de Gex et canton de Genève (CH/FR): création par arrêté du 6 octobre 2005 d’un GLCT dont le siège est en France (Saint-Genis-Pouilly) pour la construction et l’exploitation d’une galerie souterraine pour acheminer les eaux usées de la communauté de communes du Pays de Gex à la station d’épuration de Genève. 

A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)

La France est engagée dans plusieurs programmes INTERREG de coopération transfrontalière mais aussi de coopération transnationale. Parmi les programmes de coopération INTERREG (coopération transfrontalière) :

- Le programme opérationnel Italie/France Maritime a pour objectif d’améliorer la coopération entre les zones frontalières dans le domaine de l’accessibilité, de l’innovation, de la valorisation des ressources naturelles et culturelles et de partage d’infrastructures et services intégrés.

Les priorités du programme sont au nombre de 4 :

Accessibilité et réseaux de communication

Innovation et compétitivité

Ressources naturelles et culturelles

Intégration des ressources et des services

- Le programme Alcotra 2007-2013 est déployé le long de la frontière continentale entre l'Italie et la France. L'objectif : améliorer la qualité de la vie des populations et le développement durable des systèmes économiques et territoriaux transfrontaliers au travers de la coopération dans les domaines du social, de l'économie, de l'environnement et de la culture.

Les priorités du programme sont au nombre de 3 :

Développement et innovation

Protection et gestion du territoire

Qualité de vie

-  Le programme de coopération des 2 mers est une zone de coopération transfrontalière située à la croisée de la Manche et de la Mer du Nord, et impliquant les régions côtières de 4 Etats membres : la France (Nord-Pas de Calais), l’Angleterre, la Belgique et les Pays-Bas.

Le programme transfrontalier des 2 Mers regroupe des partenaires au sein d'une zone géographique étendue de part et d’autre d’une frontière maritime. Le périmètre des zones éligibles couvre un rayon de 150 km côte à côte.

Les 3 principales priorités de ce programme sont les suivantes :

Création d’une zone accessible, attractive et compétitive au niveau économique

Promotion et développement d’un environnement sain et sûr

Amélioration de la qualité de vie

- Le Programme opérationnel de coopération territoriale France - Espagne - Andorre vise à renforcer l´intégration économique et sociale du territoire transfrontalier franco-espagnol. 3 priorités sont privilégiées dans la mise en oeuvre de ce programme :

Renforcer l´intégration transfrontalière en valorisant les complémentarités dans le domaine des activités économiques, de l´innovation et du capital humain.

Valoriser les territoires, le patrimoine naturel et culturel dans une logique durable, protéger et gérer les ressources environnementales.

Améliorer la qualité de vie des populations à travers des stratégies communes de structuration territoriale et de développement durable.

- Le Programme INTERREG IV France - Wallonie - Vlaanderen vise à renforcer les échanges économiques et sociaux entre les régions Nord-Pas de Calais / Champagne-Ardenne / Picardie en France et Wallonie / Flandre en Belgique.

Le programme couvre un territoire de plus de 60.000 km² avec une population de quelque 10 millions d'habitants.

4 priorités sont privilégiées dans la mise en oeuvre du programme :

Favoriser le développement économique de la zone.

Développer et promouvoir l'identité du territoire transfrontalier.

Renforcer le sentiment d'appartenance à un espace commun.

Dynamiser la gestion commune du territoire.

- Le programme opérationnel de coopération transfrontalière Amazonie est présenté à la Commission européenne au titre de l’objectif « Coopération territoriale européenne » pour la période 2007/2013, par la région Guyane, désignée par la France comme autorité de gestion du programme au nom de l’ensemble des partenaires français, de l’Etat Surinamais et des Etats fédérés brésiliens de l’Amapa, de l’Amazonas et du Para...

- Le programme franco-suisse : En soutenant les projets transfrontaliers dans l'Arc jurassien et le Bassin lémanique, ce programme encourage une réelle démarche de partenariat franco-suisse qui permet de développer le travail en réseau et des coopérations pérennes de part et d'autre de la frontière.

Les 3 axes d'intervention du programme France - Suisse :

Economie, innovation, formation

Aménagement du territoire, transports, environnement

Qualité de vie, attractivité, service

- Le programme Grande région  vise à renforcer la coopération transfrontalière par la réalisation de projets locaux et régionaux entre opérateurs issus des territoires qui composent la Grande Région.

Le programme couvre un nombre important de thématiques d’intérêt commun afin de soutenir aussi bien des projets de proximité que des actions d’envergure à l’échelle du territoire de la Grande Région, dans les domaines suivants :

Accroître et promouvoir la compétitivité de l’économie interrégionale, soutenir l’innovation et favoriser le développement de l’emploi

Améliorer la qualité de vie, renforcer l’attractivité des territoires et la protection de l’environnement

Développer l’acquisition et la diffusion des connaissances, valoriser les ressources culturelles et consolider la cohésion sociale

- Le programme Interreg IVA France (Manche) - Angleterre a pour objectif de favoriser l'émergence entre les parties françaises et anglaises d'un espace de citoyenneté commune, du sentiment d'appartenance à un espace transfrontalier, et d'une identité spécifique.

Pour mener à bien cet objectif, 4 axes prioritaires ont été définis :

Renforcer le sentiment d'appartenance à un espace commun et la conscience d'intérêt partagés

Tisser des partenariats d'acteurs pour le développement économique et les pôles d'excellence transfrontaliers

Assurer le développement durable de l'espace commun

- Le programme Rhin supérieur se fixe un objectif : utiliser les potentiels transfrontaliers et briser les obstacles créés par la frontière pour faire de l’espace du Rhin Supérieur une région économiquement intégrée, socialement forte mais également soucieuse du développement durable.

Cet objectif s'articule autour de 3 priorités :

Utiliser le potentiel économique de l'espace du Rhin supérieur en commun

Faire de l'espace du Rhin Supérieur une région intégrée en matière de formation, de travail et d'habitat

Assurer un développement durable de l'espace du Rhin supérieur

Sources : site internet de la DATAR.

B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.
Fabienne Keller, sénatrice du Bas-Rhin, et Etienne Blanc, député de l’Ain, en liaison avec Marie-Thérèse Sanchez-Schmid, députée au Parlement européen, ont remis le 18 juin 2010 au Premier ministre un rapport sur la politique transfrontalière de la France.

Missionnés depuis décembre 2009 par le Premier ministre sur proposition des ministres chargés de l’aménagement du territoire, et des affaires européenne, les trois parlementaires y formulent 19 propositions pour développer une véritable politique en faveur des territoires frontaliers en réponse à trois objectifs prioritaires : 

- accroître la compétitivité des territoires frontaliers soumis à une forte concurrence ;

- faciliter la vie quotidienne des populations, en recherchant les solutions les plus pertinentes à leurs attentes, dans de multiples domaines comme la santé, l’éducation, les transports, la culture et les loisirs 

- favoriser un aménagement concerté des « bassins de vie » transfrontaliers et une gouvernance plus efficace entre l’Etat et les collectivités locales.

Ces propositions sont en cours d’analyse au niveau interministériel. Les travaux sont conjointement coordonnés par la DATAR et l’ambassadeur aux questions transfrontalières. 
 

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ?

S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

b)
Santé

c)
Éducation et formation

d)
Accès au marché du travail

e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux

h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)

Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?

B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementation nationale etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.
B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités  nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernements nationaux.
Le principal défi réside dans le caractère interministériel des questions de coopération transfrontalière qui appellent une gouvernance adaptée et dans la nécessité d’une approche cohérente entre l’Etat et les collectivités locales.

B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'État/de la région et de l'État voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'État d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.

Le cadre juridique de la coopération entre les pays de l’Union européenne et les Etat tiers membres du Conseil de l’Europe (en France, la Suisse en particulier) pourrait être renforcé. Le protocole n°3 à la Convention-cadre de Madrid sur les groupements eurorégionaux de coopération fournit une base juridique intéressante (cf infra). 

C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 

(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »)

Voir aussi éléments de réponse supra.

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?
La coopération transfrontalière (entre collectivités locales françaises et étrangères) a permis de se développer à la faveur de deux paramètres :

· tout d’abord elle bénéficie d’une cadre juridique général propice aux coopérations entre collectivité locales françaises et étrangères :

Les premières formes de coopération décentralisée sont apparues après la Seconde Guerre mondiale sous forme de jumelages. 

A partir des années 80, le législateur français est intervenu à plusieurs reprises et, en dernier lieu le 16 avril 2008
, pour organiser progressivement le cadre juridique de la coopération entre collectivités territoriales françaises et étrangères. 

Ces dispositions ont toutes été codifiées au sein d’un chapitre unique du code général des collectivités territoriales (chapitre V du Livre premier du CGCT). 

Cette prise en compte par le droit français s’inscrit dans un triple contexte :

· sous l’impulsion tout d’abord des travaux du Conseil de l’Europe visant à promouvoir la coopération transfrontalière et interterritoriale (la France a signé en 1984 et ratifié en 1989 la Convention-cadre de Madrid ainsi que ses deux protocoles additionnels), puis dans le cadre de la politique régionale menée par l’Union européenne ;

· à la faveur par ailleurs des lois françaises de décentralisation du 2 mars 1982 puis du 13 août 2004 qui se sont traduites par des transferts de compétences importants aux collectivités locales ;

· de manière générale, pour répondre aux besoins nouveaux suscités par le développement du « fait transfrontalier » en termes d’aménagement de l’espace et de services aux citoyens. La France, qui partage sur le seul continent européen ses frontières terrestres ou maritimes avec 9 pays dont 6 Etats membres de l’Union européenne, connaît notamment des flux de travailleurs transfrontaliers très importants qui illustrent assez bien la réalité transfrontalière : ainsi, on estime à environ 300 000 le nombre de résidants en France qui traversent chaque jour la frontière pour travailler dans un pays voisin. Ces migrations quotidiennes contribuent à l’émergence de véritables bassins d’emploi et de vie transfrontaliers.

Les instruments de la coopération transfrontalière ou interterritoriale sont de deux ordres :

1- Les instruments conventionnels internationaux

Conformément au cadre général posé par la Convention de Madrid précitée,  la France a signé plusieurs accords internationaux avec des pays voisins transfrontaliers précisant les modalités de la coopération entre collectivités françaises et autorités territoriales :

· l’accord franco-italien de Rome du 26 novembre 1993 ;

· l’accord franco-espagnol de Bayonne du 10 mars 1995 ;

· l’accord franco-germano-helvético-luxembourgeois de Karlsruhe du 23 janvier 1996 ;

· l’accord franco-belge du 16 septembre 2002 (entré en vigueur le 1er juillet 2005).

Ces accords prévoient notamment la mise en place de structures dotées de la personnalité juridique ; ainsi en est-il de l’accord de Karlsruhe qui institue les groupements locaux de coopération transfrontalière (GLCT).

2- Les instruments créés par le législateur français

Le droit français prévoit plusieurs formes juridiques de coopération entre collectivités françaises et étrangères :

1- les conventions de coopération : les collectivités locales et leurs groupements peuvent conclure des conventions avec des autorités locales étrangères pour mener des actions de coopération ou d’aide au développement. En outre, si l’urgence le justifie, elles peuvent mettre en œuvre ou financer des actions à caractère humanitaire. La voie conventionnelle est la voie privilégiée pour les actions de coopération décentralisée entendue au sens large ; 

2- la participation de collectivités étrangères au capital d’une société d’économie mixte locale (SEML) : le droit français permet aux collectivités étrangères de participer à une SEML, organisme de droit privé associant des personnes publiques et privées pour gérer ensemble des opérations d’aménagement ou mener toute action d’intérêt général ;

3- l’adhésion des collectivités territoriales françaises à un organisme public de droit étranger ou la participation au capital d’une société étrangère dans un cadre transfrontalier ou interterritorial ; 
4- la création d’une structure ad hoc, inspiré du GLCT, le « district européen » :  cette structure dotée de la personnalité juridique permet d’associer des collectivités françaises et étrangères dans un cadre transfrontalier uniquement pour mener des actions de coopération qui présentent un intérêt pour chacune des parties et de créer et gérer des services publics et équipements afférents. 

3- Le groupement européen de coopération territoriale ( Règlement CE n°1082/2006).

Ce nouvel outil est particulièrement plébiscité par les collectivités locales françaises au point que 8 GECT ont déjà été créés aux frontières françaises et une douzaine sont en projet.  Les missions confiées à ces GECT sont variées :

· missions de planification, concertation, définition et mise en œuvre de projets de coopération dans le cadre d’une agglomération transfrontalière ou d’une eurorégion (ex : Strasbourg-Ortenau, Pyrénées Méditerranée) ;

· gestion d’un équipement ou d’un service public transfrontalier (ex : hôpital de Puigcerda)

· gestion d’un programme communautaire (ex : GECT Grande Région).

Cet outil présente l’avantage d’associer les Etats aux côtés des collectivités locales.

A noter enfin que la France, qui a signé le protocole n°3 à la Convention-cadre de Madrid sur les GEC, a entamé le processus de ratification du protocole.   

· ensuite, elle fait intervenir différents acteurs institutionnels intéressés aux problématiques frontalières :

Le Ministère des affaires étrangères est principalement en charge de la politique transfrontalière de la France. Il prépare et suit la signature et la ratification des projets d’accords internationaux. Chaque ministère est également chargé de suivre les questions transfrontalières dans son champ de compétence. 

Lorsqu’elle concerne les collectivités locales, la coopération transfrontalière est suivie tout particulièrement, notamment sur un plan institutionnel, par la direction générale des collectivités locales (Ministère de l’intérieur) et par la délégation à l’action extérieure des collectivités territoriales (Ministère des affaires étrangères) qui travaillent conjointement. La DATAR (Délégation à l’aménagement du territoire et à l’attractivité) participe au dialogue interministériel sur ces questions et assure le pilotage en ce qui concerne la mise en œuvre de l’objectif coopération territoriale européenne dans le cadre de la politique de cohésion de l’Union européenne.

Au plan déconcentré, les Préfets sont les interlocuteurs des collectivités locales dans les régions frontalières. Les secrétariats généraux pour les affaires régionales (SGAR) sont particulièrement impliqués. Depuis 2004, les  groupements de coopération transfrontalière (de type GLCT, GECT) sont autorisés par les Préfets de régions (et non plus par décret en Conseil d’Etat comme auparavant).  

Des échanges réguliers ont lieu entre les Préfets et les administrations centrales dont ils sont les représentants sur chaque frontière. 

L’un des défis consiste sans doute à favoriser la cohérence interministérielle sur ces sujets. Le rapport Keller/Blanc suggère quelques pistes pour améliorer la gouvernance en la matière. Ces pistes sont à l’étude. 

C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au  niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?

La création de la Mission opérationnelle transfrontalière, de type associatif, permet la capitalisation du savoir et des expériences en matière de coopération transfrontalière.

C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?

C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 
Sur chaque frontière, le dialogue inter-institutionnel s’exerce par différents moyens.  

Il existe plusieurs commissions intergouvernementales chargées de suivre les questions transfrontalières. Ces instances de dialogue associent dans certains cas des représentants des collectivités locales. 
Exemple : Commission intergouvernementale franco-germano-suisse créée par un accord international en 1975 pour la coopération transfrontalière dans la région du Rhin supérieur.

Exemple : Comité régional franco-genevois créé par un échange de lettres entre la Confédération helvétique et la France en 1973. Le CRFG est actif dans les domaines de l'aménagement du territoire, de la mobilité, de l'économie, de la formation professionnelle, de la prévention, de la santé, de la sécurité, de la culture, de l'éducation et du sport. Ces thématiques sont traitées au sein de 6 commissions thématiques et du comité de pilotage du Projet d'agglomération franco-valdo-genevois. Les commissions sont composées des représentants de l'Etat et des élus des collectivités membres du CRFG. Ils sont assistés dans leurs travaux par des experts. 

Les collectivités locales développement également leurs propres instances de dialogue et de concertation. Exemple : Eurorégion Pyrénées méditerranée sur la frontière franco-espagnole, aujourd’hui institutionnalisée sous la forme d’un GECT.
D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête..

Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.
GERMANY / ALLEMAGNE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Baden-Württemberg

Ministry of the Interior of Baden-Württemberg, poststelle@im.bwl.de
Brandenburg

Ministry of the Interior of the Federal Land of Brandenburg, poststelle@mi.brandenburg.de
Rhineland-Palatinate

State Chancellery of Rhineland-Palatinate, Poststelle@stk.rlp.de
Lower Saxony

State Chancellery of Lower Saxony, poststelle@stk.Lower Saxony.de
Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Baden-Württemberg

Cross-frontier cooperation at local government level exists in the Eurodistricts “Regio PAMINA”, “Strasbourg-Ortenau”, “Region Freiburg/Centre and Southern Alsace”, “Trinational Eurodistrict Basel” and “Upper-Rhine Commission” (Hochrheinkommission), where the Federal Land merely acts in the capacity of an observer in accordance with local self-government. In addition, there is a cooperation network of cities in the form of the Trinational Metropolitan Upper Rhine Region. In the area of Lake Constance, there is the “International Economic Area Lake Constance” (Internationaler Wirtschaftsraum Bodensee) (IWB) project. 

Rhineland-Palatinate

The Land Government of Rhineland-Palatinate is a member of the Franco-German-Swiss Conference of the Upper Rhine (Deutsch-französisch-schweizerische Oberrheinkonferenz) (hereinafter abbreviated to: ORK) and of the Greater Region Saarland – Lorraine – Luxembourg – Rhineland-Palatinate – the Walloon region – the French and German-speaking community of Belgium (hereinafter abbreviated to: Greater Region).

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Baden-Württemberg

Central and Southern Baden (Regional Commissioner's Office of Karlsruhe and Freiburg),

Upper Rhine department, Prefecture of the Region of Alsace, five north-western Swiss cantons (Basel-Stadt, Basel-Landschaft, Aargau, Solothurn, Jura).

Rhineland-Palatinate

Southern Palatinate (represented by the Land Government of Rhineland-Palatinate), Region of Alsace, Lower Rhine department, 

Greater region: the Federal Länder of Rhineland-Palatinate and Saarland, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, Region of Lorraine, Moselle department, Meurthe et Moselle department, Prefecture of the Region of Lorraine, the Walloon region, the French Community of Belgium, German-speaking community of Belgium.
- What are the states involved in cross-border cooperation?

Baden-Württemberg

Baden-Württemberg shares national borders with France and Switzerland. In addition, it is close to the border of Austria and Liechtenstein in the region of Lake Constance. 9 rural counties (rural counties) and over 70 local communities have direct external borders (including those bordering on Lake Constance). 

Rhineland-Palatinate

ORK: Germany, France, Switzerland

Greater Region: Germany, France, Luxembourg, Belgium

- What languages are spoken in the region?

Rhineland-Palatinate

ORK: German, French

Greater Region: German, French, Letzeburgesch
- Since when has this cooperation been in effect?

Rhineland-Palatinate

ORK: for around 30 years

Greater Region: cooperation began in the 1970s and gradually expanded, the first summit was held in the Greater Region in 1995
A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

Rhineland-Palatinate

ORK: multimodal transport study, endeavours to create a cross-border ticket for students

Greater Region: project aimed at creating a common fare and public transport system (in the pipeline)
A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Rhineland-Palatinate

Cross-border cooperation exists both in the ORK and in the Greater Region between hospitals and rescue services. There is, in particular, bilateral Franco-German cooperation on the basis of the Franco-German Framework Agreement for Cross-Border Healthcare; against this backdrop, there is cooperation, inter alia, between Berufsgenossenschaftliche Unfallklinik Ludwigshafen and the Alsatian insurance companies for the care of patients with severe burn injuries.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

Rhineland-Palatinate

In both areas of cooperation, numerous pupil and teacher exchange projects are being implemented. In the Upper Rhine region, active cooperation is underway within the framework of the Upper Rhine Metropolitan Region through the so-called pillar “Science of the metropolitan region”. Rhineland-Palatinate and Lorraine jointly run a Franco-German kindergarten / école maternelle franco-allemande in Liederschiedt, Lorraine, involving a joint educational concept, hitherto the only one of its kind along the French-German border.

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

Brandenburg-Poland

1. There is cross-border cooperation between Brandenburg and Poland in the area of labour policy
-
It was agreed in a letter of intent dated 18 August 2010 to set up a German-Polish working group that would actively monitor the process of creating full freedom of movement for workers from May 2011 with a view to intensifying the labour policy dialogue between  Lubuskie Voivodship (Poland) and the Federal Land of Brandenburg following a meeting between Brandenburg’s Minister for Labour, Social Affairs, Women and Family Affairs, Günter Baaske, and the former Marshall of Lubuskie Voivodship, Marcin Jablonski. The constituent meeting of the working group was held in Frankfurt (Oder) in December 2010.

-
The Ministry for Labour, Social Affairs, Women and Family Affairs, the Confederation of German Trade Unions (Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund) (DGB), business associations of Berlin and Brandenburg (Unternehmensverbände Berlin-Brandenburg) (UVB) and the Regional Directorate of Berlin-Brandenburg of the Federal Employment Agency are involved in the working group for the Federal Land of Brandenburg. The Lubuskie side is represented by the Voivodship Office, the labour administration and the Lubuskie employers‘ organisation.

-
The working group has commenced working and is currently addressing issues such as the demand for skilled workers and the shortage of labour in certain occupations in the region and is exchanging information and ideas on strategies aimed at securing a supply of skilled workers. In addition, it will compare statistical data on population, labour market and employment trends and examine the statistics on the impact the free movement of workers is having. It is also envisaged that the working group will discuss strategies for adopting a policy of “good jobs” and for exchanging information on the information requirements of the population in Lubuskie and Brandenburg regarding working and living conditions in both regions. It has been agreed that the working group will submit a final report by the end of 2011, the results of which will be presented to the public at a workshop to be held in December 2011.  

2. Brandenburg-Polish cooperation relations in the area of occupational safety and health (also partly comes under item C)
· The occupational safety and health administration in Brandenburg has had good relations with the Polish occupational safety and health authorities in the neighbouring Voivodships along the border for many years. To this end, an agreement was concluded as far back as 2001 with the aim of fostering cooperation between occupational safety and health authorities, specifically between Brandenburg’s Ministry of Labour and the Main Labour Inspectorate in Warsaw and was underwritten by a wide range of measures. Information for companies and employees on aspects of construction site safety in German and Polish has, for instance, been provided as part of the project “Sicher bauen – über Grenzen hinweg” (Building safely – across boundaries) that is financed jointly and with EU funds. This information outlining the respective national regulations in both countries has been disseminated in German and Polish. This makes it easier for companies operating across the border to observe the respective regulations in the neighbouring country. 
· In 2010, the “German-Polish Dangerous Goods Event” was held for the 9th time. Germany and Poland take turns preparing this event. This year’s event was held in Zielona Gora.

· At present, an exchange of experience is being prepared at the request of the Polish side with the occupational safety and health authorities in Brandenburg on supervisory strategies and enforcement instruments used in both countries that is to be implemented at the central training centre of the Polish occupational safety and health authorities in Wroclaw (Breslau) in March 2011.  

· The joint activities of the national occupational safety and health authorities of both countries are helping to continually improve coordinated cross-border cooperation based on trust in the interests of safety and health protection for employees. This is of paramount importance against the backdrop of growing, cross-border economic relations.  

· The occupational safety and health system in Poland involves not just workplace inspections that focus, in particular, on technical occupational safety and health issues and construction site safety, but also labour law issues and occupational medical inspections that address stress and occupational illnesses. 

Both organisations have a centralised structure. Occupational safety and health inspections are carried out in all Voivodships under the auspices of the Central Inspectorate in Warsaw.

Rhineland-Palatinate

EURES-T Saar-Lor-Lux-Trier/Western-Palatinate and EURES-T Upper Rhine; Interregional Labour Market Observation Office in the Greater Region (Interregionale Arbeitsmarktbeobachtungsstelle in der Großregion); providing information to cross-frontier commuters on social insurance issues, pensions, double taxation, health insurance, etc., through the IT consultancy offices (INFOBEST) on the Upper Rhine; a Cross-Frontier Commuter Task Force is currently being set up; Committee of Experts on cross-frontier commuters of the ORK; the German-French-Swiss Government Commission deals with these issues on a regular basis.

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Rhineland-Palatinate

Relevant working groups and expert committees both in the Greater Region and in the ORK.

Lower Saxony

Lower Saxony concluded an agreement on cross-border cooperation between local authorities and other public agencies together with the Federal Land of North Rhine-Westphalia, the Federal Republic of Germany and the Kingdom of the Netherlands on 23 September 1991. The Ems Dollart Region special purpose association (Zweckverband Ems Dollart Region) is based on this agreement. The special purpose association is responsible for fostering, supporting and coordinating regional, cross-border cooperation between its members in the area of disaster management.

In addition, the Minister of the Interior of the Federal Land of Lower Saxony and the Minister and the State Secretary for the Interior and Kingdom Relations of the Netherlands issued a joint declaration on 7 June 2001 relating to cross-border cooperation. It included comprehensive statements about further cross-border cooperation in the area of rendering assistance in the event of disasters and accidents (cf. Annex 2).

Since then, meetings of the working group “Cross-border cooperation in the area of disaster management” have been held every 6 months on the basis of this declaration to discuss cross-border cooperation issues. Members of this institutionalised form of cooperation are representatives of the Dutch Ministry of the Interior, the bordering provinces of Groningen, Drenthe, Overijssel, Gelderland and Limburg, the Ministries of the Interior of North Rhine-Westphalia and Lower Saxony, the administrative districts of Cologne, Düsseldorf and Münster as well as Osnabrück district police headquarters (a local task for the Federal Land of Lower Saxony). 

The cross-border symposium “Communication in Crises” conducted by Osnabrück district police headquarters in this connection on 3 April 2008 was of paramount importance. The final report attached as Annex 3 contains further information about this symposium. The first symposium aimed at intensifying cross-border cooperation was held in Lattrop (NL) as far back as November 2005. The next symposium is scheduled for 2010 and will be organised by the Federal Land of North Rhine-Westphalia.

At local level, the following agreements have been concluded in the area of non-police danger prevention:

· Rural county Grafschaft Bentheim, county of Borken (North Rhine-Westphalia), Regio Achterhoek (Province of Gelderland) and Regio Twente (Province of Overijssel) on 27 August 2001. The backdrop was the fireworks disaster that occurred in Enschede in May 2000;

· The city of Nordhorn (rural county Grafschaft Bentheim) with the local community of Denekamp (province of Overijssel) on 16 June 1998;

· Emlichheim association of communes (rural county Grafschaft Bentheim) with the local community of Coevorden (province of Drenthe) on 11 September 2005;

· Uelsen association of communes (rural county Grafschaft Bentheim) with the local community of Tubbergen (province of Overijssel) on 15 September 1999;

· Uelsen association of communes (rural county Grafschaft Bentheim) with the local community of Hardenberg (province of Overijssel) on 21 March 2002;

· Local community of Rhede (rural county Emsland) with the local community of Bellingwedde (province of Groningen) on 24 June 1999

· In the pipeline: rural county of Bentheim with the Regios Ijsselland (province of Overijssel) and Drenthe (province of Drenthe) and the local community of Hardenberg (province of Overijssel) and Coevorden (province of Drenthe)

Joint advanced training measures and exercises are implemented (e.g. cross-border work undertaken by staff divisions, rural county of Bentheim).

The Federal Republic of Germany concluded an agreement with the Netherlands on fire protection and relief on the water on the estuary of the River Ems and seawards including the ports of Delfzijl und Eemshaven (province of Groningen) through the city of Emden.

Cross-border cooperation is flourishing at various levels in non-police areas. Further development and improvement is being effected at national level by Osnabrück district police headquarters and, in particular, by the above-mentioned working group “Cross-border cooperation in the area of disaster management”.

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

Brandenburg-Poland

On the basis of the Agreement between the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Government of the Republic of Poland concerning Cooperation between Police Authorities and Border Police Authorities in Border Areas of 18 February 2002 (German-Polish Police Agreement), there has been close cooperation between the police force of Brandenburg and the Polish police force, in particular from the Voivodships of Szczecin, Gorzow and Wroclaw.

In order to coordinate German-Polish police cooperation, the police force of the Federal Land of Brandenburg created the post of Commissioner for German-Polish Relations as an independent organisational unit which is available 24/7 as a contact for the Polish authorities. 

In accordance with the Agreement, in the German-Polish border region, crime prevention measures, in particular, are implemented that are focused on the organisation of joint patrols as an integral part of direct cooperation between police stations and district headquarters. These joint patrols are deployed at special events such as folk festivals and major events in a bid to prevent administrative offences and criminal offences that can be classified specifically as mass criminality. In 2010, a total of 130 patrols were deployed. Joint bicycle patrols were organised as a special kind of patrol in 2010 during the months in which bicycles are typically used. 

In order to prepare and evaluate police operations and to provide advanced training, specialist conferences and work conferences are conducted at regular intervals. On 21 September 2010, the second specialist conference on border criminality was held. It was attended by representatives of the Polish police force from the border headquarters, representatives of the Polish Police Headquarters in Warsaw, representatives of the Federal Criminal Police Office and representatives of the public prosecutor’s office in Frankfurt (Oder). 50 experts had the opportunity to exchange experiences on the phenomenon of motor vehicle theft and the prevention thereof.

Situation reports are also exchanged every two weeks or once a month on special events and criminal offences involving the border as well as German and Polish offenders. The German authorities provide the Polish authorities with information about the situation and suspects. By the same token, the Polish authorities also provide similar information to the German authorities.

Exercises are prepared and implemented at regular intervals in order to coordinate operational documents. Since Poland acceded to the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement in 2007, special police pursuit exercises have been organised between the border district headquarters and the police protection divisions on the German and Polish side. On 19 October 2010, an exercise was implemented in the region of Guben/Gubin. 

Operations and expert conferences are conducted at regular intervals in order to harmonise the police technology deployed on both sides of the border. The working methods and the basis for using the motor registration recording system (KESY) and the interactive radio patrol cars of the police force of the Federal Land of Brandenburg have been explained and showcased during these events. As part of the introduction of digital radio in the police force in Brandenburg, it is planned to implement a pilot project for a system for managing patrol vehicles in the other sovereign territory that has already been tried and tested along the border between France and Germany. The Polish side will also receive assistance in preparing and implementing their annually coordinated measures. As such, an EU project “Communication without boundaries – linking command systems between the KWP Gorzow and the district police headquarters at Frankfurt (Oder)” was launched on 1 June 2010 at the common technical secretariat for the operational programme in Zielona Gora. The police force of the Federal Land of Brandenburg is also a partner in the construction of the joint urban rescue centre in Witnica (which is approximately 30 km from Kietz-Kostrzyn (Küstrin)).

Prevention and public relations work is performed in the border region and information on police activities is exchanged at regular intervals. The Land police orchestra of Brandenburg is an integral part of the prevention concept and organises two concerts for students at Polish schools each year. In 2010, for instance, around 1,200 Polish children and adolescents attended these concerts. There is also a special focus on cooperation in the field of training and advanced training. To this end, Division 1 of the police headquarters availed itself of EU funding to prepare the 3-year advanced training project “In tandem – cross-border police cooperation”, in which the Voivodship police forces from Szczecin, Gorzów, Wroclaw and the Polish Police Academy in Slupsk are involved. Each year, 30 Polish police officers and 36 German police officers undergo training as part of this project. Training is provided on special forms of cross-border police operations and in the area of language proficiency. Joint international conferences are held in addition to these bilateral events. The seminar organised by the Central European Police Academy on the subject of “Police cooperation with and through police cooperation centres” is just one example. 

The Joint Centre of German-Polish Police Cooperation in Swiecko that was established when Poland acceded to the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement on 21 December 2007 represents a special kind of cooperation. Police officers, border police officers and customs officers work at a joint situation centre around the clock. Police officers of the Federal Land of Brandenburg as well as police officers of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and Saxony, the Federal Police Force and German customs represent the German side. At the joint situation centre, police information is exchanged on relevant individual facts and cross-border operational measures such as observation and pursuit are coordinated. At present, coordination of the German secondment authorities is being implemented by the police force of the Federal Land of Brandenburg which also provides the German coordinator. The excellent cooperation at the joint situation centre also deserves special mention here. 

In the 7th calendar week of 2011, the position of the Commissioner for cooperation with Eastern European countries in the area of fire protection and disaster management was filled. The task of the Commission is above all to develop a national concept for cross-border fire protection and disaster management as well as a danger prevention plan for the immediate border region between Brandenburg and Poland in cooperation with the neighbouring Polish Voivodships. Another task of the Commissioner is to expedite the development of cross-border alert plans for major catastrophes and disasters as well as joint training and exercises. In addition, the Commissioner will participate in the evaluation, coordination, planning and implementation of EU cross-border fire protection and disaster management projects with local authorities.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Joint Agency for Cross-Border Police and Customs Cooperation in Luxembourg, involving cooperation between Germany, France, Belgium and Luxembourg; bilateral and trilateral forms of cooperation between both police forces in both areas of cooperation.

Lower Saxony
Lower Saxony has been cooperating successfully for many years with the Dutch authorities, coordinating important tasks such as the "Agenda Process" aimed at enhancing cross-border cooperation in the field of cross-border crime prevention.

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Rhineland-Palatinate

Climate Protection Committee of the ORK and working group on the environment in the Greater Region

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Brandenburg-Poland

Areas:

-
OP INTERREG IV A Poland (Lubuskie Voivodship) – Brandenburg 2007 - 2013

-
OP INTERREG IV A Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania – Brandenburg – Poland (Zachodniopomorskie Voivodship) 2007 - 2013 

In the two Operational Programmes, cross-border German-Polish projects with the following priorities are promoted:

-
Promoting the infrastructure and enhancing the environmental situation;

-
Promoting economic integration and cooperation between the business and scientific community;

-
Promoting the further development of human resources.   

Both Operational Programmes have basically been very well received by the potential applicants, particularly municipalities, and they are being leveraged comprehensively for regional development in the border regions.

INTERREG IV A is one of the most important financial bases for the expansion of cross-border cooperation in these regions. 

Rhineland-Palatinate
Rhineland-Palatinate is the programme partner of the INTERREG IV in the Upper Rhine and of the Target 3 Programme (INTERREG) Greater Region.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Rhineland-Palatinate

Different competencies of the individual partners (for instance, integrated transport system of the Greater Region: Nation State of Luxembourg – local partner in Rhineland-Palatinate); different subsidies for fares that render cross-border harmonisation virtually impossible.

b) 
Healthcare

Rhineland-Palatinate

Liability issues that are regulated by the Franco-German Framework Agreement on Cross-Border Healthcare, but have not yet been regulated with the other partner countries.

c) 
Education and training

Rhineland-Palatinate

No reciprocal recognition of qualifications.
d) 
Access to labour market

Rhineland-Palatinate

No reciprocal recognition of qualifications; problems in the area of taxation, pension insurance, health insurance, etc.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Rhineland-Palatinate

Liability problems, language problems

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Brandenburg-Poland

The articles of the current Police Agreement regulate cooperation between police, border police and customs authorities in the border area between Germany and Poland as part of crime prevention and the fight against crime. As such, the limitation to a “border area”, which is currently defined as Division 1 of the police force in the Federal Land of Brandenburg and the police headquarters of the Federal Länder of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, Saxony and Berlin, has proved to be an obstacle. It is no longer conducive to limit cooperation to the so-called “border area”. In particular when Poland acceded to the Schengen zone, new joint criminal-geographical regions were created that extend way beyond the closely limited border area. In this respect, a new police agreement should have been concluded that does not restrict cooperation to any specific border area.

The Police Agreement also stipulates that the authorities that have competency in the border region are permitted to exchange information on criminal prosecution directly. This, too, has proved no longer to be sufficient or up-to-date. The sole possibility of exchanging information for crime prevention purposes is insufficient for the future as it does not take into account the fact that threat-prevention measures have become increasingly important since the abolition of border controls and since Poland acceded to the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement. Large-scale events such as football matches or concerts and even folk festivals have shown that situations can potentially occur at any time in the border area that necessitate reciprocal police support services. Problems may also arise that can only be solved if action is taken in a different sovereign territory. In order to regulate this, threat prevention would need to be incorporated into a bilateral police agreement. Likewise, limiting a bilateral police agreement solely to action by law enforcement authorities such as the police, border guard and customs officers in the border area is most restrictive. It would be meaningful in this context, for instance, to incorporate the public prosecutor’s office or even cooperation in disasters with the competent disaster management authorities.

Experience gained up to now shows that it will not be possible to fully rule out obstacles such as the different language, legal systems and organisational forms in the future either. Experience shows that, in some areas at least, trust-based cooperation can compensate for some of these obstacles.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Language problems, varying compatibility of agreements with the respective national laws (e.g. cross-border disadvantages under the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement)

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Brandenburg-Poland

The fact that the national laws in Germany and Poland vary represents a major problem in relation to the cross-border programmes – also in respect of the INTERREG IV A Operational Programmes.

In addition, language problems are also proving to be an obstacle, above all the inability of the German side to speak Polish. 

Since INTERREG A was established in the 1990s, procedures have become increasingly complicated and it is becoming increasingly costly and hence problematic (in particular, financial problems) for applicants to take part in projects.

The following problems, in particular, apply to both Operational Programmes at project level: 

-
Major time delays between approval of projects by the advisory committees and ultimately the conclusion of promotion agreements between lead partners and administrative authorities.

-
Major time delays in paying out funds to the project providers, which generally leads to very long pre-financing periods for the project partners (principle of reimbursement).

-
In some cases, duplication is occurring in administrative processes (e.g. examination of project implementation reports).

The complicated EU regulations for INTERREG IV A are the main cause of problems associated with practical implementation.

However, with the Operational Programme Poland (Lubuskie Voivodship) – Brandenburg, these problems are also caused by the particularly complicated administrative processes of the competent Polish authorities.

Rhineland-Palatinate

There is evidence that obstacles exist in all areas and that they vary hugely. It is noted that language barriers and differences in mentality continue to play a major role.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent cross-border cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Brandenburg-Poland

Main obstacles in the transport sector include 

-
Antiquated or no bilateral agreements, necessary restructuring of legal regulations.

-
Infrastructure development is oriented to the long term and requires heavy investment; long planning and coordination periods, particularly in respect of cross-border projects, budget finance

-
Services are financed by the budget and are oriented to demand; it needs to be ensured that services are economically efficient

-
Competing road and rail development

-
Different signalling and safety systems

Rhineland-Palatinate

Cross-border cooperation is based on whatever the partners involved are willing and able to contribute. This is often the lowest common denominator. The result can be that this develops a momentum of its own. In addition, cross-border cooperation at all levels depends heavily on the persons involved, and of course they change from time to time.

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.)?

Rhineland-Palatinate

In actual fact, the majority of obstacles come under the jurisdiction of all the parties involved, which also means they could be solved jointly. However, this is rarely the case owing to the asymmetry of the partners. Take the Greater Region as an example: it encompasses a nation state, two German Federal Länder, the Prefecture of Lorraine and three local authorities in Lorraine as well as three Belgian local authorities. This indicates that there are not that many areas on which all partners can bring their influence to bear.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Taxes, pensions, health and social insurance, etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent”)

Brandenburg-Poland

Coordinated timetabling in German / Polish regional transport (no actual cross-border transport as yet, but coordinated transport)

Special offers (Berlin-Szczecin) and recognition of fares (Szczecin, Gorzow Wielkopolski)

Basic coordination aimed at developing the infrastructure (as part of the Oder Partnership)

Rhineland-Palatinate

German-French kindergarten in Liederschiedt; cross-border citizen participation process in the Upper Rhine region; Upper Rhine textbook, youth football cup in the Greater Region …

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures, common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned, etc.)?

Brandenburg-Poland

Mobility is one of the most important requirements for economic and social development and for the linking of regions. Joint solutions are imperative. As a result, the different sectors and levels are obliged to engage in cross-border activities. 

Rhineland-Palatinate

Definition of joint interests and subsequent implementation of joint projects; close regional cooperation; creation of suitable instruments …

Lower Saxony

In January 2008, the Federal Land of Lower Saxony and senior officials of the border regions (Euroregions, security regions, EDR) agreed to intensify and improve the dismantling of obstacles in the area of cross-border cooperation in a letter of intent. The aim is to group concrete problems in the border regions and develop structural solutions in order to give cross-border cooperation greater importance at national level. The agenda was drawn up with the involvement of the border regions, mentioning key problem areas as well as the support requested from the state.

The agenda is divided into three parts:

1) Problem areas for all border regions;

2) Items relating to the individual border regions and

3) Items where the role played by the state still needs to be elaborated in more detail. 

An evaluation has revealed that cross-border cooperation should be developed from a problem-oriented approach into a long-term strategic orientation. The first draft of a cornerstone paper is currently being prepared and is expected to be discussed in the Dutch Council of Ministers at the end of March 2011. 

The topics on the agenda which are relevant to Lower Saxony are: 

· Cross-border labour market
· Education (recognition of qualifications in the school and university sector) 

· Healthcare
· Cross-border disaster response
· The fight against crime
· Port area on the Ems estuary

· Natura 2000

· Public transport
· Europark Coevorden – Emlichheim

· Transposition of EU directives and impact on neighbouring countries

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Baden-Württemberg

Problems that affect state competences in the area of municipal cross-border cooperation are dealt with in the state cooperation bodies “ORK”, “German-French-Swiss Government Commission” and “International Lake Constance Conference” with the direct participation of the relevant Land and Federal Ministries and are, if necessary, submitted to the EU Commission. The coordinated lead responsibility for this lies, respectively, with the Baden-Württemberg State Ministry at the level of the Federal Länder and with the Federal Foreign Office at federal level. 

Brandenburg-Poland

Discussion and coordination at high state level, use of existing intergovernmental institutions (German-Polish Government Commission for regional and border cooperation);

organisation of regular contacts at technical level. 

Rhineland-Palatinate

A multitude of bodies is often not a solution, use of ad hoc groups is only useful to a limited degree. In most cases, a clearly expressed political will helps, often also meetings between responsible politicians (for instance, macro-regional summits). And, of course, cross-border cooperation also involves a great deal of negotiation and compromise-seeking… . In order for this to succeed, a sound knowledge of the structures and modes of operation of the respective partners is essential. 

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measures and initiatives with a view to – for example – identifying cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

Brandenburg-Poland

Yes, in the area of transport infrastructure development 

· For the area of EU funds:

The Federal Land of Brandenburg is supporting the spread of the knowledge of the Polish language, particularly in the border regions.

When preparing for INTERREG V A in the new EU Structural Funds Programming period from 2014 onwards, the Federal Government, the Federal Länder and the regions need to ensure in cooperation with the EU agencies that the new programmes are debureaucratised and simplified. The aim is to create more autonomy and greater flexibility for the project partners. With regard to the future implementation of the programmes, the focus needs to be placed not on paper but rather on the benefits for the people in the regions concerned.    

Problems arising from the different national law in Germany and Poland need to be given greater consideration than has hitherto been the case when preparing the new programmes. During the current Structural Funds Programming period, more minor problems of the parties’ own making can only be resolved through cooperation based on trust between all of the programme partners working on equal terms. 

It will only be possible to achieve greater progress during the next EU Structural Funds Programming period with new Operational Programmes.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Yes, both in relation to the Upper Rhine (metropolitan region) and in relation to the Greater Region (polycentric metropolitan region and its hinterland).

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Rhineland-Palatinate

Yes, both the ORK and the Greater Region have an organisational chart which sets out the institutionalised bodies from the political decision-making level to the working level. 

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

ICELAND / ISLANDE

Iceland is not suitable for cross-border cooperation, but we will monitor this subject. 
LUXEMBOURG

Identification de la personne/istitution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.

CARLOS GUEDES

Ministère de l’Intérieur et à la Grande Région

Conseiller de Direction

Direction à la Grande Région

Téléphone : 00352 – 2478 69 91

Adresse électronique : carlos.guedes@mi.etat.lu
- Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 

CHRISTIANE LOUTSCH

Ministère de l’Intérieur et à la Grande Région

Conseiller de Gouvernement 1e classe

Direction des Affaires communales

Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« eurorégion » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser

- Chargé de Direction de la coopération institutionnelle transfrontalière de la Grande Région au sein du Ministère de l’Intérieur et à la Grande Région.

- Président du Comité interministériel luxembourgeois de la Grande Région

- Représentant personnel du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg au sein du Sommet des Chefs des Exécutifs de la Grande Région

- Représentant du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg à la Maison de la Grande Région

- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc..)

Partenaires de la Grande Région :

- Grand-Duché de Luxembourg (état souverain)

- Région Lorraine (Conseil Régional de Lorraine, Conseil général de Meurthe-et-Moselle, Conseil général de la Moselle et Préfecture de la Région Lorraine)

- Land de Sarre

- Land de Rhénanie-Palatinat

- Wallonie, Communauté française de Belgique et Communauté germanophone de Belgique

- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 

- Grand-Duché de Luxembourg

- République fédérale d’Allemagne

- Royaume de Belgique

- République française

- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière 

- allemand

- français

- luxembourgeois

- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération

1980 : début de la coopération au sein de la Commission régionale « Sarre-Lorraine-Luxembourg-Trèves/Palatinat occidental » tenant son mandat de l’Accord du 16 octobre 1980 entre le Gouvernement de la République française, le Gouvernement de la République Fédérale d’Allemagne et le Gouvernement du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg,

1995 : Début de la coopération institutionnalisée avec la tenue du 1er Sommet des Chefs des Exécutifs de la Grande Région (1995).

Cf. www.granderegion.net 

A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière

La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

IL EST IMPOSSIBLE DE REPRENDRE CI-DESSOUS L’ENSEMBLE DES ACTIVITES ET PROJETS MENES AU SEIN DE LA COOPERATION TRANSFRONTALIERE DANS LA GRANDE REGION. EN EFFET, L’ENSEMBLE DES DOMAINES SONT COUVERTS ET TRAITES AU SEIN DE 19 GROUPES DE TRAVAIL. CI-DESSOUS, SEULES LES DERNIERES DONNEES SONT RETENUES OU POUR LE MOINS LES PLUS IMPORTANTES.

POUR DES INFORMATIONS PLUS DETAILLEES, PRIERE DE CONSULTER LE RAPPORT DES GROUPES DE TRAVAIL REMIS LORS DU 12E SOMMET DE LA GRANDE REGION TENU LE 24 JANVIER 2011

http://www.granderegion.net/fr/news/2011/01/20110124_12_SOMMET_DE_LA_GRANDE_REGION/12_SOMMET_GRANDE_REGION_GROUPES_DE_TRAVAIL_MANIFESTATIONS_12_GIPFEL_GROSSREGION_ARBEITSGRUPPEN_VERANSTALTUNGEN.pdf
Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.) 

Le domaine de la mobilité et des transports constitue une des priorités majeures de la coopération transfrontalière au sein de la Grande Région qui compte quelque 200.000 travailleurs frontaliers dont plus de 165.000 vers le seul Grand-Duché de Luxembourg.

Des projets visant l’interconnexion des systèmes d’information pour les transports collectifs dans toute la Grande Région sont visés. Une conférence réunissant les experts du transport public de la Grande Région s’est tenue en 2010. Les points traités lors de cette conférence ont été la mise en place d’un système d’information client unique avec une meilleure coordination et harmonisation de l’offre actuelle ainsi qu’un plan de marketing des transports publics commun à toute la Grande Région. Une étude de faisabilité est ainsi prévue qui prévoit l’introduction d’une stratégie de marketing transfrontalière ainsi qu’un système d’info horaire et tarifaire électronique. 

A noter que plusieurs lignes de bus transfrontalières existent et que des billets uniques pour la Grande Région existent également.

Cf. h http://www.mobiliteit.lu/produits/tickets-transfrontaliers.php
Cf. Claude Wiseler et Peter Ramsauer ont signé un accord portant sur la construction et l’entretien du pont reliant Grevenmacher avec Wellen

http://www.granderegion.net/fr/news/2010/10/20101021_CLAUDE_WISELER_ET_PETER_RAMSAUER_ONT_SIGNE_UN_ACCORD_PORTANT_SUR_LA__CONSTRUCTION_ET_L_ENTRETIEN_DU_PONT_RELIANT_GREVENMACHER_AVEC_WELLEN/index.html 

Optimisation de la coopération transfrontalière en matière de transports collectifs , étude de faisabilité d'une architecture commune de coordination des transports en Grande Région.

Avec près de 200 000 migrations pendulaires transfrontalières, la Grande Région constitue un vaste marché de l’emploi au sein de l’Union Européenne. Près des trois quarts des frontaliers convergent vers le Luxembourg. Plus de 93 pour cent des frontaliers prennent leur voiture particulière générant d'importantes saturations à l'heure de pointe. Les objectifs partagés de report vers les modes alternatifs à la route ne pourront être atteints que si les transports collectifs sont plus attractifs et adaptés à la demande. Dans ce contexte, le projet consiste à optimiser la coopération transfrontalière en matière de transports collectifs, en envisageant la faisabilité d'une architecture commune des transports Grande Région. La démarche intégrera un diagnostic de la situation actuelle, avant de rechercher une stratégie commune sur la Grande Région. Seront identifiés des objectifs à court, moyen et long terme, en abordant la question d'une définition de périmètre, les aspects institutionnels, financiers, tarifaires, juridiques et techniques.

Des réunions de travail ont eu lieu en 2009 et 2010 entre le GT Transport, le Conseil Économique et Social de la Grande Région, co-partenaire de ce projet, ainsi que la Communauté des transports du Grand Duché de Luxembourg qui a accepté le portage du dossier. Ont été abordées des questions liées au périmètre à retenir, les aspects institutionnels etc... A ce stade, il résulte des travaux préparatoires que l'architecture à mettre en place sera traduite dans un projet présenté dans le cadre d'Interreg selon les 3 axes suivants :

• créer un système d’information commun au bénéfice des usagers des transports collectifs de la

Grande Région,

• mieux coordonner et harmoniser les offres existantes

• mettre au point un marketing commun pour les transports en commun GR.

Il appartient à la Communauté des transports du Grand Duché de Luxembourg de formaliser, pour fin 2010, le dossier de candidature à Interreg qui constituera, dans un premier temps, la base nécessaire à la validation par les différentes institutions co-financeurs.

Mise en place d'un système électronique d'information horaire et tarifaire sur la Grande Région.

Actuellement, existe un système de recherche d'itinéraire par transport public entre deux villes, appelé EU-Spirit, résultat d'un programme de recherche européen. La Sarre, la Rhénanie-Palatinat ainsi que le Grand Duché de Luxembourg sont couverts par ce système. L'objectif vise à étendre à la Lorraine et à la Wallonie le système EU-Spirit. L'extension du projet EU SPIRIT n'apporte pas de plus value suffisante en tant que tel au regard du programme Interreg IV Grande Région selon les gestionnaires de ce programme. De ce fait, et parce que se rattachant, au fond, à la même problématique, le projet est désormais intégré dans la démarche „optimisation de la coopération transfrontalière en matière de transports collectifs“

Mobilité des étudiants en Grande Région

Dans le cadre de la thématique « mobilité » de la présidence Sarroise, des premiers contacts ont été noués entre le GT Transport et le GT Enseignement supérieur de la Grande Région. Ces échanges ont permis de mieux cerner la complexité de la problématique spécifique des besoins en

déplacement des étudiants. Les prochaines rencontres devront déterminer un axe de travail avec piste d'amélioration de la mobilité des étudiants. Au cours de l'année 2011 sera défini un programme de recherche commun aux deux GT respectivement chargé des Transports et de l'Enseignement supérieur de la Grande Région. Ce programme devra répondre à un besoin spécifique qu'il reste à identifier. Il conviendra, sans doute de développer dans un premier temps, une photographie de la demande de transports/déplacements des étudiants.

INTEGRATION DES TRANSPORTS DANS LE PORTAIL S.I.G. GRANDE REGION

Le Sommet intermédiaire de la Grande Région en 2008, a souhaité le développement, en étroite coopération avec le Comité d’accompagnement ESPACE, d'un concept visant à la mise en place d’un système d’information géographique pour la Grande Région (SIG GR). L'intégration de la dimension transports dans le SIG de la Grande Région, mis en place sous présidence luxembourgeoise, est prévue pour l'année 2011. L'objectif vise à monter un SIG s'appuyant sur le Géoportail Internet Grande Région qui permet de regrouper et d’harmoniser l’ensemble des données transports existantes chez les différents partenaires ainsi que les données existantes au niveau européen et relatives à la Grande Région.

Document de référence sur « les infrastructures et services de transport en GRANDE REGION »

Il s'agit de réaliser une nouvelle édition actualisée du document « infrastructures et services de

transport », qui avait été édité pour le 11ème sommet de juillet 2009. Ce document expose pour les différents modes et par liaison, les problématiques communes et les projets identifiés ayant un impact sur la Grande Région. Le document est complété par une cartographie d'ensemble et détaillée pour les principaux projets. La mise en oeuvre interviendra au cours de 2012 afin d'être publié et distribué lors du 13ème sommet de fin 2012.

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)

Le Sommet de la Grande Région est convaincu que la coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de la santé doit être développée. C’est pourquoi il soutient toutes les initiatives visant à créer des coopérations et des réseaux. Le Sommet a ainsi mis en place un entretien d’experts avec les responsables concernés dans le cadre de la pandémie du nouveau virus de la grippe "A/H1N1", aussi appelé « grippe humaine d’origine porcine » qui s’est tenu le 17 septembre 2009. A cette occasion, il a été possible d’échanger les données concernant les cas de maladie, la démarche à suivre pour les vaccins ainsi que les plans de pandémie respectifs. Une résolution a également été adoptée qui pourrait servir de modèle pour de futures alertes de pandémie.

Le Sommet a également soutenu l’initiative du "Traumanetzwerk SaarLorLux-Westpfalz" (réseau de traumatologie de la région SaarLorLux-Palatinat ouest), qui a pu accueillir pour la première fois tous les partenaires à l’occasion d’un colloque qui s’est tenu le 17 mars 2010 à la Clinique Universitaire de la Sarre à Homburg. L’objectif de ce réseau est d’améliorer la prise en charge de qualité des blessés graves, de façon efficace, 24 heures sur 24, sur l’ensemble du territoire.

Un atelier interrégional portant le titre de „Excellence interrégionale : formation, recherche, santé“

s’est tenu le 19 novembre 2010 auprès du centre de congrès des cliniques SHG à Völklingen et s’est penché sur les possibilités d’améliorer dans le futur la mise en réseau de la formation, de la recherche et de la prise en charge dans le domaine de la santé.

A noter que le Sommet souhaite mettre en place un réseau hospitalier de la Grande Région afin d’établir un plan détaillé de l’offre, des forces et des faiblesses des différents établissements dans la Grande Région dans le but de rechercher des synergies de coopération.

Cf. Journée hospitalière de la Grande Région

http://www.granderegion.net/fr/news/2009/04/l_20090429/index.html?highlight=hospitali%C3%A8re
A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)

Les ministres et responsables de l’éducation et de la formation ainsi que ceux de l’enseignement supérieur et de la recherche tiennent des réunions ministérielles communes.

2e Conférence sectorielle interministérielle « Enseignement supérieur et recherche » de la Grande Région

http://www.granderegion.net/fr/news/2010/10/20101006_PRIX_INTERREGIONAL_RECHERCHE_2010/index.html?highlight=sectorielle
Première réunion sectorielle des ministres de l'Education de la Grande Région

http://www.granderegion.net/de/news/2010/05/20100506_BILDUNGSMINISTERKONFERENZ_DER_GROSSREGION/index.html

Autres exemples de coopération :

Le prix interrégional de la recherche a été relancé en 2009 sous présidence luxembourgeoise du 11e Sommet de la Grande Région.

Prix interrégional de la recherche 2010 - « Les réseaux d’excellence de la Grande Région »

Cf.http://www.granderegion.net/fr/news/2009/10/20091009_PRIX_INTERREGIONAL_RECHERCHE_2010/index.html?highlight=prix%22recherche
Lycée germano-luxembourgeois Schengen-Perl 

Le 4 décembre 2006, les chefs de Gouvernement du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg et de la Sarre, en collaboration avec les responsables du Landkreis Merzig-Wadern, ont signé à Perl un traité binational créant une école secondaire commune, le „Deutsch-Luxemburgisches Schengen-Lyzeum Perl“. Ce nouveau type d'école interrégionale doit permettre aux jeunes de développer le sentiment d'appartenance à l'Europe et d'acquérir les compétences langagières et professionnelles indispensables pour intégrer le marché du travail au-delà des frontières de leur pays. Le 27 août 2007, ce nouveau lycée a ouvert ses portes : les premiers élèves, répartis sur 5 classes, ont pu entrer en classe de 5e pour y entamer le premier cycle d'études secondaires.

Cf. http://www.granderegion.net/fr/autres-cooperations-interregionales/f_schengenperl/index.html
A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)

Avec 200.000 travailleurs frontaliers dans la Grande Région, il va s’en dire que cette thématique est importante. La question du présent questionnaire est beaucoup trop vaste et dépasse le cadre de mes compétences.

Task Force Frontaliers

S’appuyant sur la décision prise par le 11e Sommet du 17 juillet 2009 concernant la création d’une Task Force Frontaliers devant avoir pour objectif de réduire les disparités des systèmes juridiques et fiscaux des différentes entités membres de la Grande Région, les participants au Sommet soulignent à nouveau la nécessité de mettre en place cette nouvelle cellule.

Les membres du Sommet approuvent la mission de la Task Force Frontaliers qui consiste à apporter des solutions juridiques et politiques aux questions et problèmes que rencontrent les frontaliers et les entreprises employant des frontaliers. Ces questions et problèmes découlant d’une part du travail quotidien des organismes de conseil tels que EURES, mais aussi de celui des chambres de métiers, des organismes de sécurité sociale et des agences pour l’emploi et d’autre part, des données scientifiques collectées par l’Observatoire interrégional du marché de l’emploi, une collaboration étroite avec ces acteurs s’avère nécessaire.

Le Sommet réaffirme que la Task Force Frontaliers constituera un complément utile aux organismes déjà existants sur le marché de l’emploi transfrontalier. Son rôle sera d’établir un lien entre ces derniers et les décideurs politiques au niveau national et européen, auxquels elle soumettra ses propositions visant à améliorer la mobilité sur le marché de l’emploi et à renforcer l’intégration du marché de l’emploi au sein de la Grande Région. L’objectif de la Task Force Frontaliers dépasse donc nettement l’offre des organismes de conseil et des instituts de recherche existants, ce qui constitue sa valeur ajoutée pour le marché du travail transfrontalier.

Les membres du Sommet soulignent qu’en dépit de l’accent mis sur les problèmes des frontaliers, l’activité de la Task Force Frontaliers s’étendra également aux questions juridiques auxquelles doit faire face tout employeur désireux d’embaucher un frontalier. Cette démarche se fonde sur l’idée d’un « processus d’alignement » global qui doit avoir pour objectif d’harmoniser l’offre et la demande sur le marché de l’emploi transfrontalier. Le Sommet prend note avec satisfaction que la demande de cofinancement Interreg déposée dans le cadre du projet de la Task Force Frontaliers est sur le point d’être acceptée et que le projet devrait par

conséquent bientôt pouvoir entrer en phase opérationnelle.

Les membres du Sommet se félicitent que le comité d’accompagnement au sein duquel toutes les entités membres de la Grande Région ont collaboré à préparer les contenus et l’organisation de la Task Force Frontaliers, soit parvenu à mobiliser toutes les régions concernées parmi les partenaires du projet.

Le Sommet se réjouit par ailleurs qu’une phase pilote d’une durée de six mois ait été conduite pendant la présidence sarroise. Cette phase pilote a vu l’élaboration d’un projet de mise en oeuvre de la Task Force Frontaliers par l’Institut de recherche et d’économie sociale (« ISO-Institut ») mandaté par le Ministère sarrois du Travail et par la Chambre de Travail de la Sarre. Dans le cadre de cette phase préliminaire, une enquête d’experts détaillée a été effectuée auprès des différents acteurs concernés par la thématique des frontaliers dans les régions partenaires. Le projet de mise en oeuvre a été présenté à tous les acteurs intéressés du marché de l’emploi transfrontalier lors d’un atelier organisé le 22 juin 2010. La création de la Task Force Frontaliers a été approuvée à l’unanimité par les participants à cet atelier. Parmi les principaux résultats de cette journée, il a été retenu que le groupement européen de coopération territoriale (GECT) constituait à moyen ou long terme la forme juridique appropriée pour la Task Force Frontaliers.

Les membres du Sommet insistent sur la grande importance à ce que les travaux de la Task Force Frontaliers

puissent débuter le plus rapidement possible. Le Sommet se félicite dans ce contexte que le Ministère sarrois du Travail accepte jusqu’à la création du GECT d’assumer la fonction de chef de projet et employeur et se charge de la mise en place institutionnelle de la Task Force Frontaliers. Les membres du Sommet soulignent que la Task Force Frontaliers constitue un enrichissement pour le marché de l’emploi transfrontalier et qu’elle sera d’une grande utilité aux travailleurs frontaliers de la Grande Région. 

Le Sommet apporte en outre son soutien à l’idée prévoyant que la Task Force Frontaliers adhère après sa création à l’accord de coopération entre les acteurs du marché de l’emploi transfrontalier de la Grande Région. Ce soutien prend en compte le désir du Sommet de voir la Task Force Frontaliers collaborer étroitement avec les autres acteurs du marché de l’emploi.

Les membres du Sommet approuvent par ailleurs qu’après sa mise en place, la Task Force Frontaliers ambitionne une étroite coopération et interconnexion avec les autres Task Forces existant déjà en Europe telles que la Task Force EuRegio Meuse-Rhin, en vue d’un échange de compétences et d’expériences avec ces dernières. Une intégration au sein du réseau des autres Task Forces (TaskForce Net) permettrait en effet d’accroître l’efficacité en ce qui concerne la suppression des obstacles à la mobilité. D’autre part, l’adhésion de la Task Force Frontaliers au réseau TaskForce Net pourrait conduire ultérieurement à une spécialisation thématique et augmenter ainsi l’efficience de ce nouvel outil au profit des travailleurs frontaliers de la Grande Région.

En application du principe éprouvé de la « présidence aux responsabilités partagées », le Sommet confie à la Sarre la responsabilité de coordonner les travaux dans le domaine du marché de l’emploi transfrontalier, dans le but de garantir la cohérence et la continuité des mesures décidées lors du 12e Sommet.

Observatoire Interrégional de l‘Emploi

Les membres du Sommet prennent acte du 7ème rapport de l’Observatoire Interrégional de l’Emploi (OIE) qu’ils avaient mandaté sur la situation du marché de l’emploi en Grande Région. Ils constatent avec satisfaction que la qualité du rapport s’est encore améliorée. Cette amélioration touche non seulement l’actualité et la précision des chiffres et du volume de données mais aussi l’apport pratique précis et efficace

de l’étude qualitative, qui sera présentée dans le cadre du rapport. 

En outre, les membres du Sommet félicitent l’OIE pour la parution de l’Atlas du développement économique

et social en Grande Région dans les publications de la Commission régionale. Les membres du Sommet soulignent l’importance de la mission de l’OIE qui permet une identification précoce des évolutions et problèmes sur le marché de l’emploi en Grande Région et permet ainsi de mettre en place rapidement des mesures appropriées.

Les membres du Sommet saluent donc la décision des régions partenaires de continuer à soutenir et financer l’OIE sans cofinancement par de nouveaux projets INTERREG. La fonction de coordination des réseaux d’instituts spécialisés de la Grande Région pour l’OIE restera assurée par l’Info-Institut de Sarrebruck.

Par ailleurs les membres du Sommet mandatent l’OIE pour le prochain rapport. Les membres du Sommet approuvent encore une fois la décision des différents responsables du marché de l’emploi transfrontalier en Grande Région d’approfondir leur coopération. Ils saluent la convention de coopération qui souligne la volonté des responsables d’intégrer de nouveaux acteurs du domaine de l’emploi en Grande Région.

A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 

En matière de protection civile :

1. Renforcement de la coopération transfrontalière en matière de la protection civile et amélioration de la coordination entre les structures décisionnelles par l’échange des connaissances sur le fonctionnement des différentes structures de gestion de crise.

2. Organisation d’exercices communs de grande envergure ;

3. Collaboration des centres de traitement de l’alerte (introduction de nouvelles technologies,

échange de correspondants);

4. Etablissement de listes de ressources manquantes ;

5. Renforcement de la coopération en matière de : formation de sapeurs-pompiers, jeunes sapeurs-pompiers, aide psycho-sociale.
A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 

En matière de coopération policière :

„Réseau des jeunes policiers de la Grande Région“
Créer les conditions et mettre en oeuvre d´un projet de longue date dans le domaine de la coopération policière transfrontalière. Le démarrage du projet à eu lieu en octobre 2009. Les membres du groupe de travail ont mis en place sur une période de 3 ans, un séminaire annuel de 3 jours pour les jeunes policiers venant des différentes régions partenaires.

Les buts du séminaire sont les suivants :

-Acquérir et approfondir des compétences qui favorisent la coopération technique de police dans la Grande Région

- Apprendre l'importance et les difficultés de la coopération transfrontalière

- Gendarmes , policiers, … apprendre les différents réseaux assurant la sécurité dans la Grande

Région.

Protection policière des victimes en Grande Région

La mobilité transfrontalière grandissante des habitants de la Grande Région engendre de nouveaux défis dans le domaine de la protection des victimes : leur détresse est encore plus grande face aux barrières linguistiques et administratives et aux procédures différentes selon les entités. La conférence interrégionale en 2005 a lancé le projet « Protection policière des victimes en Grande Région » par lequel ont été élaborées huit recommandations. Dans ce cadre une brochure bilingue « Guide sécurité » à l’adresse du grand public a été réalisée ainsi qu’une affiche pour les postes de police et de gendarmerie en Grande Région. Une rubrique avec des informations supplémentaires a été créée sur le site internet www.granderegion.net .

Le projet a été présenté lors d’une manifestation de lancement le 5 mai 2009 à Sarrebruck. Les affiches dans les postes de police et de gendarmerie devraient sensibiliser le public ainsi que les

agents pour un accompagnement adéquat des victimes non-résidentes. Une équipe de suivi assurera une fonction d’interlocuteur ainsi l’actualisation régulière des informations.

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux  (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)

Natura 2000 / biodiversité

1. Mettre au point une carte des zones NATURA 2000 dans la Grande Région dans le but de publier les données sur le site internet de la Grande Région et d’en permettre ainsi l’accès au grand public.

2. Elaborer un projet « Nature sans frontières dans la Grande Région » et mettre au point un portail de données « Réseau de biotopes » aux fins d’harmonisation des données sur les espèces (présence de communautés animales et végétales).

3. Procéder à la mise en oeuvre intégrée des directives européennes sur les eaux et l’environnement à l’aide d’une idée de projet « Gestion des zones alluviales et des eaux dans la Grande Région ». Ce projet doit rassembler différentes directives environnementales de l’UE (DCE, DI, NATURA 2000) et les éventuels conflits d’objectifs doivent être structurés, organisés et résolus dans le cadre d’une approche synergétique et efficace.

Ad 1) :

La carte des zones transfrontalières Natura 2000 a été finalisée et présentée lors de la première manifestation organisée pour la mise en place d’un système d’information géographique transfrontalier dans la Grande Région par le Groupe SIG-GR, tenue le 29/09/2010 à Trèves. Après ajout de différentes données par les experts SIG, la carte sera mise à la disposition du public.

Ad 2) :

Par ailleurs, le Groupe d’experts travaille sur un projet intitulé « Nature sans frontières dans la Grande Région ». L’objectif est de créer une banque de données sous forme de réseau écologique. Il est prévu de déposer une demande comme projet Interreg. Le projet sera examiné plus en détail lors d’une réunion de concertation fixée au 10/11/2010 à Namur (Belgique).

Ad 3) :

Le projet présenté « Gestion des zones alluviales et des eaux dans la Grande Région » est encore au stade d’idée ; les délégations vont prendre contact avec les services techniques (protection de la nature/gestion des eaux) pour examiner le développement du projet. Le sous-groupe « Natura 2000 / biodiversité » est chargé de la mise en oeuvre des projets sélectionnés dans le présent programme de travail.
Agriculture

Le Sommet intermédiaire du 19/11/2008 a confirmé la mise en place du sous-groupe chargé du projet « Agriculture ». La première réunion s’est tenue le 17/12/2008. Il est prévu de tirer profit des expériences faites avec la maladie de la langue bleue pour d’autres maladies animales (peste porcine, fièvre catarrhale du mouton, etc.) aux fins de préparation d’un projet interreg sur le suivi transfrontalier des maladies animales (Observatoire de la Grande Région sur les maladies animales).

Energie (économie d’énergie / changement climatique / géothermie et biomasse)

Sur la base de différents projets Interreg, il est prévu d’examiner une stratégie commune pour l’utilisation de sources d’énergie renouvelables dans la Grande Région. Toutes les régions ont pour objectif prioritaire de promouvoir les mesures d’efficacité énergétique et d’économie d’énergie et de mettre au point des mesures d’adaptation au changement climatique. Ces travaux ont également pour objectif de donner un aperçu des recherches dans les différentes régions, d’identifier les déficits existants et de regrouper les acteurs au sein d’un réseau.

La première réunion du sous-groupe « Energie » s’est tenue le 03/03/09 à Mayence. Il est prévu d’échanger des expériences dans le cadre d’ateliers en coopération avec des centres de recherche et des réseaux d’experts. A la suite du 1er atelier intitulé « Economie d’énergie / assainissement énergétique de bâtiments », qui s’est tenu le 22/09/09 à Sarrebruck, il a été possible d’identifier des points communs avec des projets apparentés (EnEff ARGE SOLAR e.V. Saarland). L’échange d’expériences se poursuivra dans deux autres ateliers sur le « changement climatique – stratégie d’adaptation » et « Energies renouvelables – accent mis sur la géothermie et la biomasse/le biogaz ». Par ailleurs, les Etats membres visent à élaborer un document stratégique commun sur l’amélioration de la protection du climat et l’augmentation du pourcentage d’énergies renouvelables dans la Grande Région. Lors de la réunion du Groupe de travail ‘Environnement’ du 27/04/10 à Sarrebruck, Madame Peters, ministre de l’Environnement, de l’Energie et des Transports en Sarre a présenté un document de cadrage. Sur la base d’une étude datant de 2003 (Prof. Dörrebächer), il est prévu de  dresser un état des lieux de la production et de la distribution de l’énergie à l’heure actuelle et de mettre au point un plan directeur qui analyse toutes les formes envisageables d’énergies renouvelables (énergie éolienne, énergie solaire, biomasse, hydroélectricité, géothermie) dans la Grande Région. Il convient également de tirer profit de projets Interreg existants en relation avec les énergies renouvelables. Après examen dans les Etats membres et mise en avant de points communs pour la Grande Région, un document stratégique ajusté sera présenté aux instances décisionnelles.

Mise en réseau transfrontalière de données sur la qualité de l’air

Le projet « Mise en réseau transfrontalière de données sur la qualité de l’air » a pour objectif de mettre les données sur la qualité de l’air disponibles à l’échelle nationale à la disposition du public sur un site internet commun transfrontalier et multilingue pour la Grande Région. Le projet, qui avait été entre-temps abandonné à la suite d’une décision de la Commission Régionale, doit être relancé. Une enquête sur l’intérêt manifesté par les utilisateurs pour un système d’informations similaire sur le Rhin supérieur a montré que le site était bien fréquenté (env. 22 000 fréquentations / mois). Il existe donc un intérêt manifeste pour ces données, ce qui est sans doute aussi le cas dans la Grande Région. Le système d’information sur le Rhin supérieur peut être téléchargé sur le site http://www.luft-am-oberrhein.net ou http://www.atmo-rhinsuperieur.net.

Une manifestation d’information s’est tenue le 09/03/2010 à la Landesanstalt für Umwelt, Messungen und Naturschutz Baden-Württemberg (LUBW) à Karlsruhe, responsable du projet INTERREG A III Rhin supérieur « La qualité de l’air dans l’espace transfrontalier du Rhin supérieur ». Cette manifestation a réuni des représentants du groupe de travail ‘Environnement’ et d’autres experts originaires des Etats membres. Ils ont manifesté un grand intérêt pour les expériences tirées des projets mis en place sur le Rhin supérieur. Une demande de projet a déjà été déposée auprès de la Chancellerie de la Sarre, en y associant les experts techniques, aux fins de transmission à la Présidence du Sommet. Elle est accompagnée d’une description succincte du projet et doit être concrétisée au niveau des coûts nécessaires par une offre mise au point par le LUBW. Les différentes délégations doivent encore fournir des informations détaillées pour la mise au point de la proposition.

A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)

Conscientes de la nécessité de poursuivre les efforts entrepris sous INTERREG III A, les autorités partenaires de la Grande Région ont élaboré un quatrième programme transfrontalier s’inscrivant dans l’objectif de coopération territoriale européenne 2007-2013, un des trois objectifs de la politique de cohésion de l’Union européenne. Le nouveau programme vise à renforcer la coopération transfrontalière par la réalisation de projets locaux et régionaux entre opérateurs issus des territoires qui composent la Grande Région. Un seul programme remplace désormais les trois programmes antérieurs INTERREG III A 2000-2006 :

 

- Wallonie-Lorraine-Luxembourg; 

- Allemagne-Luxembourg-Communauté germanophone de Belgique; 

- Sarre-Moselle-Lorraine-Palatinat Occidental 

- ainsi que l’Opération Cadre Régionale INTERREG III C « E-bird ». 

Axes et mesures 

C’est lors du 9e Sommet de la Grande Région tenu le 1er juin 2006 sous la présidence de la Rhénanie-Palatinat que les axes du nouveau programme de coopération transfrontalière ont été définis par les Exécutifs de la Grande Région. Les trois axes retenus sont eux-mêmes subdivisés en plusieurs mesures :

 

Axe 1    L’Economie

Mesure 1.1    Soutien à l’innovation 

Mesure 1.2    Appui aux actions collectives de développement du tissu économique 

Mesure 1.3    Soutien au développement des infrastructures économiques transfrontalières 

Mesure 1.4    Soutien au développement de l’emploi dans un contexte transfrontalier 

Mesure 1.5    Promotion de l’offre touristique 

Axe 2    L’Espace

Mesure 2.1    Soutien aux politiques d’aménagement du territoire 

Mesure 2.2    Amélioration de la mobilité dans la Grande Région 

Mesure 2.3    Valorisation et protection intégrées de l’environnement 

Axe 3    Les Hommes

Mesure 3.1    Coopération dans les domaines de l’éducation et de la formation 

Mesure 3.2    Renforcement de la coopération dans l’enseignement supérieur 

Mesure 3.3    Soutien à la coopération dans le domaine de la santé 

Mesure 3.4    Développement des coopérations dans le domaine social 

Mesure 3.5    Promotion et valorisation de la culture ainsi que coopération des médias 

Mesure 3.6    Soutien à des microprojets 

Axe 4: Assistance technique

Le quatrième axe prioritaire concerne la gestion du programme.

Le programme INTERREG IV A est doté d’un budget global de 212 millions d’euros dont 106 millions d’euros de fonds FEDER.

Conformément à la décision du 9ème Sommet de Trèves et à l’accord des participants au sommet intermédiaire en date du 19 novembre 2008, le Sommet se félicite de la création au 1er avril 2010 du GECT INTERREG « Programme Grande Région » par arrêté du Préfet de la Région Lorraine du 29 mars 2010. Ce GECT, placé sous la présidence du Préfet de la Région Lorraine, regroupe les onze autorités partenaires du programme INTERREG IV A Grande Région et en assume les fonctions d’autorité de gestion. L’autorité de gestion avait été exercée à titre transitoire par la Wallonie. La transition des missions d’autorité de gestion s’est accomplie dans un esprit de très bonne collaboration entre la Wallonie et la Présidence du GECT, assurant ainsi une continuité du programme. Le programme INTERREG IV A Grande Région fait figure de précurseur dans l’Union européenne puisqu’il est le premier programme européen à s’être doté d’un GECT pour assurer les missions d’autorité de gestion.

La constitution d’un GECT permet ainsi au programme Grande Région de gagner en visibilité à l’échelle européenne et d’institutionnaliser les processus de coopération existants. Le programme étant porté par une structure non-nationale, sa neutralité s’en trouve accrue. Les documents fondateurs du GECT INTERREG « Programme Grande Région » conféraient à ce nouvel instrument juridique européen des possibilités d’évolution. Forts d’une expérience de plusieurs mois, les membres du GECT ont décidé d’user de ces possibilités afin de modifier le processus de décision, d’en fluidifier la prise et l’exécution. Une réflexion est ainsi actuellement engagée sur la gouvernance du GECT. Les membres du Comité de sélection ont adopté à ce jour 90 projets pour un montant FEDER de plus de 73 millions d’euros soit une programmation de plus de 67% de l’enveloppe globale du programme.

- 23 sur l’axe L’Economie (pour 22 558 947 € FEDER)

- 33 sur l’axe L’Espace (pour 23 901 320 € FEDER)

-  33 sur l’axe Les Hommes (pour 25 940 626 € FEDER)

- 1 sur l’axe 4 (Assistance Technique) (pour 1 167 206 € FEDER).

Sur l’entité géographique Grande Région, pour 26 projets : 21 987 958 € FEDER programmés, soit 97% de l'enveloppe Grande Région. A noter que l'adoption du projet "Task Force" ferait passer la programmation de l'EG GR à 22.746.508 € FEDER soit 100,33% de l'enveloppe GR.

On peut affirmer que la réalisation du programme dépasse les attentes et est un succès. Dans le cadre des débats sur la politique structurelle de cohésion de l'Union européenne après 2013, les membres du Sommet s'expriment en faveur d'une évolution de la politique de cohésion dans le sens de la poursuite des efforts entrepris déjà par le passé pour rattraper les retards de développement, pour soutenir la croissance et l'emploi et pour maintenir le niveau de subsidiarité et le taux de financement. Après 2013, toutes les régions doivent être en mesure de continuer à participer à la politique structurelle européenne.

B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ?

La coopération transfrontalière au sein de la Grande Région fonctionne relativement bien et ces 5 dernières années des avancées notables ont pu être enregistrées. Néanmoins, des obstacles subsistent dont les entités partenaires sont conscientes et ce dans tous les domaines. 

La Grande Région est une région européenne compétitive et modèle en matière de gouvernance transfrontalière multi-niveaux. La coopération lancée par le Sommet de la Grande Région entre les entités territoriales qui la constituent ainsi qu’entre les acteurs de la Grande Région est l’expression d’une volonté

politique forte et commune à tous. Dans ce contexte, le Sommet a pour mission centrale de soutenir et de faire progresser le processus coordonné, structuré et continu de consultation entre les acteurs interrégionaux au service des citoyens et citoyennes de la Grande Région.

Le 12e Sommet (2009-2010) s’était donné pour devise « Initiative pour la mobilité en Grande Région ». L’objectif était de poursuivre le développement de la Grande Région sur l’aspect essentiel qui la distingue de toutes les autres régions de l’Union européenne, à savoir la mobilité transfrontalière liée au travail. En effet, la Grande Région compte plus de 200.000 travailleurs frontaliers, ce qui la place au premier rang – et de loin – par rapport aux autres régions frontalières de l’Union européenne. Dans la continuité des travaux du sommet, de nouvelles mesures doivent contribuer à faire avancer la Grande Région, à surmonter les frontières au sein de la Grande Région et à rendre la Grande Région plus proche des populations.

Les membres du Sommet se félicitent des progrès réalisés dans la coordination et la coopération pour la mise en oeuvre des résolutions adoptées. Le Sommet tient à souligner les principes qui régissent la coopération, à savoir son caractère volontaire et le partage des responsabilités.

- La mise en place, à la Maison de la Grande Région, d’un Secrétariat commun doté de son propre personnel et d‘un budget de fonctionnement financé par tous doit être menée rapidement à bon terme par la création d’un GECT dont le siège sera à Luxembourg.

- Les conférences ministérielles dans le domaine de l‘éducation, de l’enseignement supérieur, de laculture et de l’aménagement du territoire se sont avérées utiles en tant qu’outil de consultation et de concertation pour les politiques sectorielles. Les conférences ministérielles devront également être organisées à l’avenir, et ce en fonction des besoins.

- La création d’un GECT assurant les fonctions d’autorité de gestion du Programme INTERREG IV A « Grande Région », qui constitue une première européenne, correspond à l’objectif « coopération territoriale » de l’UE. La Grande Région escompte qu’à l’avenir, toutes les régions frontalières continuent à recevoir un soutien conséquent afin de créer la cohésion territoriale.

- La crise économique et financière a eu pour la Grande Région des conséquences moins dramatiques qu’on ne le craignait. Le marché transfrontalier de l’emploi a fourni ses preuves. A l’avenir, la Grande Région veillera spécialement à le renforcer, notamment par la création d‘une Task Force Frontaliers, par une observation approfondie du marché de l’emploi, par la coopération entre les acteurs interrégionaux du marché de l’emploi et par le maintien des prestations de conseil fournies par les EURES. Sur ces aspects, la Sarre doit jouer un rôle moteur.

- Le développement d’une région métropolitaine polycentrique transfrontalière (RMPT) doit renforcer globalement l’attractivité socio-économique de la Grande Région et accroître sa compétitivité. Les résultats de l’étude Metroborder doivent servir de repères pour la concertation en vue d’une stratégie commune d’aménagement du territoire.

-  La mobilité des personnes doit être encore améliorée par le biais de l’offre en matière de transports. Le système éducatif et les établissements d’enseignement supérieur doivent fournir aux populations des qualifications qui leur faciliteront l’accès aux possibilités offertes par la mobilité transfrontalière sur le marché de l’emploi. Dans ce contexte, les liens interrégionaux et l’excellence de la coopération par lesquels se distingue le paysage universitaire et de la recherche de la Grande Région sont à renforcer.

- « L’Espace culturel Grande Région », mis en place à la suite de la Capitale européenne de la Culture 2007, met en valeur la diversité culturelle de la Grande Région. Le patrimoine historique, dont les sites inscrits au Patrimoine mondial de l’UNESCO, fera l’objet de publications communes qui le feront connaître du public intéressé, tout comme le portail grrrrr.eu, destiné à la jeunesse.

-  Les rencontres de jeunes (comme le JugendForumJeunesse), les manifestations sportives (comme les Tournois de football pour la jeunesse) et les fêtes destinées au grand public (comme la 1e Journée de la Grande Région en 2010) permettent tout autant que les nombreux congrès spécialisés et forums d’experts à communiquer l’idée de la Grande Région aux populations. Les actions visant à créer une identité régionale pour la Grande Région doivent être poursuivies et inscrites dans le long terme.

- Le Sommet est également appelé à faire avancer la Grande Région par des actions menées avec d’autres acteurs et à impulser ainsi notamment la mise en réseau de divers groupements des milieux professionnels et de la société civile.

Les travaux du CESGR fournissent une base analytique solide et nuancée supplémentaire pour les réflexions du Sommet et de ses groupes de travail. L’analyse ciblée des effets de la crise économique et financière sur la Grande Région a confirmé que la politique commune en matière d’économie et d’emploi au sein de la Grande Région a contribué à renforcer la compétitivité de cette dernière. Les futurs travaux du CESGR devront porter davantage sur la question du marché interrégional de l’emploi et sur l’optimisation des instruments.

La présidence est transférée à la Lorraine pour le 13e Sommet. La présidence sera assurée par le Président de Région dans un cadre collégial s’inscrivant dans la continuité des présidences précédentes et dans l’ambition fondatrice de la Grande Région, la présidence lorraine entend articuler son action, dans une dynamique de développement durable, autour de trois grands axes :

- La Grande Région : une ambition européenne

- La Grande Région : une gouvernance politique affirmée

- La Grande Région : des projets et des actions au service des citoyens

Dans ce dernier domaine d’intervention, la présidence lorraine souhaite tout à la fois se situer dans la poursuite des actions déjà décidées comme la mise en oeuvre du GECT Secrétariat Grande Région ; comme la task-force « travail frontalier » ou encore comme le concept de Région Métropolitaine Polycentrique Transfrontalier (RMPT), mais aussi favoriser certains secteurs parmi lesquels on peut citer une nouvelle approche des fonds européens, la constitution de nouveaux clusters, l’interconnexion des systèmes d’information pour les transports collectifs, une meilleure connaissance du marché de l’emploi ou encore le renforcement de la compétitivité territoriale de la Grande Région.

S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

b)
Santé

c)
Éducation et formation

d)
Accès au marché du travail

e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux

h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)

Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?

B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementation nationale etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.

B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités  nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacles pourrait disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernement nationaux.

B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'État/de la région et de l'État voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'État d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.

C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 

(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »).

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?

C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au  niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?

C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?

C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 
D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête..

Structures de travail de la Grande Région

La Grande Région fait figure de région modèle en termes de « gouvernance multiniveaux » européenne. La coopération initiée par le Sommet de la Grande Région entre les différentes régions partenaires et les acteurs de la Grande Région est l’expression d’une volonté politique commune forte. Ceci contribue à consolider le sentiment d’appartenance entre les différents partenaires et favorise la cohésion territoriale en Grande Région en la positionnant comme région frontalière centrale en Europe. Les synergies obtenues grâce à cette coordination et coopération augmente l’attractivité de la Grande Région, qui s’épanouit comme un espace commun à vivre, travailler et à faire fructifier. Les membres du Sommet mettent en avant les progrès accomplis dans le cadre de l’amélioration des instruments communs de coopération, sans qu‘il soit nécessaire de créer des institutions supplémentaires. 

GECT Secrétariat commun du Sommet

Suite à la résolution prise dans le cadre du 11e Sommet du 17 juillet 2009, un secrétariat commun va être mis en place ; son rôle consistera transposer les résolutions du Sommet. Sur le plan juridique, il prendra la forme du nouvel instrument européen, à savoir celle d’un GECT (Groupement Européen de Coopération Territoriale dont tous les partenaires du Sommet sont membres. Le Secrétariat commun, en tant qu’instrument administratif, sera basé à la Maison de la Grande Région au Luxembourg. Il doit servir à simplifier, approfondir et ancrer les travaux du Sommet de façon pérenne. La Maison de la Grande Région se voit ainsi confier de nouvelles bases concrètes de travail. Dans le cadre d’une entrevue au coin du feu, les membres du Sommet ont entériné un cahier des charges global ainsi que les questions administratives de la direction du partenariat et du financement commun ; ils ont par ailleurs prévu que des statuts et un accord constitutif soient votés.

Comme convenu dans le cahier des charges, le GECT doit avoir son siège au Luxembourg et disposer de son propre personnel. Pour l’accomplissement de ses missions, un budget de fonctionnement commun doit être porté par toutes les régions partenaires. Les membres du Sommet valident les accords détaillés qui ont été passés et veulent la création rapide de cette structure commune.

Des conférences ministérielles sectorielles ont été organisées sur des thèmes étroitement liés au mot d’ordre de la Présidence du Sommet. De telles conférences se sont tenues dans les domaines suivants :

- éducation

- enseignement supérieur et sciences

- culture

- aménagement du territoire

Les membres du Sommet constatent avec satisfaction que l’organisation de conférences ministérielles sectorielles représente désormais une plate-forme importante de mise en oeuvre politique qui renforce et fait avancer l’architecture institutionnelle de la Grande Région. Ils suggèrent que ces conférences organisées à la demande deviennent des instruments de coopération communs, en fixant comme objectif d’augmenter significativement par cette démarche le niveau de leur engagement politique. Le Sommet se félicite de la tenue de nombreuses conférences d’experts et de forums techniques sur les thèmes suivants : santé, transports, vivre et travailler, développement communal, aménagement du territoire, mutation démographique...  Le Sommet constate que la discussion publique de ces sujets interrégionaux constitue un outil approprié et pertinent pour aborder ces thématiques dans le cadre d’un débat élargi à un public intéressé. Cet élargissement des discussions spécialisées devrait être poursuivi et approfondi. Le lien étroit renforcé entre les délibérations du Comité économique et social de la Grande Région (CESGR) et du Conseil parlementaire interrégional (CPI)et les expertises des groupes de travail interrégionaux des administrations régionales s’est révélé un outil efficace d’optimisation de l’échange d’informations. Les membres sont convaincus que ces efforts de rapprochement doivent être poursuivis et renforcés. A moyen terme, ils devraient également déboucher sur une réflexion concernant les destinataires des conclusions et des recommandations découlant des positions communes.

Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.
MALTA / MALTE

Malta does participate in territorial cooperation programmes and hence is not in a position to respond to this questionnaire.

MONACO

…

Trois ou quatre points principaux me semblent, pour expliciter les choses, importants à relever au sujet de la Principauté de Monaco : 

1) en droit interne, un texte réglementaire (Ordonnance Souveraine du 23 novembre 2007) est venu rendre exécutoire la convention-cadre européenne, dite de Madrid, du 21 mai 1980 ; conformément aux déclarations faites à ce moment-là, l'objet même de la coopération possible au niveau local est limitativement énuméré. 

2) Les domaines de coopération concernés sont en effet : l'organisation de manifestations culturelles, récréatives, artistiques et de loisirs. 

3) Ces domaines correspondent au champ de compétence municipal en ces secteurs choisis, pour lesquels il faut préciser qu'il peut y avoir des compétences partagées (car par exemple, le Gouvernement compte une Direction des affaires culturelles qui a la charge de la politique culturelle en Principauté). 
  

Ainsi, s'il n'y a pas d'obstacle particulier à la coopération transfrontalière, de fait, pour une question de dimensionnement, la Commune, collectivité locale unique chez nous, est limitée en taille, nombre et compétence technique et ne peut tout simplement pas se démultiplier - les domaines énoncés par le questionnaire communiqué par vos soins correspondant pour nous à des compétences étatiques. 

A l'international, ce sont donc souvent des accords bilatéraux qui sont pris car cadrant avec les compétences de l'Etat , ce notamment, en matières de protection de l'environnement, de transports ou de protection de la santé. 

…
***
… 

Je reviens vers vous au sujet de ce questionnaire daté, de votre part, du 17 janvier dernier et pour lequel j'avais apporté quelques éléments de réponse le 10 mars dernier. 
Ces derniers ne portaient que sur le seul aspect coopération du point de vue de notre collectivité locale unique, la Commune de Monaco. 

J'avais sollicité un certain nombre de collègues du Gouvernement aux fins d'informations multi-sectorielles à caractère gouvernemental ; je dispose désormais de celles-ci.         

Je serais volontairement bref mais bien évidemment, je reste à disposition en cas d'explicitations complémentaires qui vous seraient utiles; 
on trouve ainsi : 

* enseignement et éducation  : mobilité entre la France et Monaco et mise en commun des programmes d'enseignement (accord de coopération rendu exécutoire par Ordonnance Souveraine n° 15.455 du 8 août 2002), exemple de la reconnaissance de diplômes d'enseignement supérieur à caractère artistique mis en oeuvre par Ordonnance du 30 août 2005 ; 

* éducation : mise en oeuvre de bonnes pratiques pour découverte du patrimoine transfrontalier avec Italie et France par exemple, ou, encore, la sensibilisation à la préservation du littoral initiée par l'accord RAMOGE ; 

* fonction publique : convention de coopération administrative introduite en droit interne par Ordonnance du 19 décembre 2008 

* santé : l'hôpital de Monaco est également établissement de rattachement pour quatre communes limitrophes françaises - des accords franco-monégasques existent pour l'exercice de la médecine, de l'art dentaire et de la pharmacie - ceci également en matière de transports sanitaires... 

* services de secours : un accord d'assistance mutuelle franco-monégasque existe, de même pour l'engagement du service médical d'urgence SMUR en territoire français... 

* marché du travail : existence d'un accord de réciprocité salariale du 28 février 1952 offrant aux salariés français et monégasques de bénéficier des législations sociales qui s'y trouvent en vigueur - accord franco-italien de sécurité sociale du 12 février 1982 

* protection de la jeunesse/ insertion : des protocoles transfrontaliers ont été passés avec des communes voisines (bureau info jeunesse de Cap d'Ail et Mission Locale de Beausoleil) et donnent lieu à des rencontres régulières... 

Bref, la palette est large; n'y voyez pas une liste exhaustive. 
La plupart de ces questions sont regroupées et évoquées lors d'une commission de coopération franco-monégasque et d'une commission mixte de Sécurité Sociale. 

Ces domaines d'intervention concernent, comme je vous le précisais, la coopération de niveau étatique ; je vous laisse juge de leur utilité par rapport au but du questionnaire que vous avez bien voulu me faire parvenir. 
En tout état de cause, ceci peut vous permettre d'avoir une vue d'ensemble des choses, sachant que la France est bien entendu notre premier partenaire au vu de l'imbrication géographique et du traité d'amitié en cours depuis le XVIIe siècle... 

…
NETHERLANDS / PAYS-BAS

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Task Force Cross Border Cooperation, Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations. 

Mr. Wouter Bringmann +3170 4266276

Mr. Auke van der Goot, Cross Border Cooperation Benelux and Council of Europe, Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom relations. 

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euregio’s or other) 


YES. Task Force Cross Border Cooperation in the Netherlands; cooperation structure between regions and central government in the Netherlands 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned (provinces, regions, laender…): 


state ministries, provinces, Euroregions. 

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation: 


Germany (Länder North Rhine Westphalia, Lower Saxony), Belgium (Flanders, Walloon, Federal Government), The Netherlands 

- what languages are spoken in the region

Dutch, German, French


- since when this cooperation is effective

Since the 1950s, local authorities were actively involved in cross-border cooperation. In 1958, EUREGIO was the first example of institutional cross-border cooperation at the local level between Germany and the Netherlands. 

A few decades later, central government started to become a partner for local and provincial authorities by facilitating in a legal and practical way cross border co-operation of local and provincial authorities. In 1986, central government  concluded with Belgium and Luxembourg a Benelux Convention on cross-border cooperation for local and regional authorities. In 1991, a similar convention has been concluded with the German Länder of North Rhine Westphalia and Lower Saxony. 

The Task Force Cross Border Cooperation operates since 2009

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

· Cross-border roads: 

· Circulation of cross border traffic is hampered where connecting roads at both sides of the border are of a different order, (scope: regional). 
Result: work in progress.

· Need for cross-border regional cooperation to regulate the circulation of heavy traffic. Scope: regional. 
Result: work in progress 
· Cross-border rail roads:

· Regional lines (scope: regional): 
Mostly revitalising of existing/old rail roads and partly new railroad tracks.. Results: various: feasibility studies, concrete planning is set up, budget decisions are being made. 

· International lines(scope: national):

 Improvement of existing international lines (higher frequency, inter-cities, accommodation of the rail capacity), including linking in border regions by realising additional stops in the border region. 
Results: Progress is made; rail connectivity of border regions is a priority of the Dutch government. Step by step implementation in close cooperation with neighbouring countries.

· Cross-border facilities

· Information on and visibility of cross-border connections in railway-stations and on the internet (scope: regional, national scale) 
Result: is implemented 

· Cross-border ticketing: introduction of dual system in order to cope with the problem of different electronic systems and compensation of travellers kilometres (scope: regional).
Result: Work in progress. Regional authorities are planning a pilot. Prior consent of national government is needed. 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

· Cross border cooperation between hospitals (scope: regional): 
Two academic hospitals within the border region are engaged in close cooperation. 
Results: first phase is the creation of a highly specialised joint Centre, plans for further merger. 

· Cross border mobility of patients: (scope: regional).
Results: encouraging cooperation between hospitals, insurance companies, patient organisations and general practitioners by exchanging best practices. 

· Cross-border emergency services (ambulance, scope: national).
Results: Treaty with Belgium. Consultation with Germany. 
· Communication systems: 112 operator and ambulance should be able to communicate cross border. (scope; regional)
Results: Short term pragmatic solutions are implemented. 
A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)


· Teaching the language of the neighbouring country in border areas (scope: regional). 
Result: pilot in one region. 
· Joint master, joint degree of 8 cooperating universities in NL and Flanders offering students a better position on European labour market. (scope: regional/national). 
Result: cooperation of national accreditation institutes of the countries is necessary and the balancing of college fees and registration  (regional)p.m. toelichting. 


A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

· Mutual recognition of vocational qualifications. (Scope: national). 
Results: work in progress. 

· Cross border labour market, differences in taxation, social security, pension schemes and health systems. Scope: regional 
Result: A digital information portal has been set up to provide information on such differences. In addition more personalised advice remains necessary (alongside the German and Belgian border). 

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

· The benefits of mutual cross border assistance in CDE management are widely recognised (Scope: regional). 
Results: Strengthening of cooperation is pursued by developing an on line who is who directory, encouraging networking, exchanging of information about risks, facilitate cross border planning in CDE management and facilitate mutual training and practising. There is cooperation on ministerial and political level. Scope: national and regional.   


A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

· Cross border exchange of police information and coordination (scope: regional, national). 
Result: Joint regional centres have been set up. Several projects and pilots have been developed in the exchange of information and analysis of cross border crime. The discussion now is to develop a more uniform approach. 
A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

· Water management of small waters/brooks: (scope: Regional, national) 
Result: practical and tailor made solutions are found to link the relevant competent authorities on both sides of the border.

· Differences in the national implementation rules regarding EU Natura 2000 directive. This creates differences in obligations for farmers (scope: regional) . 
Result: On both sides of the border, implementation rules can have contradictory effects. 
Results: In future, remedies are sought to avoid/mitigate such effects. 
 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

· Differences in national priorities and procedures with respect to co-financing may hamper a joint financing of cross border projects (scope: regional/national)

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport: differences in safety-systems, differences in Electricity and Voltages (causing high costs), differences in priorities, budgets, differences in public tender of rail-way concessions. 

b) 
Health care: 

Differences in taxation, social security, pensions and health systems, making working across the border less attractive. 


· Cooperation Hospitals: Obstacles in national regulations and national planning systems, different ways of incorporating the academic function of university hospitals; 
· Emergency service: 
· Differences in equipment and competences of ambulance personnel create legal uncertainty in terms of liability (Dutch German border). As mentioned under A2, in the case of the Dutch Belgian border an agreement has been concluded to settle this problem.

· Communication systems (ambulance and 112) are not interoperable.  

c) 
Education and training: different systems of training in practice
Access to labour market: 

· Lack of recognition with regard to qualifications in vocational training, mainly due to differences in training in practice, i.e. the way how to gain professional experience and training
· Differences in taxation, social security, pensions and health systems, making working across the border less attractive. 


e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Operational services are not acquainted with responsibilities and competencies of the operational services in the neighbouring country.

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing): differences in priorities, differences in legal systems. 
Differences in legal operational systems and priorities hamper an effective cooperation on criminal investigation

g) 
Environment and water management. P Flemish representatives, normally dealing with the national ministry of the Netherlands, consult representatives of the provinces on matters of small waters, after delegation of competences. . .   

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes): 
Differences in priorities and in criteria for selection of projects. 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Differences in legal systems are not easy to overcome and it takes time to work out solutions. In many cases there is no priority or incentive on national level, in supporting small scale solutions or solutions on a regional level.


B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Amending the legal budget system giving hospitals more room to finance treatment of patients from abroad and cooperation between hospitals on both sides of the border
B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

· Impact assessment of new national legislative proposals with regard to implementation of EU directives (to mitigate potential conflict with the way in which such directives might/will be implemented in the neighbouring country) 

· Realising intercity cross border train connections by giving financial support to regional cross border connections 

· Realising regional cross border train connections (regional competence, co-financing on state level).

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

· Differences in equipment and competences of ambulance personnel create legal uncertainty in terms of liability (Dutch German border)
· Removing obstacles to working across the border (taxation, administrative burden)
· Facilitating mutual recognition of vocational qualifications (administrative procedures, transparency, regulations on different levels of government)

· Giving joint political support to, for instance, cooperation in criminal investigation and disaster management.  

· In the case of the Dutch Belgian border an agreement has been made to settle this problem.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

· Consultations between 3 border provinces (Commissioners of the Queen) with the heads of the adjoining government regions in North Rhine Westphalia (Regierungspräsidenten der benachbarten Regierungsbezirke).

· Cooperation between national government and Dutch provinces, facilitated by a Cross Border Ambassador (see below under D and appendix). 

· Cooperation Netherlands with bordering German Länder (North Rhine Westphalia and Lower Saxony). 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

· Follow-up to cross border policy of national government, in promoting cross border cooperation

· Political will at regional and national level

· Making use of existing structures, no additional red tape

· Frequent consultation of the regions, cooperation  between regional and national level

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

· Political leadership: involvement of (prime) ministers giving impetus to making levels of secondary education on both sides of the border compatible. 

· Establishing national networks of experts for the various problem fields

· Dialogue between national level (coordinating ministry) and regions.


C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

· Cross border business park
· Action program Cross border cooperation 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

· Dialogue and joint decision-making in Task Force of ministries and regions.
  
D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

On June 22nd 2009, the Dutch government decided to set up the Task Force “Crossborder Co-operation” with the aim to provide an impulse for solving cross-border bottlenecks. 

The chairperson assigned to this Task Force is the so-called “Cross-border Ambassador” (Mr. Van Gelder) who, among other things, accelerates the process of addressing the bottlenecks and meets regularly with both the officials of the Dutch government and the border regions as well as the neighbouring countries. The national, regional and local governments and their partners in the neighbouring countries are working closely together to address the cross-border bottlenecks. For more information, please see the appendix below.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public.  


APPENDIX  to section D 

Task Force Cross-border Co-operation

Motive

In the policy notion “Internal Governance and Europe” (31, 200, nr. 4) dating from September 2007 and addressed to the Dutch Lower House, an agenda was announced for the first time that intended to solve bottlenecks in border regions. The Public Governance Council (ROB) was asked subsequently in 2008 for advice relating to cross-border cooperation. 

The ROB insisted in its advice (Cross-border Governance, a task for all layers of governance) on the creation of a Task Force to solve cross-border bottlenecks. The chairperson assigned to this Task Force is the so-called “Cross-border Ambassador”, who among other things accelerates the operations and meets with the officials of the neighbouring countries. 

The Dutch Government consequently followed up on the ROB’s advice and so the Task Force (including the assigned Cross-border Ambassador) started on June 22nd 2009. The Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs and the State Secretary of the Interior and Kingdom Relations shared their ideas for the future of the Cross-border co-operation project with the Dutch Lower House in a letter dating April 23 2010. They decided to prolong the mandate of the project and the Cross-border Ambassador in the short-term up till December 31, 2010. 

For the long term (after December 31, 2010) however, they agreed to leave the decision to their successors in office. In December 2010, the ROB published an evaluation of the Task Force and its Cross-Border Ambassador. In April 2011, at the time of completing this questionnaire, the Dutch government is considering the structure of cross-border co-operation in the near future. 

Until Parliament formally decides on the future of Task Force and Cross-border Ambassador, they will continue to do their current work.    

Tasks

The Task Force and the Cross-border Ambassador were instructed to achieve considerable improvements in dissolving cross-border bottlenecks in the short-term. The bottlenecks have been divided in the following seven domains: education, health care, cross-border labour, safety, water, spatial planning and transport. The Task Force and the Dutch border regions together finally composed the agenda. The Task Force is expected to perform the following tasks under the guidance of the Cross-border Ambassador:

1. Designing the general process and monitoring the progress.

2. Formulating possible solutions to enhance cross-border co-operation, creating support for these solutions, initiating/assisting in actually solving the problems. 

3. Preparing and implementing the shared agenda with the neighbouring districts in Germany and the involved governments in Belgium. 

The Task Force consults frequently with the regional and local authorities in the border regions. The Task Force identifies and solves the bottlenecks in close co-operation with German and Belgian counterparts. Provinces and municipalities involved play an important role in this process. 

4. Preparing international top-level consultations on governmental level.

The Task Force prepares these international consultations with the neighbouring countries, which facilitate the necessary decision-making concerning possible solutions to bottlenecks and the removal of barriers.  

The composition and procedure of the Task Force

The regions, neighbouring countries and departments ought to work closely together in order to solve the bottlenecks.

The Dutch Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs are the co-ordinating ministries in the Task Force, where the former focuses especially on the internal organising of affairs, at the same time the Ministry of Foreign Affairs concentrates on the cross-border connections (embassy’s, governments, etc.) and the link with “Europe” (guidelines, rules and programs). The Task Force focuses on the basic outlines.  

In order to pay proper attention to the diversity of the bottlenecks, different working groups have been created for each specific bottleneck; simultaneously taking into account the already existing national and international consultative structures. 

The working groups submit proposals to the Task Force regarding the solutions of bottlenecks. They also involve their counterparts of the neighbouring countries in the process. The Task Force’s role is to co-ordinate, inform and initiate in the interest of the project. This leads to intensive contact with decentralised governments (i.e. municipalities and provinces), institutions, and ministries in domestic- and cross-border regions, as well as the job of bringing together interested parties and providing information through seminars, workshops and the like. 

The Benelux General Secretariat (among other things) also addresses certain cross-border problems and, for overlapping issues, the Task Force and the General Secretariat work together. For this reason, a representative of the Benelux General Secretariat is also member of the Task Force.   

The proceedings of the Cross-border Ambassador / Chairperson

A brief overview:

1. The Chairperson establishes working groups, consisting of representatives of border regions and ministries.

2. The Chairperson monitors the progress and realisation of the agenda in the different working groups. 

3. The Chairperson establishes and maintains the relationships with the neighbouring countries regarding the progress and realisation of the agenda of cross-border co-operation. 

4. The Chairperson periodically meets with the Minister and State Secretary of Interior and Kingdom Relations to discuss the progress and development of the project.

Assistance

A joined secretariat of the Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs supports the Cross-border Ambassador and the Task Force in their activities.  

Results

In close co-operation with neighbouring countries, the Task Force has set up mutual lists describing bottlenecks and together the parties involved try to find solutions for the problems. 

There has been considerable progress on numerous issues. The Cross-border Ambassador meets periodically with the State Chancelleries (Prime Minister’s Offices) of the German Länder of North Rhine-Westphalia and Lower Saxony. Meanwhile, the relationships with the Belgian- and Flemish Governments are intensifying.

A brief overview of some of the successes as of the beginning of 2011:

1. The introduction of an on-line portal for cross-border workers between The Netherlands and North Rhine-Westphalia on March 31, 2010 makes it easier to find the right information and improves their employment opportunities.

2. Non-European knowledge migrants, who are eligible for a special arrangement for knowledge migrants, now have the opportunity to work across the border. 
3. The Dutch Ministry of Education, Cultural Affairs and Science started a pilot (January 1, 2010 – December 31, 2012) of 15 primary schools that tries to improve the knowledge of the pupils concerning the neighbouring countries’ languages. The knowledge of the German, English and the French language is declining, and this hampers the cross-border labour market in the long term. 
4.   To improve public transportation in the Euroregion Maas-Rhine, a cross-border public transportation plan is currently active. 
5. The absence of a proper model for comparing domestic secondary school diplomas with foreign secondary school diplomas makes it difficult for German schools to prematurely acknowledge secondary school diplomas of Dutch pupils moving to Germany (or the other way around). Dutch State Secretary Van Bijsterveld and the German State Secretary of North Rhine-Westphalia signed a common declaration to solve this bottleneck. 
6. The provinces of Zeeland (NL), East- and West Flanders (BE) signed a protocol concerning their fire departments on November 6th 2009 in Ghent. It contains agreements about the joining of efforts of fire fighters across-borders and about improving cross-border communications. 
7. The Dutch Ministry of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of North Rhine-Westphalia exchange knowledge about their integration policies.
8. Cross-border co-operation in the field of technology could create a “Top Technology Region” of the area where the Dutch provinces of Limburg and North Brabant (NL), the Belgian provinces of Flemish Brabant, Limburg and Liège as well as the German Land of North Rhine-Westphalia are part of. The Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs confers with the Walloon provinces in Belgium to check whether a bilateral agreement in this specific field is possible.  
9. The province of Limburg (NL) started a number of cross-border innovative projects, such as EURON (cross-border cooperation between numerous universities) and cooperation between the hospitals MUMC+ (Maastricht) and UKA (Aken) to achieve synergy. 
PORTUGAL

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Sónia Ramalhinho, Subdirector-General, General Directorate for Local Authorities

Phone: +351 213 133 000

soniamendes@dgal.pt
- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

CDLR

The questionnaire was sent to the Financial Institute for Regional Development (Portugal) – IFDR who has sent it to the Coordination and Regional Development Commissions which develop work in the scope of crossborder cooperation and “Euroregions”
Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned (provinces, regions, laender…)

Municipalities, associations and other public entities are associated to the Portuguese “Euroregions”, but the main responsible are the Coordination and Regional Development Commissions (CCDR, following the Portuguese designation – Comissões de Coordenação e Desenvolvimento Regional).

GNP-EGTC – Euroregion Galicia Norte of Portugal-European Grouping on Territorial Cooperation.
Portuguese administrator CCDR Norte, Spanish administrator Xunta de Galicia

EuroACE – Euroregion of Alentejo, Centro and Extremadura

Portuguese administrator CCDR Alentejo, CCDR Centro, Spanish administrator Xunta de Extremadura

EuroAAA – Euroregion of Alentejo, Algarve and Andaluzia

Portuguese administrator CCDR Alentejo, CCDR Algarve, Spanish administrator Xunta de Andaluzia

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Portugal and Spain.

- what languages are spoken in the region

Portuguese and Spanish.

- since when this cooperation is effective

The cooperation started in 1990, with the INTERREG programme. Later on three euroregions were created:

EGTC-GPN – European Grouping on Territorial Cooperation-Galicia-Norte of Portugal has been formally established in May 2010. 

EuroACE - The protocol of cooperation established between Alentejo and Extremadura in Spain was signed on January 17, 1992. More recently, September 25, 2009, this protocol of cooperation was replaced by a new, composed by three parts, which now also include the central region of Portugal. This new protocol established the EuroACE that was adapted to the Treaty of Valencia.

EuroAAA – The protocol of cooperation established between Alentejo, Algarve and Andalucía was signed on May 5, 2010.

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

In spite of the experiences in this area, more concrete cooperation has been pointed out as much necessary, namely with regard to the Corridor Irun-Portugal, as the one that concentrates the most expressive road transports traffic from our country to abroad.

Mobility and transport is one of the GNP-EGTC area of activities that have been performed by some actions and initiatives in this field since its implementation, including hiring a consultant for the implementation of a cross-border transportation Guide in Galicia-Norte Portugal. The aim of the guide is to rebuild and create an information platform that makes available to citizens, the different interregional and border public transport networks between the regions of Galicia and Norte Portugal.

Another consultant was hired to conduct a study on interoperability among toll systems Galicia and Norte Portugal, with the aim of providing an analysis of the current situation, the alternative techniques and the conclusions on the measures that could be taken.


In the implementation of tolls in Portugal, a study was undertaken by the University of Santiago de Compostela to analyze the impact that this action had on trade relations Galicia-Norte of Portugal, in order to know the direct and indirect costs arising from the deployment of such systems in areas with high volume of border trade.

The GNP-EGTC also organized a discussion to clarify the information on tolls (“SCUT”) in Portugal, particularly in Norte Portugal. This meeting was attended by members of the Xunta de Galicia, CCDR-N and prominent members of business organizations on both sides of the border.

In the case of EuroACE, the Atlantic coastline is an advantage in terms of accessibility comparing the rest of European Union. The region is well endowed with transport infrastructure but there is a deficit in the public transport to cross the border and its connection to the main European routes. The road network presents a favorable regarding inclusion situation in the TEN-T (Trans-European Transport Network). Still a need for improvements persists on the connections of the Sines port to Extremadura. Ongoing is the rehabilitation of the road with a perfil of an highway (IP8), and that it will  link Sines to Vila Verde de Ficalho and another construction of a motorway in the border between Plasencia and Sines.

The main road is used for citizens and goods transportation, but there are still serious gaps in public transportation (especially in rural areas and in the border line) and intermodal transport that lead to the use of private transport instead public transport.

This region has the third of seven major Luso-Spanish roads that transport goods in heavy vehicles.

With regard to transport the rail network there are only three conventional lines, and Badajoz-Elvas line is the only one for transporting goods. 

In case of maritime transportation, EuroACE is endowed with three ports (Aveiro, Figueira da Foz and Sines) that’s a important competitive factor for the euroregion to affirm trade routes in the European Union.

There is also two airports in the euroregion, Badajoz and Beja. This infrastructure is very important to the Alentejo in the movement of goods and tourism promotion. The Euroregion will also benefit from the air transportation connection the port of Sines to Spain and to the rest of Europe.

With regard to the intervention of EuroAAA there is a good roadway connection and the Program INTERREG III A, that allowed the implementation of the project HUBAAL I and II, which allowed an intervention at the level of road network on both sides of the border facilitating a significant improvement accessibility of the regions involved and also facilitating the connection to the major roadway. 

The work developed was to improvement access roads and bridges to cross-over the Guadiana River in Sanlucar and in the de Guadiana Alcoutim, and to Chança Paymogo-San Marcos in the following cities: Serpa, Mértola, Alcoutim, Castro Marim, Tavira and Huelva.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

On health issues EuroACE is improving transportation accessibility and management of human resources that are shared without proper planning. Despite these two situations, there are still in place health care protocols for collaboration between the administrations of both countries, one dedicated to the provision of pre-natal care, child-birth and neonatal care to pregnant women and babies from the border area, resorting to use medical services at the Hospital de Badajoz, and another for sharing of resources and diagnostic tests for cancer patients. This was developed under the project supported by PET-CT PIC INTERREG III A, 2000-2006.

In this moment the review of these protocols is being prepared and adaptation to the arrangement between Spain and Portugal on Transfrontier Sanitaria Cooperation, which should be completed in April 2011 and is preparing a Strategic Health Plan on EuroACE.

There are many matters in which euroregion can collaborate in the future, for example in the transport of patients from the frontier regions, providing assistance to a patient in need of continuous care which the area of residence is near by to the health care Center, joint training activities and exchange of professionals, etc..

In the area of continuing care there may be a more intense participation of the Alentejo Centre, because these services are structured in different way from Extremadura, where there isn’t an independent approach to these services

The areas of drug addiction and mental health may be autonomised through specific meetings with technical experts for planning concrete actions and more objectives

In the scope of EuroAAA, and this issue specifically, there is a good understanding between the entities responsible but the geographical proximity between the Algarve and Andalucia has proved more successful, which it has materialized in projects such as telemedicine. The participation of the Alentejo has been less relevant and less important than cooperation in EuroACE space. 

The reinforcement of social services is particular importance in a context of aged and isolated population, especially in the border area, that’s another objective to achieve.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

In education and training, the GNP-EGTC made a strong commitment to reinforce the exchange of contacts and relationship between Universities and Companies, in Galicia and Norte Portugal, resulting in the creation of partnerships and projects that promote education and business on both sides of the border, as well as the exchange of knowledge and experiences.

In addition, a company was hired to develop a study on labor mobility in the euroregion Galicia-Norte Portugal: Recognition of Professional Training titles. The overall objective was focused on the characterization of professions that exist nowadays and are expected in the future euroregion, with the specific aim of streamlining the approval procedures and equivalence, in occupations that are or will be recognized by the professional qualification in the both sides of the border.

The GNP-EGTC also established two Protocols with the University of Vigo. The Protocol Campus del Mar, with the aim to define thematic areas and procedures for cooperation in R&D, to support the cooperative activities between the universities of Norte Portugal and Galicia to enact a doctoral school sea (International Center for POSTGRADUATE), to promote the establishment of joint scientific publication on issues related to the sea for the whole society and to foster the exchange of information and mutual assistance in planning, organization and implementation of activities between parties.

The Educational Cooperation Agreement established a program to carry out internships for Master Students of "Political Community and Territorial Cooperation", taking place in the team of the GNP-EGTC.

There is a strong need for structuring a MitCenCyL I&DT project of mutual cooperation. First with regard to the characterization of the innovation system in each region, than the construction of a platform, to transfer movements of supply and demand of innovation, and finally some brokerage activity to stimulate new opportunities for economic innovation and technological development.

There exist also experiences related with cooperation between institutions of professional training that involve the exchange of experience about the professional training of young workers.

In EuroACE the cooperation between institutions is working very well, the primary tool has been the dialogue, exchanging experience, promoting initiatives and projects, together the euroregion may obtain important funds to accomplish this projects.

There have been huge investments in cooperation on the promotion of Spanish language in Portugal and promotion of Portuguese language in Spain. Currently there are over 12,000 students in Extremadura studying Portuguese language.

There’s been promoted several specifics training courses, seminars and workshops to promote the local culture (raianas culture).

The exchange of students and teachers already exists between the University of Évora and Extremadura but it is an opportunity that should be expanded and motivated.

At the Polytechnic level of education (Beja and Portalegre) there are several initiatives shared with the other side of the border, with regard to scientific research projects developed in the ambit of INTERREG III A and now the new POCTEP.

Several interesting areas to work and collaborate can be identified, including:

· In teaching, sharing teachers;

· In research (PhD programs and joint projects);

· Exchange students;

· Investing in areas of entrepreneurship and innovation;

· Double degree or joint title to some areas;

· Lecture on renewable energy;

· Betting on distance education (distance education) for masters and professional courses;

· Mobility of students and creation of the concept of "student-border";

· Strengthen the teaching of both languages;

· Investing on the Senior Education / Teaching to reach a population that sometimes is more isolated;

· Creation a task force to have a direct access to EU funds;

· Establishing contacts and exchange information;

· In creating the student card border.

EuroAAA intend to foment primary education bilingual in order to eliminate the language barrier and to promote student exchanges and access to higher education on the either side of the border, promote projects in environmental and music education. Encourage scientific research projects between the Universities.  
A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

Under the Labour Market, the GNP-EGTC, hired a company to implement the system of economic and financial management for Public Administration (CPA), resulting in a set of computer applications for economic and financial management designed to meet the needs of companies and public entities, regardless of the volume of funds handled.

One of the most consistent and structuring projects in this sector seems to be the creation of an interregional network to promote entrepreneurial development all along the Logistic Corridor Irun that we have mentioned. This could stimulate business associations, logistic and industrial parks, or new urban investments and tourism attractions still few integrated in the market economy. 

There still remaining in EuroACE many barriers to labor mobility, and deficit of information about supply and demand for employment and access to occupational training on both sides of the border. 

In terms of social action there are being studied the existing models in both countries, as guidance to assess the role of municipalities and administrations.

Portugal has to reorganize the management in matters of social action in the coming years.
Specifically, in the context of EuroAAA that have the intention to remove all administrative obstacles to business activity and life quality.

There is a project of cooperation between EuroAAA to create a Centre for Employment.

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

The local entities are responsible for the disaster/emergency management but there’s developed a project to improve de connections between both systems, on natural and technologic disasters.

The emergency services and civil protection of EUROACE known each other well and are well articulated working on the basis of personal knowledge of each other,  there is a legal vacuum that is necessary to overcome so that more effective cooperation in this field.

There are identified several areas of common interest:

· Exchange of information;

· Preparation a Master manager for emergencies;

· Adaptation protocols for emergency situations, between Portugal and Spain;

· Development a resource database for civil protection to euroregion.

Specifically, in the context of EUROAAA should promote an efficient access to basic services and equipment on both sides of the border, there’s also have been projects on EuroAAA relatively on fires prevention.

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

Information not available.

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Regarding environment area, GNP-EGTC organized the “I CUMIO AMBIENTAL NO EIDO LOCAL GALICIA – NORTE DE PORTUGAL / XLV CURSO DE SAÚDE AMBIENTAL”, an activity which arises from the perception of environmental reality that we currently live, is increasingly important to consider the environment around us and its preservation, as reflected in a fundamental priority for the welfare of current and future society. Were raised and discussed some of the current priority environmental problems shared in Norte Portugal and Galicia, as the training and retraining of experts in environment and health, improved management and urban living conditions of citizens, the efficient use of water, and the creation of sustainability centers.

The euroregion, EuroACE have a natural park, the Parque Natural do Tejo Internacional, that’s an example of cross-border environmental cooperation, it was the first international territorial planning experience related with water resources, the Alqueva project has the participation of 12 municipalities Spanish and Portuguese.

There are several projects financed by POCTEP:

· Investments in tourism, particularly on the high quality tourism "stone" (heritage built), gastronomic tourism, with emphasis on environmental tourism, especially in the Parque Natural do Tejo Internacional;

· Biodiversity, bird watching, also on the Parque Natural do Tejo Internacional;

· The project Alqueva, Pegler;

· The project ALTERCEXA, in the sector of renewable energy;

· Projects developed by entities operating in the area of Alentejo, in coordination with the Andalusian area, including conservation projects, land-use management, economic empowerment and navigate the Guadiana River.

· There are some ongoing projects – the ANDALBAGUA (project related to the territory and its navigation in the Baixo Guadiana), the GUADITER (project on heritage, greenways and tourist promotion the routes of the Baixo Guadiana) and IBERLINX (environment projects to conservation the habitat of the Iberic lynx).

The Parque Natural do Tejo Internacional it’s a priority and we are doing the best to eliminate the remaining barriers so that together we can management this park, on the Portuguese side there are issues which must be resolved, that includes information on the use of the Water Plan by visitors, and its necessary infrastructures for the tourists.

The network of paths has been defined, missing now the cooperation with the Municipalities and with the Ayuntamiento, to define and implement the distribution the maintenance responsibilities.

There are several projects finance by EUROACE:

a) Parque Natural do Tejo Internacional and Alqueva in several areas;

b) Biodiversity;

c) Protected areas;

d) Treatment and reuse of waste from construction/demolition;

e) Networking Evaluation for Air Quality.

In EuroAAA is being prepare a Multidisciplinary Diagnostic Study of the Guadiana River, which has the main objective, is to create a network support cooperation to develop relations between the Alentejo, the Algarve and Andalucia.

The Strategic Cooperation should identified locally needs, for local projects that contribute to job creation, in terms of sustainability, economic and social development, promoting a harmonious development of the territory.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Under the co-financing EU funds, the GNP-EGTC hired a company to implement the Study of Funding Sources for the GNP-EGTC, with the aim of presenting an exhaustive list of various sources of funding a public entity like the GNP-EGTC for projects that can strength cross-cooperation between Galicia and Norte Portugal.

During the second call of the Programme POCTEP 2007-2013, in addition to his own application, the GNP-EGTC supported several institutions in preparing their applications through the establishment of contacts and support in preparing applications.


Thus, the POCTEP projects approved by the GNP- EGTC were:

· AQUATURNAT: sanitation project between Galician and Portuguese municipalities;

· Network of food innovation Norte Portugal – Galicia;

· Tessera: Archaeological heritage excavated from southern Galicia - how to advertise our past;

· The banks of land as facilitators for land use in rural areas in Galicia and Norte Portugal.

EU funds have been an important for the cooperation projects in EuroACE, the previous INTERREG and the present POCTEP allowed to develop border areas or through the creation of infrastructure connections (roads and bridges).

For over 20 years this euroregion has cooperated intensively, almost daily for the development to approach the population of both sides. There have been numerous initiatives and projects set in motion by touching almost all areas, including environment, territory, culture, education, agriculture, health, civil protection, etc..

In this context and as an entity supporting and promoting cross-border cooperation in all euroregion we have to emphasize the important role played by the Offices of Border initiatives (Évora, Merida, Coimbra, Faro and Seville).

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

The main obstacle to promote the cross-border cooperation between Spain and Portugal is the different organization and management within the two public administrations (note that Portugal doesn’t have political autonomous in the mainland regions like Spain).

In Spain almost all of the domains referred are decided at regional level. In Portugal, they are competences of the central government.

The language is still an obstacle to improve cooperation. 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport
There are still many problems in planning, design and management of public transport by the authorities in border regions

b) 
Health care

The heath care systems of Portugal and Spain are not yet in conditions to respond the needs of the population in border territories, there’s still a lack of integration allowing assistance the citizens of the other country.

c) 
Education and training

The education and training systems of both countries are still different and don’t recognize the curricula and diplomas. Also de the language still remains as a obstacle to the integration, particularly to the Spanish citizens.

Universities and Polytechnics are implementing effective measures for cooperation but are facing with some financial problems.

d) 
Access to labour market

The differences in labour markets regulations systems limit the access to a job in the other country. 

The economic crisis affects both regions, special the Portuguese region, causing the degradation of wealth and jobs.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

There are administrative and logistic barriers to the interconnectivity between both emergency management systems.

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Information not available

g) 
Environment and water management 

Need to overcome legal issues, territorial, organizational and administrative procedures for effective joint management the natural resources.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

The actual program of cross-border cooperation between Portugal and Spain is substantial reduced related to the Interreg programs. 

A lot of partnerships, projects and domains have no longer support, particularly in a border with a week level of development. 

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

In each of the areas listed above has had, since its start-up, a high-relief role, working in partnership with local and central public authorities, universities and companies, to provide a further contribution to reverse the recession and increase social cohesion trough several initiatives, awareness activities, project applications, etc..

However, most of these initiatives are only contributions that must be articulated with actions of other institutions and entities. In addition, some results may only be viewed over the long term, which does not allow an immediate solution. 

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

All decisions on these matters should be made ​​jointly and bilaterally by governments of Portugal and Spain.
A state or region cannot assume this responsibility alone, there´s should be a greater participation of local population to exchange experiences, knowledge...
B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

All those listed in Part A of the survey.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Many issues with a greater level of responsibility as regards the structural changes that may affect euroregions, like the level of funding (for instance with programs co-financed by the ERDF), project applications, and implementation of good practices of other institutions / Regions, strategic plans of action, among others. 

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )


Among the projects developed by the EGTC-GNP, with impact in the field of regional cooperation, such as the guide of cross-border transport, which provides information to potential travellers who wish to move in the territory of the Euroregion; or the study based on the certification of professional qualifications on both sides of the border without any validation problems.

There are in EuroACE several examples of successful cooperation involving partners from both side of the border, mostly projects initiated with financing from E.U. since Interreg to POCTEP in the actual period of programming (07-13). 

In particular we refer the permanent structures of cross border cooperation:

· Working Community CenCyL between Centro Portugal and Castilla y Léon with a very structured strategic framework (MIT _ Mobility, Innovation and Territory);

· EuroACE (www.euro-ace.eu) the first eurorregion between 3 regions (Alentejo, Centro Portugal and Extremadura);

· Centro de Estudos Ibéricos (Centre for Iberian Studies) (www.cei.pt), an association between universities and local authorities to develop de investigation and the cooperation in Iberian border regions.  

There are some projects developed by the EuroAAA such as:

· Office of Transfrotier Initiatives which laid the foundation of the euroregion

· Founding a Radiotherapy Unit for both regions;

· Creating musical groups and various cultural events (exhibitions, medieval fairs, interpretive trails, etc.);

· Mobility -road network and navigability on the Guadiana River.

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Without no doubt, the main reason why cross-border cooperation works in GNP-EGTC must be sought in the existence of common social and cultural roots shared by the people of Galicia and the North of Portugal. Nevertheless the formal articulation of this natural cooperation was reached with the establishment of the Working Community Galicia-Norte de Portugal in the 90's, intensified by the creation of the second degree of cooperation launch with the "European Group for Territorial Cooperation Galicia-Norte de Portugal" in 2008.

This process proves the effective and cooperative efforts between Galician and Portuguese public institutions, seeking to generate benefits to both regions by exploiting economies of scale. GNP-EGTC, aims to facilitate and promote regional cooperation among its members, the Xunta de Galicia and the CCDR-N, with one main concern: to develop and deliver partnerships, creating bonds of union in different areas of activity.

Promote and enhance the competitive business through knowledge and innovation, strengthen and rationalize the basic cross-border facilities and increase social cohesion as well as institutional development of the euroregion, are only some of the basic pillars of the institution.

The EuroACE cooperation is working quite well mostly because there are is already a large experience of more than 20 years in developing projects of mutual interest.

On the other hand the local partners involved in those projects have got a considerable level of confidence and mutual support. 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

A key tool in identifying barriers and obstacles in the way of cross-border initiatives is the establishment of communication channels with both public and private institutions, which suffer from border related issues. 

To do so, setting specific meetings with stakeholders, municipalities, companies, universities, or holding conferences and seminars for discussions with experts on suffered contingencies and possible solutions are two paths to be strengthened. 

One example is the conference organized by the GNP-EGTC and the Galicia Norte de Portugal Work Community on cross-border context costs, where were discussed issues such as health services, transport and communications and emergency services in Spanish and Portuguese border towns. 

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

As explained above, the main event that favoured the transfrontier cooperation in Galicia and North of Portugal was the establishment of the Working Community Galicia-Norte de Portugal and the creation of the EGTC that has legal personality, made possible the autonomous planning and management of cooperation projects. 

For EuroACE it was created a mixed team of experts that worked in the fielded of these regions to prepare a strategy study 2020, which is already edited, and develop the same procedure for the EuroAAA.
C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

The main measures taken by the Xunta de Galicia and by the Coordination and Regional Development Commission of Norte are summarized in the constitution of the two most relevant cross-border cooperation bodies in the area: the Working Community and the European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation.

In EuroACE, both cases there are institutionalised what one can call “sectorial committees” bringing together local authorities from both sides of the border and meeting with some regular basis. On the other hand there is an annual plenary session for transfromtier cooperation, where is done the general balance of all the sectorial working committees and projects cofinanced by European funds.

Those committees in the case of the “Working Community CenCyL” are: 

· Transports and Physical Planning;

· Natural Heritage, Cultural Tourism;

· Innovation and Competitiveness;

· Rural Development and Promotion of Beira Interior Norte / Salamanca.

The committees in the EuroACE that are designed to:

· Agriculture; 

· Environment and natural resources; 

· Social action;

· Citizenship;

· Culture;

· Local development;

· Economy;

· Education;

· Employment and Training;

· High teaching;

· R&D;

· Youth and sports;

· Physical planning;

· Civil protection;

· Health and hospital care; 

· Tourism.

In EuroAAA, the fundamental pieces to define the strategy for cooperation in the area of the southwest peninsula, the protocols signed are to creat an Office of Border Initiatives, and the elaboration of Transfrontier Cooperation Plan.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 
SAN MARINO / SAINT-MARIN

San Marino is not taking part in any program with Italy on this subject at present.

SLOVAKIA / SLOVAQUIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Ms. Eva Chmelová, Director

Organisational Department

Public Administration Section

Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic

phone: +421 2 4859 2150, e-mail: eva.chmelova@mvsr.vs.sk

The questionnaire has been completed in cooperation with the respective Ministries involved in crossborder cooperation activities, which provided inputs concerning the area of their responsibility.

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?
CDLR, CoE

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

- what languages are spoken in the region

- since when this cooperation is effective

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Cooperation between hospitals, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; emergency care or rescue services is defined by the internal legislation. Access to the healthcare is not restricted and the foreigners, who are not the part of the system of social and health security, can draw the healthcare for the full payment. Patient’s rights are defined by the statutory standards.
What’s concerning the recognition of diplomas, Directive 2005/36/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on the recognition of professional qualifications sets the areas of mutual recognition of health workers’ certificates of education among the individual EU Member States and the European Economic Area States, but also defines the conditions, under which the Member State can recognize the qualification of the worker from the Non-EU Member State. For the citizens of the Member States it is possible to grant the temporary performance of health profession; however this possibility doesn’t apply to the citizens of Non-EU Member States. Permanent settlement on the basis of recognition of the certificate of education is possible also for the citizens of Non-EU Member States, however after recognition of their qualification in terms of minimal requirements pursuant to Directive 2005/36/EC. 

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

Labour market is fully functional between the member states of EU. EURES is providing information, advices and recruitment/placement (job-matching) services for the benefit the principle of the free movement of persons. Slovak Republic through its institutions provides the basic knowledge of work conditions and the standards of living.
A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Cooperation on regional level is aimed at protecting civilian population in case of large emergency events particularly in preparation of and response to disaster. 

The geographical scope of such cooperation is as follows:
Czech Republic

Agreements on cooperation in information exchange and provision of mutual cooperation in case of emergency between:

County Office Ostrava and District Office Žilina

County Office Zlín and District Office Trenčín

County Office Brno and District Office Trnava

Hungary

Agreements on cooperation and mutual provision of assistance and exchange of information I case of emergency:

Agreement between County Office Trnava and Gyor-Moson-Sopron Counties

Agreement between County Office Banská Bystrica and Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County 

Agreement between County Office Banská Bystrica and Nográd County

Agreement between District Office Košice and  Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén County

Agreement between District Office Nitra and Komarom-Ostrihom County and Pešť County

Poland

Agreement on transfrontier cooperation and provision of mutual assistance in case of emergency:

Agreement between the  Silesian duchy  and District Office Žilina

Agreement between the  Law-Poland duchy and District Office of Žilina

Agreement between the  Law-Poland duchy and District Office of Prešov

Agreement between the  Small Carpathian duchy and District Office of Prešov  

Ukraine

Agreements on mutual information in case of disaster between the Caprathian region Užhorod and District Office Košice and District Office Prešov

Austria

Agreement on cooperation between District Office Bratislava and Vienna Municipality

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

While performing its tasks in the field of cross-border cooperation the Police Force of the Slovak Republic cooperates with all the EU / Schengen Member States in accordance with the legal acts and instruments to which the Slovak Republic is bound. 
The closer police cooperation among the Schengen Member States is governed at EU/Schengen level by the Schengen Agreement, the Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement, the Schengen Borders Code, the Manual on Cross-border Operations etc. This general framework can be further elaborated in bilateral agreements on police cooperation. The Slovak Republic has concluded such agreements with all the neighbouring EU Member States and uses all the provisions on cross-border cooperation, e.g. exchange of information at central and regional level, cross-border surveillance, hot pursuit, police and customs cooperation centres, joint operations (joint patrols, support during major events, security of tourist sites, common traffic controls), joint investigation teams etc.. With the aim to prevent crime at the EU external border, a common approach and closer cooperation of the police and customs authorities of EU Member States is applied, namely cooperation of Slovakia, Poland and Hungary towards Ukraine.

For the purpose of international exchange of information at central level the Single Point of Contact (hereinafter „SPOC“) within the structure of the International Police Cooperation Office of the Police Presidium was set up and is available 24/7. The Office provides for the international police cooperation via the following channels:

· SIRENE Office (Schengen Information System)

· EUROPOL 
· INTERPOL

· Police liaison officers abroad and foreign liaison officers seconded to Slovakia

Furthermore, the exchange of information at regional level can be provided by the (customs and) police cooperation centres established at the borders with the neighbouring EU countries.

The Slovak Republic has established the following (customs and) police cooperation centres:

· at the border with Hungary: Čunovo – Rajka, Slovenské Ďarmoty – Balassagyarmat, Slovenské Nové Mesto – Sátoraljaujhély

· at the border with Austria: Jarovce – Kittsee
· at the border with Poland: Trstená – Chyžné, Vyšný Komárnik – Barwinek

· at the border with Czech Republic: Hodonín – Holíč (planned as of July 2011)

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)
There is a long-term cross-border cooperation in the field of nature and landscape protection implemented both via:

- bilateral commissions (Slovak- Polish, Slovak-Ukrainian, Slovak-Hungarian) 

- cooperation at the level of ministries and their institutions responsible for nature protection (the State Nature Conservancy of the Slovak Republic – umbrella institution for 9 national parks, 14 protected landscape areas and 2 other regional centres);

- cooperation between adjacent protected areas administrations (national parks, etc.) 

This cooperation means exchange of information and experience as well as coordination (for instance census and monitoring of selected species – such as large carnivore species at the border with the Czech Republic, common nature trails for visitors – in Pieniny NP all the signs and boards are in Slovak and Polish languages) and common projects for flora and fauna species (LIFE project for protection of butterflies Maculinacea and their habitats), for landscape protection (LIFE project in the Danube floodplains to coordinate forestry and water management activities) as well as caves (there is a common World Heritage Site for cave system at the Slovak/Hungarian territory).

Slovakia has 5 neighbours and there is at least one “shared protected area” in each state border. There are also 2 trilateral protected areas: the trilateral biosphere reserve Eastern Carpathians (Slovak Republic/Ukraine/Poland) and trilateral Ramsar Site Floodplain of the Morava-Danube-Dyje Confluence (Slovak Republic/Austria/Czech Republic).

1. Trilateral Biosphere Reserve East Carpathians (Poland, Slovakia, Ukraine). The East Carpathians is a transfrontier mountain biosphere reserve with significant value for biodiversity conservation in Central Europe. 

2. Trilateral Ramsar Platform Danube-Dyje-Morava Floodplains 
Trilateral Ramsar Platform (Austria, Czech Republic, Slovakia). The Trilateral Ramsar Platform was established with representatives of the environment ministries, nature conservation and water management agencies, and NGOs from all three countries. Common interest to cooperate on the designation of a trilateral Ramsar site, to develop a management plan for this site, and to enhance the communication and exchange of information relevant to conservation and sustainable use of the area was confirmed. Several successful projects in all three countries sharing the Morava floodplain were implemented. 

Bilateral Ramsar SK-AT (Austria, Slovakia). Ramsar SK-AT is a project on transfrontier cooperation in Morava-Thaya floodplains Management. Objectives of the projects are preservation of the biodiversity in the March-Thaya-Auen (Morava- Thaya floodplains) by means of a management in terms of the Ramsar convention ("wise use principle"), developing a bilateral protection concept and organizing cross border activities while respecting the protective guidelines, establishing and accordingly intensifying of communication structures between regional and local bodies, land users, NGO´s and regional development units to strenghten the cross border cooperation with regard to nature preservation, as well as securing the organisation of the Ramsar management, informing and thus raising awareness amongst the population and upgrading offers for visitors.

Carpathian wetlands initiative initiated and coordinated by the Slovak Republic via the State Nature Conservancy (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Ukraine). Carpathian Wetland Initiative is a Ramsar regional initiative, whose mission is to ensure and support the effective conservation and wise use of wetlands in the Carpathian region and beyond, through local, national, regional and international activities. It was adopted for 2009-2012 and activities are specified in annual plans in cooperation with responsible institutions of all 7 involved countries, cooperation in preparation of common conferences, projects, expert groups for selected issues, common publications and guidelines, data bases.
The Danube River Network of Protected Areas (Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Germany, Hungary, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Ukraine). The Danube River Network of Protected Areas has been established by signing the Declaration of Vienna. The partnership expands the transfrontier and transnational cooperation, coordination, consultation and strengthens links between the national administrations of protected areas of Danube riparian countries. These are aiming to enhance nature conservation and wise management of natural and cultural heritage in and beyond the boundaries of Protected Areas at the Danube. The partnership is co-financed by the South East Europe (SEE) Programme.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

The projects are implemented within respective areas of the Cross Border Cooperation Programs with participation of the Slovak Republic (CBC Program Slovak Republic – Czech republic 2007-2013, CBC Program Slovak Republic – Austria 2007-2013, CBC Program Poland – Slovak Republic 2007-2013, CBC Program Hungary – Slovak Republic 2007-2013, Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Cross-border Cooperation Program 2007-2013) through implementation of following activities:

· construction and modernization of the infrastructure, roads, safety enhancement, support a device to the safeguarding service, etc.

· establishment of joint emergency structures, creation of joint portfolio of medical services, etc.

· joint school activities, organization of joint concerts of students of musical schools, development of training and educational facilities of public education institutions and public schools directly serving cross-border co-operation in human resource development. 

· co-operation between institutions providing joint products of tourism, support of the joint rescue system, development of information and monitoring systems on labour-market issues.

· creation the joint services for urgent, unexpected situations (transport accidents, fire, natural and industrial disasters, criminal crisis), networking of joint electronic services. 

· cooperation of police organizations in order to prevent and fight against organized crime, exchange of criminal information and increase understanding on criminal risks and groups.

· building up and modernization of cross border infrastructure in field of environment, natural sources, renewal energy and improvement of its quality, modernization of sewage tanks, systems of flood protection, joint programs on environment protection, activities specialized on biodiversity support and protection of NATURA 2000 location, etc. 

Programs co-financed by EU Funds which are implemented by the Slovak Republic  in the CBC area within the programming period 2007-2013 continuously passed on previously implemented programs (Community Initiative Program INTERREG IIIA Slovak Republic-Czech Republic 2004-2006, CIP INTERREG IIIA Poland–Slovak Republic 2004-2006, CIP INTERREG IIIA Slovak Republic-Austria 2004-2006, Neighborhood Program Hungary-Slovak Republic 2004-2006) and also on the Pre-Accession Programs.

Crime prevention and criminal investigation

The Police Force of the Slovak Republic has actively used / is using the EU funds, e.g. the Pre-Accession Assistance, Schengen Facility, External Borders Fund, Prevention of and Fight against Crime Programme, EU Regional Development Fund: 2007-2013 Cross-border Cooperation Operational Programme for the Slovak Republic and the Czech Republic.

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Slovak – Ukraine border (Schengen area border)
- Strict security regime and limited capacity on the border 

- Traffic congestions at the frontier crossing

- No direct and regular bus-connections 

- Underdeveloped infrastructure

b) 
Health care

Healthcare is generally available to the members of the social security system in terms of social system conditions defined by the law; to the others for the corresponding payment. 

In light of recognition of diplomas, difficult communication with the competent authorities of the states is the most significant obstacle because of non-existence of the system similar to IMI System within the EU.

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Disparity in legislation and competence regarding the decision of receiving and sending assistance abroad;
Different structures if state/public administration and self-government and pertinent competencies in the field of population protection in case of disaster (e.g. in the Slovak Republic the civil protection is in the competence of state administration and in Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary the competencies are cumulated (self-government+ public administration).

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

Main obstacles are: lack of capacities (human, financial as crossborder cooperation always means additional workload that is not always understood or appreciated), too complicated procedures to apply for EU funds to support good ideas, lack of motivation, language barrier, differences in legal and institutional conditions that make it more difficult to harmonize management, in some cases difficulties related to travelling and border crossing (Ukraine) 
h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Each Cross Border Cooperation Program’s implementation is represented by specific features as well as the obstacles appeared and characteristic for individual Program. CBC Programs implemented by the Slovak Republic can be identified by the following obstacles: 
CBC Program Slovak Republic – Czech Republic 2007-2013

Program can be defined by higher demand on  ’soft’ projects in comparison to investment actions, limited financial sources on culture and tourism objectives. 

CBC Program Slovak Republic – Austria 2007-2013 

Program is affected by the language barrier, different preferences in project focus of activities whereas Austria prefer soft project in comparison to investment projects preferred by the Slovak Republic. 

CBC Program Poland – Slovak Republic 2007-2013 

Program is influenced by the segmentation and diversity of the territory, inaccessibility of the border crossings, missing infrastructure such as roads or bridges.

CBC Program Hungary – Slovak Republic 2007-2013

Program is affected by the segmentation and diversity of the territory, inaccessibility of the border crossings, missing infrastructure such as roads or bridges.

Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Cross-border Cooperation Program 2007-2013

Program is affected by different preferences of project activities of concerned countries, differences within legislation. One of the obstacles appeared is also represented by long waiting periods at the border crossings and thereof resulted low tourism demand. 

General Remarks

The preparatory phase from the administrative point of view is many times demotivating (loads of requested documentation, long lasting decision making on project proposals which can have impact on budget planning at national level – co-financing).

Rules for EU funds are rather complicated and unless there is a competent and active staff at the units in charge of the respective programs, most of possible applicants find difficult to understand documents.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Co-financing EU Funds
CBC Program Slovak Republic – Czech republic 2007-2013: obstacles are given by the natural structure of the territory 

CBC Program Slovak Republic – Austria 2007-2013: specific features of the Program are given by economic development of both countries as well as the infrastructure accessibility on the border river Morava (missing bridges). 

CBC Program Poland – Slovak Republic 2007-2013: obstacles are given by the natural structure of the territory.

CBC Program Hungary – Slovak Republic 2007-2013: obstacles are given by the natural structure of the territory.

Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Cross-border Cooperation Program 2007-2013: obstacles are given by number of concerned countries and their different preferences as well as the national differences.

Healthcare

In the field of healthcare provision, there are no obstacles of its provision given that the provider fulfills the conditions defined by the law.

In the field of recognition of diplomas, the non-existence of the binding legal rules, which set this domain within the Council of Europe, is an obstacle.

Transport, mobility, infrastructure

· The problems with insufficient infrastructure and public transport connections are reported in all border regions and they are linked to overall economic situation and the cost-efficiency of transport services; 

· strict rules and regulations of Schengen area

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Co-financing EU Funds
CBC Program Slovak Republic – Czech republic 2007-2013: in the future programming period to allocate higher financial amount for the actions which are preferred by the applicants and therefore unsatisfied in the current programming period due to lack of financial sources in the concerned priorities.

CBC Program Slovak Republic – Austria 2007-2013: the obstacles appeared in the Program could be eliminated by making compromises and agreements between the partners before. 

CBC Program Poland – Slovak Republic 2007-2013: obstacles could be eliminated by support of the projects focused on infrastructure modernization. 

CBC Program Hungary – Slovak Republic 2007-2013: obstacles could be eliminated by support of the projects focused on infrastructure modernization. 

Healthcare

In the field of healthcare provision there are no obstacles at present that could be removed on behalf of free healthcare provision. 

In the field of recognition of diplomas, the transparency of the administrative procedures should be increased and the responsible authorities in the individual states should be defined unambiguously. 

Tourism

The possibility for foreign entrepreneurs to obtain investment incentives in the field of tourism in the territory of Slovakia.

To better the investment opportunities in tourism it would be required to finish the preparation of the legislation on the investment incentives in tourism. 

Environment

Regulations for using EU funds should be simplified and better promoted. Within meeting of the trilateral Ramsar platform there is always actual info provided on actual call for projects and experience is shared. This is not a common practice though.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Healthcare

In the field of healthcare provision, no obstacles that would require specific bilateral cooperation were identified. Since April 2011, the Directive on cross-border healthcare, which will be fully performed by the EU Members States from November 2013 and which defines the conditions that Slovak Republic will be obliged to follow when providing and drawing the cross-border healthcare, has come into effect.  

In the field of recognition of diplomas, regarding that Slovak Republic is bound to the Directive 2005/36/EC, it is obliged to proceed in terms of it both in relation of the EU Member States, as well as in relation to the Non-EU Member States. 

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

Healthcare

For instance the cooperation of hospitals in the frontier regions of the Slovak Republic with Hungary, Austria and Czech Republic for the purpose of primary healthcare utilization by the citizens of both states is an example of successful cooperation. The system of mutual recognition of qualifications enables the flexibility of health workforce within the EU Member States.

Crime prevention and criminal investigation

As an example of a successful cross-border cooperation can be considered the joint patrolling along the common borders in order to effectively prevent crime and to protect the public order at cultural and sport events in the border regions. In the patrol the authorities of both countries are represented and therewith the solutions to possible criminal activity of perpetrators can be immediately found (no language barrier). 

Euroregional Associations, Cooperation between local/regional authorities

The cooperation of the euroregional associations belongs to the “engines” of the cross-border cooperation. The subjects solve mutual projects in the field of culture, education, human resources, transport and tourism; protection of the natural, historical and cultural heritage. The aim of the cooperation is to create unified, successful economic area, supported by both neighbour states which is able to compete in the regional economic competition and to provide better living standards for its inhabitants.

(Neogradiensis Euroregion Association; Euregion White Karpathians; Beskid Mountains Euroregion;  Karpathian Euroregion; Euroregion Vah – Donau – Ipel…)

Another example is the cooperation between regions/local authorities (self-governmental cooperation) – Trnava self-government region and Zhupa Györ-Moson-Sopron; Kosice self-government region – Zhupa Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen.

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Healthcare

The cooperation by healthcare provision works well with those countries, where the legislative rules are unambiguously defined. 

In the field of recognition of diplomas, Directive 2005/36/EC unambiguously defines the procedures by recognition of health workers professional qualifications.  

Euroregional Associations, Cooperation between local/regional authorities

It is an excellent platform to build relations from below and driving force for initiatives of citizens.

Good cooperation helps regional structures in:  

· improving of the communication connections of a concrete region with the territory on the other side of the state border (e.g. bridges, roads, biking trails and their equipment); 

· making joint  promotion of a region and help to increase of its attractiveness for tourism and recreation (presentations at exhibitions and fairs, info-centres, informational brochures and other publicity materials, internet sites); 

· amendment of  legal norms and conditions supporting the entrepreneurial sphere;

· facilitating trade or the access of economical subjects to the territory of the neighbouring country;  

· jointly proceeding in the field of the protection and creation of the environment;

· giving them possibility to be involved and coordinate participation in supporting programs of the EU.

Environment and water management

Cooperation always depends on concrete persons and institutions on the place. Unless there is understanding why and how crossborder cooperation is useful there is not much motivation. Cooperation in general enrich knowledge of people, can safe resources (data and experience sharing), enable common initiatives and projects. It is surely helpful if the ministries support such activities (by an active parcitipation, by providing information and facilitating activities). 

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Pursuant to the European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Co-operation between Local Communities or Authorities the Slovak Republic has signed bilateral intergovernmental agreements on transfrontier cooperation with Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Ukraine and Austria. This has created legal framework for support and further development of transfrontier cooperation with neighbouring countries. The signature of these agreements has been followed by creation of the intergovernmental commissions for transfrontier cooperation (Slovak-Polish with its first meeting in 1996, Slovak-Czech with the first meeting in 2002, Slovak-Ukrainian with the first meeting in 2004 and Slovak-Hungarian with the first meeting in 2004). The main objective of their work is to support and facilitate transfrontier cooperation by providing the forum where all stakeholders and competent authorities may meet and identify obstacles hindering the transfrontier cooperation, jointly discuss and propose solutions in a form of recommendations to relevant authorities or institutions. At the same time they provide forum for exchange of best practices.

Co-financing EU Funds
Each CBC Program implemented by the Slovak Republic can be represented by the following good practice project: 

CBC Program Slovak republic – Czech Republic 2007-2013

A good practice project representing the alternative kind of transport implemented within the objective supported development of transport infrastructure and cross border accessibility is project of the final beneficiary Hillside Villages of Region Veľká Javorina - Bradlo Association, n.p.o. Project partner is Railway Society Veselí nad Moravou, c.s. 

Name of the project: Increasing attractiveness of borderland with running historical train

Total costs of the project: 223 631 EUR. 

Main goal of this project is to revive seasonal railway passenger transport in accordance with a development of transport infrastructure and accessibility. It is focusing on a promotion of railway track and emphasizes its history and originality, as well as it is promoting a distinctive countryside to the general public and helps evolving of agro tourism, rural tourism, cyclo- tourism and wine tourism of Moravian country. This locality had been hardly accessible therefore it couldn’t attract many tourists despite the nature’s beauty and cultural attractions until this handicap was removed thanks to the running historical train. 

Nowadays when railway transport is in decline and there is a thread of railway and railways´ functional buildings´ deterioration, this project is representing a bridge into the future. 

 CBC Program Slovak Republic – Austria 2007-2013

A good practice project is the strategic project implemented by Niedederosterreich in cooperation with partner in Slovakia - Bratislavský samosprávny kraj (self-governmental region)

Name of the project: Cyclobridge over Morava river, Lead partner Land 

Total costs of the project: 5,42 mil. EUR.

The main purpose of the project is to build up a new cyclobridge (for bikers, walkers and also for emergency and rescue systems) on the border river  which will in the future help to solve the accessibility problem of the neighboring countries (Slovakia, Austria) especially on the border river Morava. 

CBC Program Poland – Slovak Republic 2007-2013

Good practice project representing Communication and Transportation Infrastructure Objective is a project implemented by the final beneficiary Administration and Maintenance of Roads in Prešov region. Project partners are Powiatový Zarzad Dróg w Nowym Targu, Mesto Spišská Stará Ves, Obec Osturňa. Name of the project: Modernization of the road connection Osturňa – border crossing – Niedzica

Total costs of the project: 2, 99 mil. EUR 

Except modernization of roads, project also includes modernization of road bridge, wooden bridges and construction of footbridge and a part of the cycling path at the border crossing area.

CBC Program Hungary – Slovak Republic 2007-2013

One of the unique features of the Hungarian-Slovakian eligible border area is that major part of the border is formed by rivers. This, together with the hilly character of the Eastern side of the area, significantly limits accessibility and cross-border transport. This condition further exacerbates the situation of small settlements in those parts of the border area. 

A good practice example of cooperation in the field of facilitating better border-crossing across the border rivers is the project implemented by Hungarian National Infastructure Developing Company together with project partner Self-Governing Region of Banská Bystrica.

Name of the project: Building Ipoly-Bridge between Pöstényposzta – Peťov

Total costs of the project: 3,6 mil. EUR.

 Ipoly/Ipeľ represents one of the two most important border rivers that stretches alongside a major length of the Eastern part of the Slovak – Hungary border. Building a cross border bridge the project has the impact on the wide range of the cross border cooperation starting with the identity preservation focused on minority language, bordering relationship with mother-country, widening earlier relationships (in the field of culture, education, sport), collaboration between local-governments, collaboration in the local employment continuing by building new common touristic routes, establishing of economical contacts (in the field of agriculture, forest industry, small-scale industry) and expansion of commercial provision.

Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Cross-border Cooperation Program 2007-2013

A good practice project of the Program is the project implemented by the Ministry of Finance of the Slovak Republic.

Name of the project: Slovak Republic - Ukraine large Scale Project of ENPI CBC HUSKROUA

Total costs of the project: 6,75 mil. EUR.

The aim of the project is to increase the capability of borders with Ukraine to manage freight and passenger traffic by increasing capacities of existing infrastructure, supporting the establishment of infrastructure for new border crossing points as well as improving coordination at border crossing points.

The main objective of the project is to increase of efficiency and security of the Slovak and Ukrainian Border.

The partial objective of this project is to increase the border efficiency on the Slovak – Ukrainian border at CBP (cross border point) Vyšné Nemecké – Uzghorod, at the CBP Veľké Slemence – Mali Selmenci, Ubľa, Čierna nad Tisou, Maťovce.

Crisis and disaster/emergency management

Most of the obstacles have been removed by establishing the structure of cross-border cooperation agreements on regional level (see the answer A.5).

You may find the examples of effective cross-border cooperation in provision of humanitarian assistance in case of large natural or man made disasters.

Cooperation is working well because all stakeholders have the common purpose, which is the improvement of population protection in disaster and alleviation of human suffering as the consequence of disaster.

Regular updating the proper contacts and identification of partners in order to make the information exchange more swift and precise. 

Mutual participation in expert meeting training events, exercise e.g.  in the annual competition of young rescuers of Slovak and Hungarian teams. 

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

Tourism
Tourism section of the Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional Development of the Slovak Republic has elaborated in 2010 the Tourism Support Act which will help the tourism associations to be more competitive and to obtain financial means from the state budget for the development of tourism.  The act defines the conditions for the creation of the local and regional tourism destination management organizations and also the conditions for their financing support from the state budget as well as the authorization of the public administration in the field of tourism. 

The Tourism Support Act No. 91/2010 Coll. approved by the Slovak Parliament in March 2010 can be considered as the main tool for management of sustainable tourism development in Slovakia.  Currently, the effect of the law has been shifted to the 1st of December 2011. 

Environment and water management

Examples are given above (Pieniny NP – tourist infrastructure, common cave systems at the border with Hungary, plan to have a common monitoring system at the Morava-Danube-Dyje Confluence Floodplain).

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Cross-border cooperation in the field of tourism is regularly discussed at the meetings of the bilateral working groups for tourism functioning under the intergovernmental bilateral commission for cross-border cooperation. Conclusions, recommendations and proposals are presented at the meetings of the commission.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

The European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation is a Community legal instrument at the service of public entities willing to develop projects and activities of common interest in the field of territorial cooperation. 

Regulation (EC) No 1082/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 2006 on a European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation is directly applicable in all EU Member States. The Slovak Republic has adopted a national provision to the Regulation with Act No. 90/2008 Coll., which entered into force on 1 May 2008. The Act regulates the establishment, acquisition of legal personality, legal status, management, dissolution and deletion from register of a European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation having its registered office on the territory of the Slovak Republic and the supervision over its activities.

The main advantages and limitations of the EGTC instrument have been generally identified as follows:    

      Advantages       
· own legal framework - above mentioned;

· legal personality - an EGTC shall have in each Member State the most extensive legal capacity accorded to legal persons under that Member State’s national law;

· own budget and property - The EGTC acquires and disposes of movable and immovable property ;

· and employ staff;

· the EGTC has limited number of compulsory organs;

· the EGTC covers all types of territorial cooperation;

· participation entities of third countries - A member of such a grouping may be the subject of third countries (assuming that it allows the legal system of a third country respectively separate agreement between Member States and third countries);

· the EGTC offers a new alternative to existing legal formats of cooperation.


Limitations

· legal framework contains some legal loopholes;

· vagueness of some wordings in the Regulation may create insecurities;

· private law entities are excluded in principle – Private law entities cannot become EGTC members;

· adopted national provisions and legal frameworks are different from each Member State.

Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional Development of the Slovak Republic (hereinafter the “Ministry”) is a national approval authority and the Register Office of the EGTC.
The Register Office shall carry out:

· maintains the register of the EGTC also in electronic form,

· issues decisions on the registration of the EGTC,

· receives notifications and gives its approval to the member’s participation in the EGTC,

· supervises whether the EGTC fulfills the purpose. 

In the Slovak Republic was established two EGTCs, namely the EGTC Kras-Bodva, limited and the EGTC Pons Danubii, limited. The EGTC Kras-Bodva ltd. was established in April 2009. It consists of 1 local authority from the Slovak Republic and 2 local authorities from Hungary. The EGTC Pons Danubii ltd. was established in December 2010. It consists of 3 local authorities from the Slovak Republic and 3 local authorities from Hungary. The motivation to establish them consists mostly of creation a visible and permanent structure of cross-border cooperation and the main objective is to manage joint projects. Above mentioned the EGTCs based on cross-border cooperation and a previous history of cooperation between the partners.

The Slovak Republic issued approval to the member’s participation in the EGTC established outside the territory of Slovakia for 52 Slovak legal persons.

The representation of Slovak entities as follows
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The established EGTCs have shown to “cooperation trajectory” which began from less formalized cooperation towards to intense cooperation. The structure of the EGTC consists of most regional and local authorities at the same administrative level.
The potential of the EGTC is not fully exploited also due to the fact that some of the entities do not have clear and realistic ideas of what this instrument offers. Most of the EGTC’s members have a lack of overview in available legal framework. We noticed some problems with insufficient funding or inaction of an established EGTC.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

SLOVENIA / SLOVENIE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

· Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

Andrej Čokert,

Secretary

Government Office for Local Self-Government and Regional Policy (GOSP)

Dunajska c. 58
SI-1001 Ljubljana

Slovenia
Tel: +386 1 320 16 21
Fax: +386 1 320 16 33
E-mail: andrej.cokert(at)gov.si 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Government Office for Local Self-Government and Regional Policy (GOSP)

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning

Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs

Ministry of Health

Ministry of Education and Sport

· Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation 
Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

bilateral water commissions, Danube Strategy/ ICPDR, International Sava River Commission, Barcelona Convention/ Mediterranean, Alpine Convention, Dinaric Arc, subregion Adriatic Sea (Euroregions or other) 

- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

Governments, Ministries 

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Austria, Hungary, Italy, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Greece... 

- what languages are spoken in the region

Slovenian, Italian, German, Hungarian, Croatian, Serbian, English

- since when this cooperation is effective

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

- Joint Slovenian – Austrian Commission for the River Drava since 1955, 

- Joint Slovenian – Austrian Commission for the River Mura since 1954,

- Joint Slovenian – Hungarian Commission for Water Management since 1995,

- Joint Slovenian – Croatian Commission for Water Management since 1997,

- Joint Slovenian – Italian Commission for Water Management since 1980

- Barcelona Convention / Mediterranean since 1976,

- ICPDR since 1998,

- International Sava River Commission since 2004,

- Joint Slovenian – Croatian – Italian – Montenegrin Commission for the Protection of the Waters of the Adriatic Sea and Coastal Waters against Pollution since 1975

- Adriatic Ionian Initiative since 2000

- Alpine Convention since 1995

- Dinaric Arc since 2008

A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

/

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

In view of the efforts to ensure respect for the principle of free movement of persons, goods and services, a number of measures and regulations applicable to the entire EU area, the EEA and the Swiss Confederation, have been adopted in healthcare.
One of the most important regulations, governing the rights of patients to have access to healthcare services during the period in which the insured person stays in another Member State, is Regulation (EC) No 883/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the coordination of social security systems (Text with relevance for the EEA) (and old Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 of the Council of 14 June 1971 on the application of social security schemes to employed persons and their families moving within the Community). This Regulation relates to “required medical treatment” and “referral for medical treatment” in another Member State. In addition, the provisions of this Regulation relate to access to healthcare services for migrant workers, pensioners and members of their families.
The Republic of Slovenia has concluded agreements on social security with the Republic of Croatia, the Republic of Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Republic of Serbia; these agreements define the possibilities of “emergency medical treatment” and “referral for medical treatment”.  The provisions of these agreements relate to access to healthcare for migrant workers, pensioners and members of their families.
An insured Slovenian person may also exercise the right to healthcare services abroad in accordance with the provisions of the Health Care and Health Insurance Act and general documents of the Health Insurance Institute of Slovenia (Rules on compulsory health insurance), relevant EU legislation applicable to EU and EEA Member States and Switzerland, and interstate agreements on social security concluded with the Republic of Croatia, the Republic of Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Republic of Serbia. An insured person may exercise the right to healthcare services in the following cases: 1. during a period of working abroad (a worker posted abroad to perform work; a worker sent abroad by his/her employer to pursue professional training); 2. during his or her travel abroad for business or private reasons; 3. during professional training abroad or during his/her studies abroad; 4. if he/she moves abroad to settle permanently.
Given that the new DIRECTIVE OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on the application of patients' rights in cross-border healthcare, to improve the functioning of the internal market and the free movement of goods, persons and services, has recently been formally adopted and will need to be transposed into national legislation within 30 months of its publication, this will also provide new opportunities for insured persons exercising their right to healthcare services in another Member State. In addition, cooperation among Member States and among neighbouring countries is also expected to improve. 
With regard to providing healthcare services for persons who are not insured, indent 14 of Article 7 of the Health Care and Health Insurance Act provides that “payment for emergency medical treatment of persons with unknown place of residence, aliens from countries that are not parties to international treaties, and aliens and citizens of the Republic of Slovenia with permanent residence abroad who are staying temporarily in the Republic of Slovenia or are in transit through Slovenia shall be made from the budget of the Republic of Slovenia when such payment cannot be obtained from other sources; the same shall apply to other persons not covered by compulsory health insurance under this Act and not insured with a foreign health insurance institution.”
It should be noted that, with regard to mutual recognition of professional qualifications of healthcare staff, Directive 2005/36/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 7 September 2005 on the recognition of professional qualifications (Text with EEA relevance) is relevant and binding. In addition, last year saw the adoption of the Act recognising the professional qualifications of medical doctor, specialist doctor, doctor of dental medicine and dental medicine specialist (Uradni list RS (Official Gazette of the Republic of Slovenia), no. 107/10 of 29 December 2010), which is applicable to persons who have obtained their professional qualification as a medical doctor, specialist doctor, doctor of dental medicine and dental medicine specialist in a country other than an EU or EEA Member State or the Swiss Confederation. 
Another form of cooperation should be mentioned at this point, namely the Working Table on Healthcare of the Joint Commission for Development Issues between the Republic of Slovenia and the Autonomous Region of Friuli-Venezia Giulia, at which common priorities within European Territorial Cooperation are set. 
A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

1. Access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border:

· on equal basis  as Slovenes for students  coming from EU countries

· on equal basis for students in obligatory 9 year elementary education 

· on reciprocal basis for students coming from third countries

· 2. Recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas:

· on the basis of national (Slovene) legislation (Zakon o vrednotenju in priznavanju izobraževanja)

· on the basis of bilateral agreements with specific countries (all neighbouring countries)

· Council of Europe conventions: Lisbon convention in HE

· EU directives on recognition -regulated professions

3. Learning of the neighboring language(s) in border areas

· Slovene education system is offering the possibility to learn neighboring language in all border areas; in Slovene-Italian and in Slovene-Hungarian border region  learning of neighboring language is compulsory for all students from pre-school education throughout elementary and upper secondary schooling. Legal basis:  national school legislation and bilateral agreements with neighboring countries

4. Common curricula/common financing: 

· common curricula are partly available  for reciprocal minorities 

· common financing is in place for bilaterally agreed common actions and cooperation,  common EU programmes and activities

5. Cross-border mobility of teachers: 

· EU programmes and other multilateral actions

· on the basis of bilateral agreements

· spontaneous cooperation between schools (educational staff and pupils), professional institutions

6. Teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas:

· there is bilingual school model in Slovene-Hungarian region (from pre-school age, through compulsory 9-year elementary school and upper secondary schools); in Slovene-Italian region all Slovene pupils learn  Italian language as a subject (language of environment)on obligatory basis   while all pupils of Italian minority learn Slovene language on obligatory basis as well

7. Vocational training for workers and job seekers :under the authority of the Ministry of Labour and Social affairs

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

- job posting in the neighbouring country
Republic of Slovenia and Republic of Croatia concluded a bilateral agreement on social security (Convention on Social Security between Republic of Slovenia and Republic of Croatia, Official Gazette RS-International agreements, no. 21/1997) that amongst other things provides postings of workers to other country. On the basis of the convention postings of workers are taking place on regular basis. 

Postings of workers between EU member states (for the purposes of the questionnaire Austria, Hungary, Italy) are taking place on the basis of Regulation (EC) No 883/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the coordination of social security systems. 

The institution in Slovenia that deals with posting of workers is Health Insurance Institute of Slovenia (Zavod za zdravstveno zavarovanje Slovenije), the competent authority for making agreements for longer period of postings is Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs. 

- conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country

a) Employment of nationals of Austria, Hungary and Italy in Slovenia

Since 25 May 2006, Slovenia has ceased to apply the principle of reciprocity in the field of free movement of workers; the EU legislation has been applied. Consequently, the nationals of Austria, Hungary and Italy and their family members do not need work permit for employment and work in Slovenia. 
 
For the purpose of keeping statistics on labour market only, the nationals of Austria, Hungary and Italy and their family members must be registered with the Employment Service of Slovenia when concluding an employment contract. A person liable to effect the registration is the employer who must register a worker within 10 days of the commencement of work.  

b) Employment of Slovenian nationals in Austria, Hungary and Italy

Austria is applying the transitional arrangements for the free movement of workers, Slovenian nationals have to obtain a work permit to work and be employed in Austria. 
The EU-10 Member States, including Hungary, have applied the free movement of workers among themselves since 1 May 2004, accordingly the Slovenian nationals do not need work permits for employment in those countries.

Italy opened its labour market for employment of Slovenian nationals, the Slovenian nationals do not need work permits for employment in Italy.

c) Employment and work of Croatian nationals in Slovenia

Croatian nationals are employed in Slovenia in accordance with the Employment and Work of Aliens Act and ensuing regulations. Each year, the Government of the Republic of Slovenia adopts a Decree laying down work permit quota to limit the number of aliens on labour market. Croatian nationals may be employed or work in Slovenia on condition that they are in possession of a work permit and that the person obliged to register such work has acted accordingly. The work permit is a document on the basis of which a domestic or foreign employer concludes a contract of employment or work or performs other work with an alien. It is issued as a personal work permit, a permit for employment or a permit for work.

Special proceedings for working migrants: 

Employment and work of Aliens Act (Official Gazette RS, no.76/07, Official consolidated text; ZZDT-UPB2; unofficial translation) in Article 10b stipulates that an application for a personal work permit valid for a period of three year may be submitted by, amongst others, a working migrant who for the last two years prior to submitting an application has been uninterruptedly employed with the same employer or his legal predecessor.

The competent institution dealing with work permits is the Employment Service of Slovenia (Zavod Republike Slovenije za zaposlovanje).
- recognition of vocational qualifications

Austria, Hungary, Italy - EU citizens can recognize their professional qualifications for the pursuit of regulated professions or activity in accordance with the Directive 2005/36/ES which was transposed into Slovenian legislation with 17 legal acts. The procedure is defined in the Act Governing the Procedure of Recognising Qualifications of Nationals of EU Member States, the European Economic Area and Swiss Confederation Relating to Access to Regulated Professions and Activities in the Republic of Slovenia (Official Gazette RS, No 21/2002, 92/2007, 85/2009). Applicants must file their applications for recognition of professional qualifications on the prescribed form and send it with other relevant documents to the competent authority. The competent authorities are listed in the Register of regulated professions or activities in the Republic of Slovenia. The competent authority must issue a decision and serve it on the applicant no later than within two months of the date on which the completed application is received.

Croatia – For the third country nationals procedures of recognition of education are under responsibilities of Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology.

- social security, pension, health care

a) Social security coordination with Austria, Hungary and Italy

The social security systems of the countries of the European Union (EU) are coordinated. Social benefits and the conditions under which they are granted are determined at national level, depending on the traditions and culture of each country. However, European law lays down rules and principles to guarantee the right of free movement of persons in the EU. 

Regulation (EC) No 883/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the coordination of social security systems applies to all nationals of Austria, Hungary, Italy and Slovenia who are or who have been covered by the social security legislation of one of those countries, as well as to members of their family and their survivors. The provisions of this Regulation apply to all the traditional branches of social security: sickness, maternity, accidents at work, occupational diseases, invalidity benefits, unemployment benefits, family benefits, retirement and pre-retirement benefits, death grants.

The Regulation recognizes the principle of aggregation of periods, pursuant to which periods of insurance, employment or residence in the country are taken into account in the other countries. This means that the acquisition of the right to benefits in one State must take account of periods of insurance, employment, self-employment or residence in another state.  

Frontier workers are affiliated to the body of the country in which they work, while residing in another country and having access to health care in both States. Special provisions are provided concerning benefits in kind intended for members of their family.

Old-age pensions – All states in which a person has been insured must pay an old-age pension when the insured person reaches the age of retirement. The calculation of the amount of the benefits takes into consideration all the periods completed in another Member State.

The Regulation also contains rules concerning the way in which the competent institutions calculate benefits and establishes rules to prevent overlapping.

If a worker is entitled to benefits in several countries, the total amount of the benefits must not be less than the minimum provided for in the legislation of his/her Member State of residence, if the State of residence has a minimum pension scheme. Otherwise, the institution of the Member State of residence must pay compensation.

b) Social security coordination with Croatia

The provisions of Convention on Social Security between Republic of Slovenia and Republic of Croatia (mentioned above) apply to the legislation of member states covering:

- health insurance

- pension and disability insurance

- unemployment insurance

- wage compensation for the period of maternity leave 

The provisions of Convention applies to persons who are or who have been covered by the social security legislation of one or both countries as well as to other persons if they exercise the right based on the insurance of this persons.

Old-age pension – both states in which a person has been insured must pay an old-age pension when the insured person reaches the age of retirement. The calculation of the amount of the benefits takes into consideration all the periods completed in another Member State.

The competent authority for issues of health insurance is Ministry of health of the Republic of Slovenia.

· labour rights

National legislation on employment relationships apply to employment relationships between employers established or residing in the Republic of Slovenia and the workers employed with them.

Slovenian legislation also applies to employment relationships between foreign employers and workers concluded on the basis of an employment contract on the territory of the Republic of Slovenia.

Legislation therefore requires that employers provide labour rights in accordance with applicable national legislation for the employees, irrespective of their nationality… and other personal circumstances in case of which law prohibits discrimination. 

- access to job-related facilities across the border

The EU-member states established a network of Liaison Offices or reference points where undertakings can obtain all necessary information regarding providing services in EU member states.The Liaison Office in Slovenia is Employment Service of Slovenia, Rožna dolina IX/6, 1000 Ljubljana.

- administrative cooperation

a) Austria, Hungary and Italy

The Regulation 883/2004 on coordination of social security systems reinforces the principle of good administration. The institutions (in Slovenia: Pension and Disability Insurance Institute of Slovenia, Health Insurance Institute of Slovenia, Employment Service of Slovenia, Centralna enota za starševsko varstvo in družinske prejemke) must respond to all queries within a reasonable period of time and must in this connection provide the persons concerned with any information required for exercising the rights conferred on them by this Regulation. Besides, in the event of difficulties in the interpretation or application of this Regulation, the institutions involved must contact one another in order to find a solution for the person concerned.

The Regulation provides for mechanisms designed to guarantee smooth functioning and enhanced cooperation between Member States and institutions in the field of social security, notably:

· an Administrative Commission, responsible for handling any question of interpretation arising from the provisions of this Regulation or any accord or agreement concluded in the framework of the Regulation ; 

· a Technical Commission within the Administrative Commission, responsible for assembling technical documents, studies and the associated activities; 

· an Audit Board which will establish the average costs for reimbursement of healthcare costs in Member States; 

· an Advisory Committee, responsible for preparing opinions and proposals for the Administrative Commission. 

b) Croatia

The Administrative Agreement implementing the Convention on Social Security between Republic of Slovenia and Republic of Croatia in Article 3 provides the principle of good cooperation between liaison bodies (which are in Slovenia: Pension and Disability Insurance Institute of Slovenia, Health Insurance Institute of Slovenia and, Employment Service of Slovenia). In implementing the Convention liaison bodies cooperate between them, they can also address directly to competent authorities (in Slovenia: Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs and Ministry of Health), institutions and persons to whom the Convention applies. The liaison bodies in the implementation of the Convention assist each other. 

- information and counselling services

EU member states: Austria, Hungary, Italy 

Since Slovenia’s entry into the EU, the Employment Service of Slovenia also participates in the European Employment Services Network (EURES). Given that the fundamental task of EURES is transmission and exchange of information on vacancies and job seekers and on living and working conditions in individual Member States, the Employment Service implements particular activities in the field of information and advice. These activities are mainly based on:

· Information on job vacancies, information about the labour market, working and living conditions and employment counselling to Slovenian nationals who are interested in employment in the EU Member States or to EU citizens who want to work in Slovenia; 

· Information and advice to Slovenian employers who seek workers from the EU Member States and information and advice to employers from the EU Member States who wish to employ Slovenian nationals. 

Information for posted workers is provided by the competent institutions (Employment Service of Slovenia and Health Insurance Institute of Slovenia).

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

/

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

Slovenia has a very fruitful cooperation with all the neighbouring countries. The central unit responsible for international police cooperation of the slovene police is International Police Cooperation Division (INTERPOL Section, SIRENE Section, Europol Section) within the Criminal Police Directorate of the General Police Directorate of the Ministry of the Interior of Republic of Slovenia. Criminal police officers from the International Police Cooperation Division are responsible for exchange of police information via the official channels for police cooperation and are conducting activities on the basis of requests from police units in our countries and on the basis of requests that we receive from foreign countries.

In the field of criminal investigation the cooperation with neighboring countries can be divided into three categories, namely cooperation based on bilateral agreements, participation in the international organizations and cooperation through liaison officers.
a) Republic of Slovenia cooperates with the neighbouring countries in the frame of relevant global and regional police cooperation organisations and initiatives:

· the world’s largest international police organisation INTERPOL (International Criminal Police Organisation). INTERPOL has 188 member countries and its purpose is to facilitate cross-border police co-operation, and supports and assists all organizations, authorities and services whose mission is to prevent or combat international crime (all neighbouring countries).

· Schengen Area which represents a territory where the free movement of persons is guaranteed. The signatory states to the agreement have abolished all internal borders in lieu of a single external border. Here common rules and procedures are applied with regard to visas for short stays, asylum requests and border controls (neighbouring countries: Austria, Italy, Hungary). 
· the agency of the European Union Europol (European Police Office). Europol is the European Law Enforcement Agency which aims at improving the effectiveness and co–operation of the competent authorities in the Member States in preventing and combating terrorism, unlawful drug trafficking and other serious forms of organised crime (neighbouring countries: Austria, Italy, Hungary). 

· the SECI Center (The Southeast Europe Cooperative Initiative Regional Center for Combating Trans-border Crime) which is an operational regional organization bringing together police and customs authorities from 13 member countries in Southeast Europe (neighbouring countries: Croatia and Hungary)

b) Bilateral police cooperation agreements and arrangements of Republic of Slovenia with neighbouring countries:

1. Arrangement between the Government of the Italian Republic and the Federal Government of the Republic of Austria and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia on Cooperation in the police centre Vrata – Megvarje

2. Memorandum on the cooperation between the Police of the Republic of Slovenia and the Police of the Italian Republic

3. Memorandum of understanding between the Minister of the Interior of the Republic of Slovenia and Federal Minister of the Interior of the Republic of Austria on stepping up bilateral cooperation before and after the lifting of border controls at the common state border

4. Agreement between the Republic of Slovenia and the Republic of Austria on Police Cooperation 

5. Protocol on cooperation in the fight against organised crime between the National Police of the Republic of Hungary and General Police Directorate of the Ministry of the Interior of Republic of Slovenia 

6. Agreement between the Republic of Slovenia and the Republic of Hungary on cross-border co-operation of law enforcement authorities 

7. Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Slovenia and the Republic of Croatia in the fight against terrorism, smuggling and drug abuse, as well as against organized crime
8. Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Slovenia and the Republic of Croatia on cross-border police cooperationhttp://zakonodaja.gov.si/rpsi/r05/predpis_ZAKO3565.html
9. Agreement between the Republic of Slovenia and the Republic of Italy on cross-border police cooperation

10. Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Slovenia and Government of the Italian Republic on cooperation between police forces

11. Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Slovenia, the Government of the Republic of Austria and the Government of the Republic of Hungary on the operation of the Centre for law enforcement cooperation in Dolga vas

12. Agreement on cooperation between the Ministry of the Interior of the Republic of Slovenia and the Ministry of the Interior of the Italian Republic in the fight against illicit trafficking in narcotic and psychotropic substances and organised crime, and Protocol on the meeting between the Ministry of the Interior of the Republic of Slovenia and the Ministry of the Interior of the Italian Republic on the exchange of computerised data on illicit trafficking in narcotic and psychotropic substances on the Balkan route and in the Mediterranean.

c) Police liaison officer is posted in a foreign country for a limited time with a mandate to cooperate with security and other bodies and organizations in receiving countries. 

There have been Police Liaison Officers from Austria and Italy stationed at their embassies in Ljubljana for the last couple of years. They are responsible for encouraging, promoting and strengthening cooperation with Slovenian police. 

Slovenian police has a Police Liaison Officer stationed in Zagreb, Croatia. We are also in the final stage of appointing the Police Liaison Officer to Italy, Rome. 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

Water management :

- Neighbour Counties,

- Alpine region,

- Balkan,

- Sava subregion,

- Danube region,

- Adriatic subregions,

- Mediterranean region,

- Alpine region,

- Dinaric Arc,

Biodiversity:

- Neighbouring Counties

- Dinaric Arc

- Mediterranean region

- Alpine region

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Forms: 

Cross-border-cooperation (CBC) programmes under ETC finance projects, prepared by partners from the programme eligible area. Beside the so-called standard or ordinary projects, some of the CBC programmes (IPA Adriatic CBC programme, OP Italy-Slovenia) also support the generation of strategic projects which, among others, are more complex and focus on highly relevant topics for the development of the whole programme area.

The approach followed for generating ordinary projects in our CBC programmes is an open call for proposals. Projects are selected by JMC following the assessment of project procedure with use of predefined scoring system and with support of internal and frequently also external experts.

Approved projects are partly financed by EU (ERDF or IPA) funds and partly by national funds, in case of private beneficiaries also by own resources. The co-financing ratio depends on the type of beneficiaries, on individual state and on the type of project activities (state-aid relevant or not). For public bodies and bodies governed by public law beneficiaries from Slovenia for example, the EU contribution is 85% and the national contribution is 15% of the total budget.

Contents:

In accordance with the priorities and measures of the individual ETC programme, projects deal with a wide range of issues, including:

· encouraging entrepreneurship, especially the development of SMEs, tourism, culture and cross-border trade; 

· improving joint management of natural resources; 

· improving access to transport and communication networks; 

· developing joint use of infrastructure;

· administrative, employment and equal opportunities work etc.

· Results: 

· Results of the CBC projects in general overcome national perspectives. They are in line with the main aspect of ETC: integration, development and cohesion – in the present case with focus on cross-border catchment areas. Some of the most frequent types of CBC project results are: 

· new institutional networks (e.g. cross-border business park network for SMEs), 

· the exchange of knowledge and experience, awareness raising,

· different studies, analysis, reviews and action plans (e.g. study of a proposal of joint strategy for the Lynx population management),

· waste water treatment facilities,

· launch of joint tourist destination, 

· new services (e.g. cross-border action of environmental patrols), etc.

Particularly, CBC programmes are, in contrast to other ETC programmes (transnational and interregional), more investment oriented. The typical project results are thus also construction works, such as construction or renewal of cultural centre, construction of bike route section, cleaning the river banks, construction of waste water treatment plant, etc.

European territorial cooperation, especially cross border cooperation SI-AT, SI-IT, SI_HU

IPA, especially IPA SI HR and IPA Adriatic

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

In general there are no obstacles on principle level; but there are obstacles in practice.
a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

/

b) 
Health care

no obstacles
c) 
Education and training

Education and training: there are no obstacles on principle level; but there are obstacles due to:

· technical difficulties:  organizing properly the school process when teachers  or students are absent or excessively burdened with international activities

· financial shortages

d) 
Access to labour market

According to Article 35 a of the Employment and work of aliens Act all citizens of EU or EEA Member States or the Swiss Confederation have free access to the Slovenian labour market and can be employed in the Republic of Slovenia without a work permit. 

As regards Croatian citizens, they need work permits to get access to the labour market. As a rule, a work permit is issued on the basis of an application submitted by an employer. The basic condition for the authorisation of the permit is the current situation in the labour market, meaning a lack of relevant national candidates.

However, according to the new Employment and Work of Aliens Act, adoption is forseen in April 2011, crossborder migrant workers from Croatia will be able to submit an application for a personal work permit with validity of three years under easier conditions. This type of permit allows migrant workers free access to the labour market. Under these new rules a personal work permit can be obtained if a Croation crossborder worker has been employed in Slovenia the last 20 months and has been registered in the social insurance scheme.  
e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

Cross-sectoral coordination of different interests.  

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Main obstacles for successful joint project development:

· lack of knowledge and understanding of the differences in languages, culture, working methods, institutional organisation and division of power, national legislations  etc.

· different needs and priorities on both sides.

· different financial situations on both sides, different currencies (especially in IPA programmes).

· lack of sustainable links between the relevant partners on both sides of the border  with sufficient administrative capacity
· Financing: long delays of payments, complicated procedures to obtain reimbursement.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

Removing identified obstacles usually require a long time and involvement of institutions at different levels (from local and national to EU). More moderate EU regulations for the period after 2013 could decrease administrative burden and enable partners to work more on the contents of the projects. 

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

The coordination and the cooperation with neighbouring countries are now much more efficient as in the past. The reason was strengthening the cross boarder cooperation, using subregional and ecosystem approach for integrated solutions. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

See also C1.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

GOSP:

Establishment of truly joint implementation bodies, such as EGTC between the authorities in a border region might lead to increased effectiveness and efficiency of the cross-border activities. In Slovenia there is first example of an EGTC established by the local municipalities bordering to Italy. Since it is still not approved by the Italian Government, it’s not yet operational.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

Because of strengthening cross boarder cooperation and coordination of different interests obstacles could be removed in those fields:

- Adoption of the Danube River Basin Management Plan.

- Adoption of the Danube Strategy which include also pilot project (Slovenia one of the leading country).

- Priorities, Work programme and Strategy for the Sava River Basin (ISRBC). 

- Activities about the preparation of a ballast water management plan for the Adriatic.

- Activities for the preparation and adoption of a Contingency plan for the whole Adriatic.

- Activities for the implementation of ICZM Protocol.

CBC matters should be specifically addressed in national and other relevant EU policies, assuring higher flexibility regarding establishment of joint structures – and thus respecting the conditions of each border area. 

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

Joint Slovenian and Austrian activities about the Karavanke cross border underwater body.

Joint Slovenian and Hungarian activities about the construction of a flood protection reservoir on Hungarian site. 

Other cross-border coordinated measures in the field of water management 

Project DRA-MUR-CI.

In detail:

Slovenia is active in regional initiatives in the Alpine area, Adriatic Sea and South Eastern Europe. It concluded several bilateral agreements on water management and plays active role in respective commissions (Joint Slovenian – Austrian Commission for the River Drava, Joint Slovenian – Austrian Commission for the River Mura, Joint Slovenian – Hungarian Commission for Water Management, Joint Slovenian – Croatian Commission for Water Management, Joint Slovenian – Italian Commission for Water Management).

In March 2009, Slovenia took over the Presidency of the Alpine Convention for a period of two years. In its Presidency programme, Slovenia placed particular emphasis on the importance of the Alpine Convention as a means to preserve the natural and cultural heritage and develop the potential of this unique area. The initiative for the celebration of the Alpine Convention Day was thus launched with the aim of acquainting those living in and visiting the Alps with the message of the Convention and promoting the implementation of its principles at a local level. The priority issues and activities of the Slovenian Presidency of the Alpine Convention are focus to the activities of adapting to the climate change and to the promotion of the implementation of the Alpine Convention at the regional and local levels. Further to stressing the exchange of good practices in the implementation of the Alpine Convention, sustainable development, adaptation to climate change and its alleviation, and the participation at the regional and local levels. Slovenia contributes to the implementation of the Action Plan on Climate Change in the Alps adopted in March 2009 to make the Alpine region a model region for tackling the problem of climate change. The Alpine Convention serves also as a model for protection and assuring sustainable development in other regions of the world. Extensive activities to establish similar multilateral environmental agreement among countries of the Dinaric Arc have been started during the Slovenian presidency

over the Alpine Convention.

The activities of Slovenia in the Bureau as well as other bodies and working groups of the Barcelona Convention for the Protection of the Mediterranean Sea, are based on the obligation to implement the Mediterranean Strategy of Sustainable Development (MSSD), adopted at the 14th meeting of the contracting parties held in 2005 in Portorož, Slovenia. The Slovenian 2006–2007 presidency over the Barcelona Convention and the UNEP Mediterranean Action plan was special highlighted by the initial adoption of the Mediterranean Strategy on Sustainable Development (MSSD) and final adoption of the regional Protocol on Integrated Coastal Zone Management. The implementation of the MSSD in the region is a common goal of the Barcelona Convention, UNEP/MAP and the European Commission, as well as of other regional initiatives and programmes. The Barcelona Convention implemented ecosystem approach and defined integrated costal management in the Mediterranean region. Slovenia took over the two-year presidency of the Barcelona Convention with a strong desire to strengthen and promote cooperation between Mediterranean Process in the European Union and the Mediterranean Action Plan. During its presidency of the Barcelona Convention, Slovenia also managed to coordinate the adoption of the regional Protocol on Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM), which has been adopted in January 2008 in Madrid. This is the seventh Protocol completing the set of legal instruments of the Barcelona Convention. It is a pioneering Protocol constituting an added value for the Barcelona Convention and the Mediterranean Action Plan, and thereby integrated coastal zone management is for the first time fully addressed by a legally-binding international instrument. It is almost needless to stress that integrated costal zone management and ecosystem approach is one of the main topics for Slovenia in the Adriatic sub region, as well. 

Slovenia was one of the initiators of the Joint Statement on Implementation of the Working Programme in Protected Areas, signed on 29 May 2008 in Bonn under the auspices of the Convention on Biological Diversity ninth meeting.. Slovenia joined forces with other countries of the Dinaric Arc to protect their rich natural heritage by building an effective network of protected areas. This major commitment originates in the recognition that the natural and cultural wealth of the Dinaric region is a critical asset on which social and economic development can be based. The awareness about the necessity to protect this natural and cultural wealth can only be achieved with close cooperation among the Dinaric countries. The statement stresses the values of the Dinaric Arc ecoregion and the importance of transboundary sustainable management for ensuring maintenance of ecosystem services and sustainable development. Joint statement of the six governments’ representatives is a major highlight of this historic event at which five Ministers and one State Secretary agreed to mutual cooperation, exchange of experience, and coordinated actions in sustainable management of the Dinaric Arc ecoregion. Its goals are focused to conservation and sustainable development of the region, emphasizing transboundary cooperation and the importance of establishment of ecological networks in the region. Slovenia has agreed to increase its protected area network in the Dinaric Arc ecoregion by 2,5%. On that occasion, the Slovenian Minister of the Environment and Spatial Planning pledged to provide technical assistance to the countries in the region, based on Slovenia’s experience in the establishment and promotion of Special Protection Areas and Areas of Special Conservation Interest. Slovenia, being simultaneously also an Alpine country, emphasized the importance of linking the region covered by Alpine Convention with the Dinaric Arc ecoregion. Slovenia initiated preparation and signing of the Resolution on Sustainable Development in the Dinaric Arc.92 It strongly supports common policy to ensure

the sustainable development including ecological integrity and territorial cohesion in the Dinaric Arc Region and a integrated approach to ensuring sustainable development in the region trough measures in, inter alia, nature conservation and environmental protection, spatial planning, water management, agriculture and rural development, cultural identity, energy, mountain forestry, tourism and transport and regularly examine the effect of these activities in the region, to develop a legal framework for the protection and sustainable development of the Dinaric Arc region.

Slovenia is the depository of the Framework Agreement on the Sava River Basin, concluded in 2002 as part of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. The Sava River Basin Agreement was the first international agreement in the region after the political crisis in the last decade of the 20th century. Slovenia is acts very proactively in the International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC) with the vision to strengthen transboundary cooperation for sustainable development of the region, including the entire water resources management,

namely: 

· • issues of sustainability (protection/improvement of water quality, water quantity and aquatic ecosystem);

· • protection against the harmful effects of water (due to floods, ice, droughts, and accidents);

· • development activities (i.e. navigation, hydropower, water supply, irrigation, recreation and tourism, and other kinds of water use).

The preparation of the River basin management plan, the Strategy of the ISRBC and the implementation of the Danube strategy in the Sava River basin with the included projects are the priorities for Slovenia. 

In 2010, Slovenia held the Presidency of the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR). Its most important activity was the preparation and the adoption of the Danube River Basin Management Plan, which outlines a set of measures to improve the water quality in the Danube River over a period of five years. The Plan is a major step towards the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive, which aims to achieve good water quality within the EU by 2015. The plan is a historic achievement, because it was established in a democratic manner in the “most international” river basin in the world – involving EU and non-EU countries, the Danube River Basin Management Plan forms the framework for other important activities in 2010, such as the development of a strategy to reduce the negative impact of climate change on the Danube Basin. Of high importance is also the EU Danube Strategy, which is being developed under the leadership of the European Commission, with the goal of ensuring socio-economic development of the region without jeopardizing the ecological values for the future. It was the task under the Slovenian presidency of the ICPDR to ensure that sustainable management of the Danube and its tributaries is taken into account. The dialogue at national, regional and international level was the key to all developments and to create new synergies and partnerships for a more efficient management of water resources - for better quality of life in the Danube Basin.

Slovenia is also an active member of the Joint Slovenian – Croatian – Italian – Montenegrian Commission for the Protection of the Waters of the Adriatic Sea and Coastal Waters against Pollution, which is based on the Yugoslav-Italian Agreement on the Protection of the Waters of the Adriatic Sea and Coastal Waters against Pollution from 1974. The Commission’s main objectives are:

· • to study all problems related to the pollution of the Adriatic Sea waters and coastal areas,

· • to propose and recommend to the Governments what it believes is necessary regarding research,

· • to provide its opinion on bilateral programmes and be responsible for their harmonization,

· • to propose to the Governments measures required to eliminate the current and

· • to prevent the new causes of pollution and to propose to the Governments the drafts of international regulations required to ensure cleanliness of the Adriatic Sea.

Starting from these main objectives, following projects were established in the Adriatic Sea sub-region: sub-regional agreement between Slovenia, Italy and Croatia on the prevention of accidents at sea and response to the consequences of pollution; preparation of the Ballast Waters Management Plan for the Adriatic and the integrated coastal zone management.

Slovenia strives for active cooperation for the implementation of the ecosystem approach and principles of integrated costal zone management within the Slovenian – Croatian – Italian- Montenegrin Commission for the Protection of the Adriatic Sea Waters and Coastal Areas Against Pollution. An important document addressing the Adriatic Sub-region is the Joint Statement for Protection the Marine Environment of the Adriatic Sea and the activities related for the preparation a Strategy for the Adriatic Slovenia is a signatory of the Charter of the Regional Environmental Centre for Central and Eastern Europe (REC). In this frame Slovenia has highlighted the activities related to the interim secretariat of the International Sava River Commission and the Adriatic Sea Partnership (ASP). Slovenia developed the ASP concept with the support of the Regional Environmental Center, based on the successful case of the Sava River Basin Initiative. Four countries joined to establish new institutional arrangements including a river basin commission, joint management and protection of the river basin leading towards sustainable development. Through the ASP, relevant countries and partners have begun to facilitate project preparation and implementation aimed at protection and sustainable development of the Adriatic region through a comprehensive umbrella partnership and a platform for joint action based on commitments by littoral states and stakeholders.

Slovenia is a proactive county in the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and strongly supports the Strategy for Water in the Mediterranean. Its goal is to increase synergies among the institutions and programmes which contribute to a better quality of life on the shores of our common sea.

Another important activity for Slovenia is the Adriatic-Ionian Initiative. The priority field is the orientation of the countries in the area of the Adriatic-Ionian Sea towards stabilization of the entire region, consolidation of democratic processes, and promotion of the economic progress and development of member states and their inhabitants. As a maritime and Mediterranean country, Slovenia actively participates in the activities of the Initiative’s working tables with the aim of addressing and resolving questions and issues related to the

protection of the sea and near-coastal regions.

On the basis of an initiative developed by Austria, Romania, the European Commission and the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe, Slovenia is active in the Danube Co-operation Process which was formally launched at its First Ministerial Conference by the adoption of a Declaration by the European Commission, the Stability Pact and the 13 participating countries of the Danube Basin. Slovenia supports the co-operation and clear political and economic dimensions without creating new institutions, but rather with taking stock of and

using the existing structures and, where necessary and/or appropriate, harmonizing their objectives and efforts, providing a focus for their efforts within the Danube region.

The environment was listed among the main priorities of the Slovenian EU Presidency in the first semester of 2008, while climate change and biodiversity were especially emphasized in the environmental dossier. The results of its activities mirror in the Environmental Programme for the Danube River Basin and the Barcelona Convention. 

In 2004 Slovenia officially became a development assistance donor. In 2005 Slovenia created a national platform for development cooperation and humanitarian assistance, and the International Development Cooperation Act was adopted in June 2006. The Act defines the objectives and methods of longterm planning, financing and implementation of Slovenia’s international development cooperation and among other things stipulates that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the national co-ordinator of international development cooperation.

In 2008 the National Assembly adopted the Resolution on International Development Cooperation for the period until 2015, which defines the geographical and conceptual priorities of Slovenia’s development cooperation and determines the mechanisms for its implementation. Among its thematic priorities, environment holds an important role, focusing among others on the establishment of environmental infrastructure, adaptation to climate change, reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, sustainable use and management of

natural resources, sustainable use of renewable energy sources and access to safe drinking water. In 2009, centralization of development resources took place and approximately one half of the total bilateral development funds were allocated to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This allowed for annual programming of international development cooperation, increased coordination, transparency and efficiency of development cooperation. The centralization allowed for a more concise definition of Slovenia’s geographical priorities, which are Montenegro and Macedonia in the Western Balkans, Slovenia’s first priority region. The second priority region is Eastern Europe, where Moldova is our partner country, while Africa constitutes our third priority region, with Cape Verde as our partner country. In terms of content Slovenian development of programmes and projects primarily designed to promote good governance and the rule of law. 

Our second priority is environmental protection, in particular water management. A crosscutting theme of Slovene development cooperation is empowerment of women and gender equality.

Slovenia is active in the field of climate change. It is crucial to conclude an ambitious, legally binding global agreement within the auspices of UNFCCC, which will ensure a decrease in greenhouse gas emissions that will keep global warming below 2°C above the pre-industrial temperature. As part of the fast start financing, Slovenia has committed 8 million Euros for the period 2010 – 2012. It is necessary to ensure that climate financing will not undermine or jeopardise the fight against poverty and the achievement of MDGs.

Water is essential to sustaining life, development and the environment.

Increased water stress is a result of climate change and other human pressures, including population and economic growth and degradation of freshwater ecosystems as a result of land-use change. Sustainable water development requires cross-sectoral approach, taking into account interdependence between different uses of water. Water governance depends on cooperation between key stakeholders, including international organizations and agencies, national governments and local authorities, science, business, and civil society. Transboundary cooperation is an important aspect of water cooperation. There is an urgent need to highlight water as the nexus among human security, economic development and environmental sustainability. At the political level, Slovenia is actively promoting the dialogue on water issue with like-minded countries.

In 2009, 6.9% of development cooperation resources were allocated for the protection of the environment.
Joint activities for management of protected areas between the Triglav NP (SI) and Prealpi Giulie RP (IT), Goričko LP (SI), NP Orseg (HU) and LP Raab (AT), Mediterranean wetland protected areas in SI and IT, management of protected areas along the countries of Dinaric arc (SI, HR, BiH, CG, SRB, AL, MK)

GOSP:

At this point, we are unable to select a project as an example of successful cooperation of 2007-2013 financial perspective, since all approved projects are still under implementation. Therefore, we are giving two examples from the Community Initiative INTERREG IIIA Neighbourhood Programme Slovenia/Hungary/Croatia 2004-2006:

1. FLOOD–CONTROL RESERVOIR OF KEBELE

The project addressed the problem of the Kebele stream which crosses the Hungarian and Slovenian border and results in flooding of land on both sides of the border. The goal of the project was to channel the flood wave in controlled conditions and permanently protect the region from floods. This was achieved by an investment done only on the Hungarian land, however, the results and impact influenced both sides of the border. A strong partnership consisting of national and local actors on both sides of the border was a key factor for success. A tangible result is already seen in decreasing the risk of flooding. The nature of the

project ensures its sustainability. The maintenance of the investment is ensured by project partners on both sides of the border. 

2. DINARIS

The lynx is a vulnerable species and an important representative of the Dinaric fauna. Before the project implementation only limited international cooperation existed between the managers and only sporadic friendships between researchers and conservationists working in the area of Dinaric Mountains. The project contributed to the raised awarness on the biological and social aspects, partnerships were established at the highest scientific and management level and new tools for joint monitoring of the lynx population in the crossborder area were developed. This resulted in the creation of joint strategy for the management of the lynx population which represents first document of this kind between Slovenia and Croatia. Partnership consisting of wide variety of project partners, including Society for Conservation, Research and Sustainable Development of the Dinaric Mountains Dinaricum and National park Risnjak, will in the long run lay down the foundations of the coordinated conservation and management of the natural heritage which both countries share.

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

GOSP:

Both examples were implemented within the Operational programme, supported by the suitable implementing structure, involving multi-level government levels, corresponding to the administrative levels in Slovenia and Croatia. Project ideas were born by stakeholders who were interested in those actions due to the needs of the border area.

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:

Good existing cooperation. Identification of joint interests and needs. 

Joint objectives and similar problems. Good cooperation already in the past.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs of the Republic of Slovenia establishes a contact with competent bodies of the neighbouring countries whenever a need or a problem is identified, trying to find adequate solution. This contact can be established through official channels, but also, when needed, through unofficial means directly to the competent officials at the ministries responsible. For example, after a bankruptcy of a Slovenian company from a border town with Croatia, which employed significant number of Croatian cross-border workers (migrating daily for work from Croatia), which consequently became unemployed, a problem has been identified as, according to the Convention on Social Security between Slovenia and Croatia, those workers have not been sufficiently provided for unemployment benefits in either country. In order to find a solution for those workers we have contacted the competent Croatian ministry and organized a meeting between high officials of both countries. After the meeting we have continued to work to find a solution for those workers through e-mail contacts, but as no other appropriate solution has been found, a decision has been made to start negotiations to conclude an Agreement between the two countries on insurance of cross-border employees for unemployment benefits, which should begin soon.

GOSP: It is very important to establish good cooperation of all levels responsible for the matter (each level has its own competence and responsibility) and in parallel to open the wide consultation with the final beneficiaries – general public living in the border area. Reaching ownership is the most important precondition for the success of different actions in border area. This is easier to achieve in a more “cultural, smaller” oriented joint projects, than in bigger infrastructural ones.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning:
See under C1.

GOSP: Slovenia supports all types of measures in cross-border areas, perhaps less developed are initiatives of spatial planning and provision of joint services, eventhough there are also few good examples in this area: spatial planning in Goriška region, joint bus between the two towns, arrangement of joint taxi-services. 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

SPAIN / ESPAGNE

Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

- Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.

José Elías Díaz
Sub-Directorate General for Cooperation Relations with the Autonomous Communities  

Directorate General for Territorial Cooperation 
Ministry of Territorial Policy and Public Administration
(+34) 912734615
joseelias.diaz@mpt.es
However, it is important to note that the reply to points B) and C) of the questionnaire has been developed from the different responses given by Spanish regional and local authorities that participate in different cross-border cooperation agreements, namely:

- Autonomous Community of Andalusia.
- Autonomous Community of Galicia.
- Autonomous Community of the Basque Country.
- Province of Guipúzcoa.
- Province of Salamanca. 

- From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?

Isabelle Etter

Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 

Sub-Directorate General for Cooperation Relations with the Autonomous Communities.  

This is part of the Directorate General for Regional Cooperation, which in turn is part of the State Secretariat for Territorial Cooperation, under the Ministry of Territorial Policy and Public Administration (State General Administration).

Among the various functions carried out by this Sub-Directorate General there is the processing notification and approval dossiers of territorial cooperation legal instruments within the frame of the Council of Europe (cross-border cooperation with France and Portugal) and in the field of European Union legislation, regarding European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC).

For the purposes of cross-border cooperation, its main functions are: analysis, promotion and assessment of partnerships between state and regional authorities and the activity of the collaboration bodies between them; The preparation of different issues and the implementation of the European Union Affairs Conference (CARUE) agreements, and the performance of functions corresponding to the secretariat of the Conference and its supporting bodies, and the assessment of the participation of the Autonomous Communities in EU affairs and abroad; Drawing up reports prior to the authorization of European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) by the Council of Ministers, and international relations in its field of competence.

Thus, the Sub-Directorate General for Cooperation Relations with the Autonomous Communities is responsible for handling cross-border cooperation activities carried out by regional and local authorities, which consist of: 1) Classical Cross-Border Cooperation (agreements between regions in the framework of bilateral treaties with France and Portugal, on the basis of the European Convention of Madrid, 1980), and 2) EU Territorial Cooperation (European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation).
- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)

According to the previous answer, the Sub-Directorate General for Cooperation Relations with the Autonomous Communities is part of the State General Administration.
- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation

Spain / France

Spain / Portugal
- what languages are spoken in the region

Spanish regions in the Spanish-Portuguese border:


• Spanish (Castilian, the official state language).


• Gallego (co-official language of the Autonomous Community of Galicia).

Spanish regions in the French-Spanish border:


• Spanish (Castilian, the official state language).


• Euskera (co-official language of the Basque Country Autonomous Community and 
some territories Navarra).

• Catalan (co-official language of the Autonomous Community of Catalonia).
- since when this cooperation is effective

Spain has signed the following agreements:
• In France, the Treaty of Bayonne (March 10th, 1995), in force since February 24th, 1997.
• In Portugal, the Treaty of Valencia, (October 3rd, 2002), in force since January 30th, 2004.
It must be pointed out that since the early 80's of last century the Autonomous Communities and local authorities have developed with their counterparts from France and Portugal many initiatives for cooperation, reflected in the signing of agreements and the creation of cooperation structures.
A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

The following lists the different agreements adopted in the framework of the aforementioned cross-border cooperation, appearing referenced, in first place, the agreements included in the scope of the Spanish-French Treaty on Cross-Border Cooperation and, secondly, those falling under the scope of the Spanish-Portuguese Treaty on Cross-border Cooperation, ordered by territories of Autonomous Communities.

1. In the French border:
Autonomous Community of Aragon:
• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Government of Aragon and the Regional Council of Midi-Pyrénées, establishing the general framework of cooperation (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Government of Aragon and the Regional Council of Aquitaine, establishing the general framework of cooperation (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the town of Benasque (Spain) and the town of Bagneres de Luchon, on the knowledge and dissemination of the history of their respective hospitals'walk from port (2004).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Aragon and the Department of Hautes Pyrenees, by establishing the Consortium for the management, conservation and exploitation-Aragnouet Bielsa tunnel and its approaches (2008).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Aragon and the Department of Hautes Pyrenees, for the realization of a transport infrastructure project between the Bielsa Tunnel-Aragnouet and winter resort of Piau-Engaly (2009).

Autonomous Community of Catalonia:


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the municipalities of Sort (Lleida, Spain) and Saint Girons for the constitution of the "Cross-Border Working Group Sort-Saint Girons" (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the municipalities of Lladorre (Lleida, Spain) and Soulan, for the constitution of the Cross-Border Working Group Lladorre - Soulan. 
• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City of Puigcerdá (Gerona, Spain) and the town of Bourg-Madame, for the establishment of the "Cross-Border Consortium Puigcerdá - Bourg-Madame" (2003).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the town of Figueres (Gerona, Spain) and the town of Perpignan, for the realization of a cultural exchange program to celebrate the Dalí year 2004.

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between thirteen municipalities of the Autonomous Community of Catalonia and the city of Perpignan, to constitute the "Transversal Consortium Network for Cultural Activities" (2004).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Catalonia and the city of Perpignan, to disseminate the Catalan culture and promote the use of Catalan (2005).

• Framework Convention on Cross-Border Cooperation between the Autonomous Community of Catalonia and the Department of Pyrenees-Orientales, establishing the general framework of collaboration, specific agreement 2006-2007 for its implementation (2006).


• Cross-Border Cooperation 2008-2009 Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Catalonia and the department of Pyrenees Orientales, under the framework agreement signed on June 29, 2006 (2008).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Catalonia and the Languedoc-Roussillon (2008).


• Second Framework Agreement-border cooperation between the Government of Catalonia and the General Council of the Pyrenees Orientales.

Autonomous Community of Navarre:

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Community of Navarre and the General Council of the department of Pyrenees-Atlantiques, for the recruitment of a study on the advisability of implementing a French-Navarre High Capacity Transportation Hub (1998).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Community of Navarre and the region of Aquitaine, establishing the general framework of cooperation (2000).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Community of Navarre and the department of Pyrenees-Atlantiques, establishing the general framework of cooperation (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Government of Navarra and the General Council of the Department of Pyrenees-Atlantiques, for the recruitment and development of an informative study of the Navarra - Pyrénées Atlantiques connection (2003).

• Pyrenean cross-border cooperation agreement between several municipalities and the Aezcoa Valley Council (Navarra, Spain), and the Garazi-Baigorri Community of municipalities and Cize and Baigorri union committees for the establishment of institutional relations in order to endeavor actions of common interest (2007).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between Navarre and the Community of Municipalities of the South Basque Country on the construction and operation of the new Danxaria sanitation system (2009).

• Framework Agreement on Cross-Border Cooperation between the Government of Navarra and the General Council of Pyrénées-Atlantiques (2010).
Basque Autonomous Community:

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the municipalities of Irun, Hondarribia (Spain) and Hendaye, to constitute the Bidasoa-Txingudi Eurodistrict (1993).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the District of Bayonne-Anglet-Biarritz and Guipúzcoa, to develop and articulate the existing urban conurbation around the axis Bayonne-San Sebastián (1993).


• Protocol on Cooperation between the Region of Midi-Pyrenees and the Basque Autonomous Community (1996).

 • Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the municipalities of Irun, Hondarribia (Spain) and Hendaye, for the creation of Bidasoa-Txingudi Consortium (1998).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Commonwealth Txingudi Intermunicipal Services (Spain) and the town of Hendaye on the joint use of a facility for waste recovery and similar household (2003).

• Protocol of collaboration between the Basque Government Regional Ministry of Culture and several French territorial entities, regarding language policy (2003).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of the Basque Country and the Region of Aquitaine, for the constitution of the European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG) "Aquitaine - Euskadi Logistic Platform " (2004).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of the Basque Country and the Province of Guipúzcoa, and the Aquitaine Region and the Department of Pyrenees-Atlantiques, for the creation of the Euro-regional Conference (2007).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Txingudi Services Commonwealth (and the South Basque Country Community of Municipalities on the connection and the discharge of wastewater to the sewerage system of the Commonwealth (2008).

• Renewal of Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement signed on December 23, 1998 between the municipalities of Irun, Hondarribia and Hendaye, for the creation of Bidasoa-Txingudi Consortium (2008).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Province of Gipuzkoa and the Department of Pyrenees-Atlantiques (2010).
Several Autonomous Communities:

• Cooperation Protocol between the Region of Aquitaine, the Autonomous Communities of the Basque Country and Navarre (1992).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the member institutions of the “Working Community of the Pyrenees” (Autonomous Communities of Catalonia, Aragon, Basque Country and Navarra and the French regions of Languedoc-Roussillon, Midi-Pyrénées and Aquitaine) for the creation of the Consortium of the Working Community of Pyrenees (2005).

. . . . . . . . . . 

On the border with Portugal:

Autonomous Community of Andalusia:


• Cooperation Protocol between the Government of Andalusia and the Coordination Committee of the Region of Algarve, establishing the Working Community "Andalucía - Algarve" (1995).

• Cooperation Protocol between the Government of Andalusia and the Coordination Committee of the Region of Alentejo, for the creation of the Working Community "Alentejo-Andalucía" (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Andalusia and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of the Algarve Region for the adaptation to Spanish-Portuguese Treaty on Cross-Border Cooperation of the Protocol signed on July 27, 1995 (2008).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Andalusia and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of the Alentejo Region for the adaptation to Spanish-Portuguese Treaty on Cross-Border Cooperation of the Protocol signed on January 25th, 2001 (2008).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Andalusia, the Coordination Commission of the Alentejo Regional Development and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of the Algarve, for the establishment of the Working Community “Euroregion Alentejo-Algarve-Andalucía” (2010).

Autonomous Community of Castilla y León:

• Articles of Association inter "Luso-Spanish Permanent Bureau: A Path to Europe" (Municipalities of Almeida, Aveiro, Béjar, Ciudad Rodrigo, Covilhã, Figueira de Foz, Sources Oñoro, Fundão, Gouveia, Guarda, Sabugal, Salamanca, Tordesillas and Viseu) - (1994).

• Cooperation Protocol between the Community of Castilla y León and the Coordination Committee of the Central Region of Portugal for the establishment of the Working Community of "Castilla y Leon - Region Centro de Portugal" (1995).

• Agreement between the Community of Castilla y León and the Coordination Commission of the Region Norte de Portugal, for the establishment of the Working Community of Castilla y León-Norte de Portugal (2000).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City Council of Almeida (Portugal), the city of Ciudad Rodrigo and 18 other municipalities in the province of Salamanca, for the constitution of the Association of Municipalities of the Border Raya Seca "(2000).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Province of Zamora, the Zamora City Council and four other Spanish city councils and the Municipal Chamber of Bragança-Zamora and four other Portuguese municipal chambers, for the establishment of the "Working Community Bragança - Zamora" (2000).

• Agreement between the Province of Salamanca and the Portuguese Association of Douro Superior Municipal Chambers (4 Municipal Chambers), for the constitution of the Cooperation Territorial Community of Douro Superior-Salamanca (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between fifteen Spanish municipalities (Vilvestre and others) and two municipal chambers Portuguese (Freixo de Espada á Cinta and Figueira de Castelo Rodrigo) for the formation of "Cross-Border Association Arribes del Duero and Agatha" (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City Salamanca, the city of Ciudad Rodrigo and House Guarda (Portugal) for the creation of the Association of Municipalities Border Border Cities (2002).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City of Salamanca, the city of Ciudad Rodrigo and the City Council of Vila Real, for the creation of the Cross-Border Association of Municipalities of the Iberian Heritage Cities "(2002).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City of Ciudad Rodrigo and Almeida Town Hall for the creation of the “Cross-Border Consortium of Walled Cities" (2006).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the nine City Councils of the Beira Interior Norte and the Province de Salamanca, for establishing the Working Community of Beira Interior Norte - Province of Salamanca (CT BIN - SAL) - (2006).
• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the City of Salamanca and the Municipal Chamber of Guarda, which constitutes the “Cross-Border Consortium of Cultural Cities for Territorial Development" (2008).
• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Community of Castilla y Leon and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of the Region Centro de Portugal, to adapt to the Hispano-Portuguese Treaty on Cross-Border Cooperation the Cooperation Protocol signed on March 3, 1995 (2008).


• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Community of Castilla y Leon and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of Norte de Portugal, by adjusting the Cooperation Agreement signed on January 19, 2000 (2009) to the Hispano-Portuguese Treaty of cross-border cooperation.

Autonomous Community of Extremadura:

• Protocol on Cooperation between the Government of Extremadura and the Commission for Coordination of Portugal's Alentejo region.

• Protocol on Cooperation between the Government of Extremadura and the Coordination Committee of the Region Centro de Portugal (1994).

• Agreement on the Establishment of the Working Community between the cities of Évora (Évora Municipal Chamber) and Merida (City of Merida) - (2001).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Extremadura, the Alentejo Commission of Coordination and Regional Development and the Region Centro de Portugal Commission for Coordination and Regional Development, for the establishment of the Working Community "Euroregion Alentejo-Centro-Extremadura (EUROACE) - (2009).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Province and City Councils of Cáceres and Plasencia (Spain) and the municipalities of Beira Interior Sur and Alto Alentejo  for the establishment of a Working Community border called " Tajo International Working Community” (2009).

Autonomous Community of Galicia:

• Agreement between the Government of Galicia and the Coordination Commission of the Region Norte de Portugal, establishing the Working Community Galicia-Northern Portugal (1991).

• Protocol of collaboration between the Government of Galicia and the Commission for Coordination of the Region Norte de Portugal, to carry out a technical, economic and market feasibility study on the rail link Porto-Vigo (1999).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Autonomous Community of Galicia and the Commission for Coordination and Regional Development of Region Norte de Portugal to adapt to the Hispano-Portuguese Treaty on Cross-Border Cooperation the Agreement establishing the Working Community Galicia - Norte de Portugal signed October 31, 1991 (2006).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Province de Pontevedra and the Intermunicipal Community of the Miño Valley - currently Associaçao de Municipios do Vale do Minho- (Portugal), for the constitution of the Association of the border Miño valley - Unimin (2006).

• Cross-Border Cooperation Agreement between the Province of Ourense and the Municipal Chambers of Boticas, Chaves, Montealegre, Vila Pouca de Aguiar, and Vinhais (Portugal), to establish the Cross-Border Cooperation Támega Valley Association (ACTVT, in Spanish) - (2010).

B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in N.A. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Generally we highlight problems relating to the frequency with which public transport services are rendered. A further need we see relates to improved connectivity of the rail networks running between cross-border regions.
The following specific examples of obstacles were observed on the Galician-Portuguese border: Institutional asymmetry - in relation to responsibilities - between Spain and Portugal regarding management of public transport; difficulties in airport coordination; a need to increase the harmonisation of regulations and coordination of private initiatives for the transport of goods.
In the case of cooperation in Andalucía, obstacles cited were mobility problems resulting from its peripheral location, and not only a smaller network of communications but also the distance from institutions in charge of cross-border cooperation.

b) 
Health care

In this area the difficulties related to reimbursement of cross-border health care, differing regulations, and a scarcity of doctors in cross-border areas.

c) 
Education and training

In this area a major obstacle is the knowledge of the language across the border. A further demand is the increase of the recognition of diplomas and university programmes.
d) 
Access to labour market

Cross-border employment mobility is still limited given the absence of training programmes and unequal unemployment benefits on both sides of the border.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

In this section, we can highlight problems related to the effective application of the European emergency service (112), the absence of penalties for a deficient use of this service, and the coordination between responsible actors on both sides of the border.

In the specific case of the French border, the vast range of organisations dealing with emergencies makes cooperation more difficult.

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

N. a.

g) 
Environment and water management 

N. a.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

According to the Autonomous Region of Andalucía, the main obstacle in the area of EU co-financing funds is its complexity, given their constant development and the replacement of instruments, the difficulty for access to information on the same, and a considerable administrative burden in connection with management procedures.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent cross-border cooperation? Please specify.
Although the answers appearing in the foregoing reflect some of the main obstacles arising within the various cooperation areas, other obstacles were also cited, such as, for instance:

The Autonomous Region of Galicia cited specific obstacles in the social services area, such as institutional asymmetry between Spain (regional responsibility) and Portugal (state responsibility), and the divergence among service providers, services and management formulas.

The Region of the Basque Country also indicated that a further obstacle was institutional asymmetry between France and Spain. It has been proven, meanwhile, that when agreements are reached between organisations with equivalent responsibilities, cooperation is smoother. A further problem is the difficulty as a consequence of the failure to meet the deadlines established by the various administrations.
Some cooperation actors say that greater cooperation from companies (private sector) is required, in addition to a greater institutional cooperation among responsible bodies. 
B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

It may be necessary:

- Increasing mutual cultural and linguistic awareness;

- Addressing joint strategic planning;

- Strengthening bilateral political momentum;

- Ensuring fiscal harmonisation;

- Solving problems arising from asymmetry of institutions and responsibilities through appropriate cooperation.

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

A joint answer is provided for the three questions appearing above (B.3, B.4 and B.5), given that we received a joint answer to these questions from the various actors:

In the case of general obstacles arising from the current variety of programmes, funds and promoting institutions, we suggest simplification with an increase of the harmonisation of cross-border legal instruments.

There are other obstacles which could be remedied with actions tending to unify criteria and action methods, simplification of procedures and cutting red tape, in addition to guaranteeing transparency, facilitating access to information, drawing up impact studies, planning in the mid- to long-term, and a greater involvement in cooperation of all the affected parties.

In addition - from an institutional and regulatory viewpoint - a way of solving obstacles would be the development of actions allowing coordination of actions, avoiding duplicities and optimising resources, and also supporting transversality and the work of institutions both among themselves and with the actors.

By specific areas, possible ways to overcome obstacles for cooperation in relation to these areas are the following:

- In the employment area, obstacles could be alleviated by fostering better training, increasing the offer of ongoing training actions which allow constant recycling of workers; in addition, multilingualism of workers should be boosted, in addition to international recognition of diplomas.

- In health, it would be recommendable for agreements to be reached among border hospitals to solve the most pressing specific cooperation problems. In any event, a further recommendation is also the simplification and harmonisation of procedures among competent organisations on both sides of the border.
- Regarding emergencies, problems would improve by effectively boosting measures consisting of establishing common alerting systems and emergency systems, in addition to the fostering of collaboration agreements and joint training actions.

- In education, enhancing collaboration and the exchange of educational services among universities and competent educational authorities could improve mutual awareness on both sides of the border.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent”)

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Specific examples of the efficient cross-border cooperation cited in the response to the two previous questions (C.1 and C.2) are the following: 
On the Spain-Portugal border

- The Cross-border Initiative Cooperation Office Andalusia-Algarve-Alentejo is an example of satisfactory development of joint planning between asymmetric institutional structures.

- Further examples include: the RIHLA, Network of Islamic Historical Influence Centres, Euromedinculture or FIPAC, all promoted by the Institute of Science and Art of Andalusia.

- The cooperation agreement between the Galician Health Service (Verín-Ourense Hospital) and the School of Nursing (Chaves), for nursing student internships.

- The Working Communities in Castilla y León with the Northern and Central Regions of Portugal - with very satisfactory results in relation to NUTS-3 - as a catalyst for the development of cross-border cooperation in the area over the last ten years.

- The Eixo Atlántico, including 34 Galician municipalities and municipalities of the North of Portugal is currently developing up to 10 European projects with a budget exceeding four million euros.

On the Spain-France border

- The Bidasoa-Txingudi Consortium for Public Law, comprising the town councils of Fuenterrabía, Irún and Hendaye, which has allowed a better provision of public services in the area.

- The institutional cooperation between the Provincial Government of Guipuzcoa and the Council of the French Department of Pyrénées-Atlantiques.

- The creation of the Common Fund between the Basque Country and the French region of Aquitaine, as this has raised the profile of cross-border cooperation, not only on an institutional level but also within civil society.

- The Liaison Committee of Universities between the Basque Country and the French region of Aquitaine. 
C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?
In the area of the General State Administration, following the signing by Spain in 1990 of the European Framework Convention on Cross-border Cooperation between regions or territorial authorities, made in Madrid on May 21, 1980, cross-border cooperation has been constantly promoted by the Ministry for Territorial Policy and Public Administrations and, in particular, by its Secretary of State of Territorial Cooperation. 
This promotion commitment was reflected in the development and implementation of the Framework Convention with the signing by Spain of two separate bilateral treaties:

· Treaty with the French Republic on cooperation across borders, (Bayonne, March 10, 1995), known as the Treaty of Bayonne.

· Treaty with the Portuguese Republic on cooperation across borders, (Valencia, October 3, 2002), known as the Treaty of Valencia.

Following the entry into force of these Treaties there was a reform to simplify the procedure for handling projects and Cross-border Cooperation Agreements and, through Royal Decree 1317/1997, of August 1, the previous "express agreement" of the State, in force up until that time for cooperation projects, was replaced with the procedure known as "advanced notice" to the General Administration of the State on these projects; this notice initiates a period of one month for possible objections to be lodged, and it is not regarded an authorisation, but rather as an obligation, the performance of which determines the effectiveness of the Agreements, which have to be published in the Official Gazette to be fully effective versus third parties.

Furthermore, in order to facilitate compliance with the aforesaid Royal Decree 1317/1997, Agreements were undersigned in 1997 by the State and the Autonomous Regions with the local councils respectively integrated in the Conference for Affairs Related to the European Union (CARUE) and the National Commission for Local Authorities, with the introduction of certain procedural rules regarding the submission of the project to be notified in advance, and in order to overcome objections of the State.

We can further highlight that the Treaties signed with Portugal and France set forth a Commission to monitor compliance of the two treaties, which are respectively called Spanish-Portuguese Commission for Cross-border Cooperation and French-Spanish Commission for Cross-border Cooperation. Both Commissions have met on a series of occasions; in the case of the Spanish-Portuguese Treaty, the Commission meets every year with the purpose of analysing and promoting cross-border cooperation projects among organisations on either side of the border.
Also noteworthy is the creation, in said Spanish-Portuguese Commission for Cross-Border Cooperation, of a sector Committee on public costs in the cross-border context (Évora, May 8, 2009), with the purpose of promoting strategies to allow the future elimination of such costs, with the creation of a working group constituted by the relevant territorial organisations in Spain and Portugal, which has proposed conclusions on the matter.

Further highlights are bilateral French-Spanish and Spanish-Portuguese Summits to deal with sector issues which are the subject to cross-border cooperation, actively involving representatives of the Spanish regions affected.

Finally, there is also a multi-lateral cooperation and collaboration body, which is the Conference for Affairs Relating to the European Union, with a main purpose of its Annual Action Plan being constant monitoring and assessment of the Agreements on cross-border cooperation in force, and the presentation of proposals for new cooperation in this regard from Regions or local authorities within its territorial scope, including the provision of information on updates and possible regulatory changes on cross-border cooperation.

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

As far as the State is concerned, in this section we can highlight the answer provided above in question C.3.

Meanwhile, and in relation to Spanish-Portuguese cooperation, we can highlight that between Castilla y León and the Central Region of Portugal, within the framework of the relevant Working Community, there is a MIT (Mobility, Innovation and Territory) Cooperation Strategy in force, the purpose of which is the identification of territories benefitting from cross-border cooperation projects and the implementation of such projects. A Cross-border Initiative Cooperation Office (GIT) has been created in this framework.
C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

As far as the state is concerned, in this item we can mention the answer provided above in question C.3.

As regards regional, provincial and local organisations which are parties to Cross-Border Cooperation Agreements, the working bodies created on the basis of these agreements are clear examples of the institutionalisation of dialogue and the development of joint decisions and strategies.

D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

SWEDEN / SUEDE

Cross-border cooperation at a local or regional level are common in relations between Sweden and its neighboring countries.  There is a tradition of cooperation between the Nordic countries. Partners in this structure are Norway, Denmark, Finland. 

On a national level, there is a cooperation, bilaterally as well as through the Nordic Council of Ministers, to remove border barriers between the Nordic countries. This work concerns laws and rules that differ between the countries and which make it difficult to  work in one country and live in another. The Nordic countries have good experience of dealing with such problems on a multilateral level (Nordic cooperation).

Furthermore, cross-border cooperation involves the Baltic countries, Poland the northern parts of Germany, and in some cooperation areas also parts of Russia. In the Baltic Sea Region program, the countries involved are Sweden, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Finland.

Concerning the work in general on a practical level, it can be noted that different languages are used in different forums for cooperation. An example is the Öresund committee; a cooperation between Denmark and Sweden, where both Danish-Swedish is used as well as English.

Between the cities of Haparanda and Tornio, a cooperation has been effective since 1987. Local organizations and societies (public and private) are also involved. Languages spoken is Finnish and Swedish. 

This questionnaire was received from the Council of Europe.

Due to crossborder cooperation being common at different levels and areas, the answers to the questionnaire are examples of cooperation. 

A. Areas for cross-border cooperation

A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 

In the Swedish-Danish Öresund area there is a joint train service system. A common operator has the overall responsibility for operating the services in both countries in the area. Regional and municipal politicians on Zealand and in Skåne are in agreement that it is now time to jointly review the region’s transport systems and to introduce into regional traffic policies a greater degree of consideration for traffic-related challenges in Sweden and Denmark.

Regional and municipal politicians on Zealand (Denmark) and in Skåne (Sweden) are in agreement that it is now high time to jointly review the region’s transport systems and to introduce into regional traffic policies a greater degree of consideration for traffic-related challenges in Sweden and Denmark. 

In the Haparanda-Tornio area, local public transport lines meet according to a common timetable. In 2005, a local street was built which connects the city centres of Haparanda and Tornio. The project was partly financed from Interreg III. The only connection before that was the E4-highway with about 12 million cars per year crossing the border. Haparanda and Tornio are planning a common centre for public transports; a bus station for the regional traffic from and to Finland and Sweden.

A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Cooperation in this area is uncommon between Sweden and its neighboring countries. 

There has been some cooperation between Denmark and the Skåne region making it possible for patients in Denmark to have operations in Skåne where the capacity has been better. (Hip-surgery)

In the Haparanda-Tornio area some cooperation in the ambulance service is performed when needed and in bigger accidents. Moreover when needed, patients get their x-ray in the health centre on the other side of the border. The viewing is concentrated in the health centre in Haparanda; common investments in instruments are made.

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)

In the Haparanda-Tornio area, there is since 1978, free attendance across the border on comprehensive school level.  The families can choose if the children shall go to school in Haparanda or Tornio regardless which side of the border the family lives. A common comprehensive school – the language school – was started in 1989. The school is situated in Haparanda and half of the pupils come from respective city. Pupils in upper secondary school and vocational training have free attendance across the border.

As part of the cooperation between Denmark and Sweden in the Skåne region, the universities of Lund and Copenhagen are cooperating to some extent. The universities in Sweden are regulated at a national level.

A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)

The labour market is regulated at national level. 

In 2007 representatives for the governments in Sweden and Denmark met to present the preliminary results of their joint efforts to eliminate cross-border obstacles to labour market integration in the Öresundarea. The common commuter traffic between Denmark and Sweden has been said to lead to an integration of the labour market between the two regions.

Also in other parts of Sweden, regions along the Norwegian border and the border with Finland the labour markets has been integrated since there are bilateral agreements between Sweden and Finland. In the Haparanda-Tornio area, hundreds of people work across the border. 

A Swedish-Norwegian information service, Grensetjänsten, located at the Swedish Norwegian border, is giving giving advice on labour market issues (availibility of jobs, taxation, social security etc,) to commuters who live on one side of the border and work or intend to work on the other side.  (Homepage: www.grensetjansten.no). There is a similar service in the Öresund region, The Öresundcommittee, where Öresunddirekt in Malmö and Copenhagen give the same kind of information (Homepage: www.oresundskomiteen.dk)

A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

The cities of Haparanda and Tornio area are cooperating in the emergency service. The rescue service have a cooperation agreement according to which the rescue services from both cities always turn out in case of fire or accident. (Also common investments in vehicles and equipments, common trainings etc.)

A.6 Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 

National government is responsible for these areas. 

In the Haparanda-Tornia area, a close cooperation between the police across the border is performed.  Daily contacts are held. 

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)
In the Haparanda-Tornio area, a close cooperation is established between the environmental authorities in the cities. There is also a common measurement of air quality.

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Sweden takes part in a total of 14 programs for Territorial Cooperation (former Interreg) and one program of the European Partnership and Neighborhood program with Russia. Seven of these programs are cross-border type programs covering one or a few counties close to the border in two to five countries. Thus, some of these programs are fairly big for cbc type of cooperation, but this is due to the eligibility of sea borders up to a distance of 150 km for EU-programs. All 21 Swedish counties take part directly or indirectly (as adjacent county) in cbc type programs. 
Sweden also takes part in three larger transnational programs covering the Baltic Sea Region, the North Sea Region and the Northern Periphery. Finally Sweden also takes part in the interregional co-operation programs supporting exchange of knowledge across the whole European Union. 

In total these programs can support projects with a total budget, thus including co-financing, of approximately 1 billion euro over the period 2007-2013. National co-financing is paid by the partners taking part in each project, which means that there is no national fund set aside for co-funding of EU-programs which is the case in some countries.

These programs support regional development projects and the focus for the present program period (2007-2013) has been heavily influenced by the Lisbon agenda. The main priorities are cooperation in innovation, transport projects, SME-cooperation and environment/sustainable development. Health related projects, i.a. e-health, labour market and crisis management exist as well but with a broad focus on regional development.

Examples of programs are: 

-The Interreg Sweden-Norway, which is a  crossborder cooperation. The area covered by the project is on both sides of the border from the north in Jämtland/Trondelag to Västra Götalandsregionen (Fyrbodalarea)/Ostfold fylke. 

-The Öresund-Kattegatt-Skagerack program, which is priority to promote sustainable economic growth, bind the region together and promote everyday integration.

-The Botnia-Atlantica program, where priority is structures for interaction and growth through interaction. Within this program, plans are made for a crossborder mining system. Examples of issues as the project works with are future personal and skills, construction of new infrastructures and cultural and leisure activities for old as well as new residents in both municipalities.

- The interregional program Interreg IVA North priority development of the economy, research, development and education, regional features and identity and Sapmi – limitless development. 

In the Haparanda-Tornio area, about 15 programs have been financed by Interreg since 1995. The most important is the “On the border”- process which started in 1996 in order to plan and build a common new city centre on the border. The common market place on the centre will be finished in this year. Next step is to build a community centre across the border.

B. Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

Passenger fee system can be a problem.

b) 
Health care

Legislation in Sweden concerning County Council Health care and hospitals is regulated at a national level, which can be seen as a problem.

c) 
Education and training

N.a.

d) 
Access to labour market

Taxation of labour income is not harmonised.

Social security systems can be a problem in some cases.

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

According to national legislation, cross-border cooperation can not be established concerning rescue service, which is seen as an obstacle in the Haparanda-Tornio area. 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

Same answer as e.

g) 
Environment and water management 

N.a.

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

N.a.

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

To form joint legal persons across a border has been investigated by a governmental committee that proposed a legal form for cross border co-operation between the cities of Haparanda and Tornio. Due to constitutional problems the proposal from the committee has not lead to introducing of new legislation in Sweden.

B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?

It is sometimes a question of distribution of legislative powers in the judicial system in Sweden. For example the County Council hospitals are regulated by national legislation.

Furthermore, as stated above B.1, there are constitutional problems with forming legal entities for cross-border cooperation.

B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.)?

A number of obstacles have been removed thanks to actions by state authorities. Examples from last year are a Swedish-Norwegian agreement on operations by taxis in the border areas and an agreement facilitating job seeking in the neighbor country. Another example is the cooperation between Denmark and Skåne.

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighboring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

Due to the system in the Swedish constitution, there is, to some extent, a limitation in how far-reaching cooperation can be agreed. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

On a general level, the cooperation between Haparanda and other municipalities along the Finnish border as well as the cooperation between Skåne and Denmark are successful cooperations.

Other examples of successful cooperation are.

1. Medicon Valley – a cluster cooperation in the Öresund region across the Danish-Swedish border that constitutes one of the most potent and successful medtech clusters in the world. 

2. Baltic Master – cooperation between coastal regions around the Baltic Sea with the aim to establish better readiness to fight oil spills and to improve maritime safety measures to avoid marine pollution. It is a cooperation of both crossborder and transnational character, involving regions along the Baltic Sea coast. It was elected the 2007 European Award winner of the best maritime project.

3. Gränsependeln – the establishment of regular public transport to connect Swedish and Norwegian regional and national transport network. 

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Existing cooperation structures, common cultural traditions. Border cooperation with Finland is based on a common language – Finnish is spoken on both sides of the border.

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

On the Finnish-Swedish border in the north, between the municipalities of Haparanda (Sweden) and Torneå (Finland) a number of crossborder cooperations between different areas of public service have been identified and established. 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Examples can be seen in the Haparanda-Tornio cooperation as well as in the Östersjö committee.

D. Other information

The Öresund committee is a voluntary political cooperation first established in 1993. The Committee promotes regional cross-border cooperation at all levels and ensures that due regard is paid to the interests of the Öresund Region by the two nations’ parliaments, the Swedish Riksdag and the Danish Folketing. The Öresund Committee is an "Embassy" of the Öresund region. In the Öresund Committee is 32 politicians from 13 memberorganisations – municipalities and regions from both sides of the sound. The politicians meet four times per year. Within the work of the Committee, culture is seen as an important factor to stimulate cooperation. Different platforms are presented in the cooperation, where regional cooperation can be established. 

Concerning the cooperation between Hapananda and Tornio more information can be seen on the homepage:
http://provincia.haparanda.se/startsidangb/home.4.6f0c631410af8a50e2f80001962.html
SWITZERLAND / SUISSE
Note liminaire

Suite au questionnaire que vous nous avez fait parvenir et que nous avons transmis aux différentes instances transfrontalières suisses, nous vous joignons les réponses que deux de ces instances nous ont fournies. Il s’agit de Regio Basiliensis et d’Arcjurassien.ch : ces deux instances sont représentatives des régions qu’elles couvrent, avec chacune ses spécificités propres. Regio Basiliensis couvre les intérêts des cinq cantons du Nord-Ouest de la Suisse dans la métropole trinationale bâloise et du Rhin supérieur. Cette région, fortement urbanisée et industrialisée dans des domaines de pointe, est considérée comme l’une des régions pionnières d’Europe en matière de coopération transfrontalière. Arcjurassien.ch couvre quant à elle les intérêts des quatre cantons constituant l’arc jurassien suisse. Cette région est caractérisée par son absence de véritable métropole et par une géographie ne facilitant naturellement pas les échanges. Les défis sont ici de faciliter et surmonter cette frontière naturelle, de coordonner les actions et de dynamiser l’ensemble de la région, dont le savoir-faire en micro-technique et en horlogerie est connu dans le monde entier.
Si l’on ne peut extrapoler l’ensemble des considérations de ces deux instances à l’ensemble des frontières suisses, elles caractérisent dans les grandes lignes le « paysage transfrontalier » suisse et expriment les soucis des régions frontalières.

La Confédération est consciente de certains des obstacles mentionnés par les deux régions et a pour objectif de contribuer à leur résolution, dans les limites des compétences propres à chaque entité et spécifiques au système fédéral suisse. Dans de nombreux domaines, la législation fédérale donne une grande autonomie aux cantons, autonomie qui prévoit non seulement une grande indépendance d’action mais également des responsabilités conceptuelles et financières. Dans ces domaines, la Confédération n’a plus la compétence de décision et limite par conséquent ses financements. Les cantons disposent de fonds propres, enrichis par la Confédération dans le cadre de la Péréquation financière fédérale, pour soutenir des projets et activités dans les domaines de leur compétence. 
C’est dans ce même contexte qu’il faut analyser par exemple la Nouvelle politique régionale suisse (NPR) et la participation de la Suisse aux programmes INTERREG. Cette politique qui vise, à travers des projets régionaux, à améliorer la compétitivité des régions et y générer de la valeur ajoutée, contribuant ainsi à la création et à la sauvegarde d’emplois dans ces régions, est portée conjointement par la Confédération et les cantons alors que la mise en œuvre incombe aux cantons uniquement. Leur contribution est donc fondamentale quand il s’agit de trouver des solutions à des obstacles existants. Ils sont par ailleurs libres de soutenir des projets ne visant pas les objectifs de la NPR avec des fonds propres.

Identification de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.

Manuel Friesecke 

Adjoint au secrétaire général 

REGIO BASILIENSIS 

Freie Strasse 84 

CH-4010 Bâle 

Téléphone +41 61 915 15 15 

Télécopie +41 61 915 15 00 

Web: www.regbas.ch
manuel.friesecke@regbas.ch
- Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 

Conférence des gouvernements cantonaux (CdC)

Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire
- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« eurorégion » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser
· Conférence franco-germano-suisse du Rhin supérieur

· Région métropolitaine trinationale du Rhin supérieur

· Eurodistrict trinational de Bâle (ETB)

- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc.)
Conférence du Rhin supérieur et Région métropolitaine du Rhin supérieur:

Pour la France, nous pouvons compter sur la participation de toute la Région Alsace, qui comprend les départements du Haut-Rhin et du Bas-Rhin. Du côté allemand, le territoire intéressé comprend la partie occidentale du land de Bade-Wurtemberg ainsi que la portion la plus méridionale du land de Rhénanie-Palatinat. Quant au territoire suisse, il comprend les cantons de Bâle-Ville, Bâle-Campagne, Soleure, Jura et Argovie.

Eurodistrict trinational de Bâle

L’Eurodistrict trinational de Bâle comprend 226 municipalités et communes pour un total de plus de 829 000 habitants. Son territoire englobe les collectivités territoriales de l’agglomération trinationale bâloise qui souhaitent avancer dans la coopération transfrontalière. En font aujourd’hui partie: pour la Suisse, les cantons de Bâle-Ville et de Bâle-Campagne, le Fricktal Regio Planungsverband dans le canton d’Argovie ainsi que la commune de Witterswil dans le canton de Soleure; pour l’Allemagne, les municipalités et communes du landkreis Lörrach ainsi que les municipalités de Wehr et de Bad-Säckingen dans le landkreis de Waldshut-Tiengen; pour la France, les trois Communautés de Communes du Pays de Saint-Louis. L’Eurodistrict correspond donc très largement à l’agglomération trinationale de Bâle. 

- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 
L’espace du Rhin supérieur, conformément au mandat de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur, s’étend sur trois pays: la France, l’Allemagne et la Suisse. Il en va de même de l’Eurodistrict Trinational de Bâle.

- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière 
L’allemand et le français. Dans certaines parties de la région, la langue allemande est aussi parlée sous la forme d’un dialecte alémanique. 
- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération
Au début des années soixante (1963: création de la REGIO BASILIENSIS; 1963: traité de l’Élysée, signé par Konrad Adenauer, chancelier de la République fédérale d’Allemagne, et par le Général de Gaulle)

A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière

La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.) 

Le sillon rhénan est un couloir de transit d’importance européenne. Les trois pays riverains doivent résoudre d’importants problèmes d’écoulement du trafic, tout en préservant la qualité de vie de près de six millions d’habitants. A ce trafic de transit s’ajoute le trafic local. En effet, en sus des mouvements de marchandises et des déplacements touristiques, plus de 63.000 travailleurs frontaliers français traversent quotidiennement les frontières vers l’Allemagne et la Suisse pour y exercer leur activité. Par ailleurs, plus de 25.000 travailleurs frontaliers allemands  se rendent tous les jours en Suisse pour leur travail. 

La coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine des transports revêt donc une importance toute particulière. Elle doit conjuguer au niveau local les politiques de transports nationaux tout en tenant compte des besoins de liaisons transfrontalières. 

Le groupe de travail «Politique régionale de transports» s’efforce donc en premier lieu de suivre les évolutions des planifications de tous les moyens de transports : route, chemins de fer, navigation et transports aériens. Son projet le plus récent est un inventaire de tous les projets transfrontaliers de transports de voyageurs. Le document traite les points suivants :

· connexion au réseau français de grande vitesse

· le transport régional transfrontalier

· les grands projets ferroviaires structurants

· la connexion des aéroports

· les transports transfrontaliers dans les agglomérations et les lignes transfrontalières de bus ou d’autocar

Situé sur le 1er fleuve commercial de l’Union Européenne, l’espace du Rhin Supérieur bénéficie d'une situation géographique avantageuse pour le trafic fluvial. En effet à lui seul, le Rhin, dans son ensemble, écoule environ 300 millions de tonnes de marchandises par an soit environ les 2/3 du trafic fluvial de l’Europe occidentale. Le regroupement des ports de Bâle, Mulhouse et Weil sous l’identité commune RheinPorts a officiellement fait son entrée en mars 2009. Elle a été suivie d’une participation commune au plus grand salon européen du transport et de la logistique en mai 2009 à Munich.

Un cadre d’orientation en matière de politique des transports pour la région métropolitaine trinationale du Rhin Supérieur a été développé dans le cadre d'une procédure de concertation. Ce cadre d’orientation définit les objectifs d'une politique de transport durable ; il met ensuite en évidence les divers domaines d'action et propose les moyens d’atteindre les objectifs fixés. Les objectifs principaux visent notamment à améliorer l'accessibilité de la région du Rhin Supérieur dans son ensemble mais aussi celle des diverses régions entre elles, à assurer une bonne accessibilité aux centres, une coordination transfrontalière au niveau du développement des infrastructures, le suivi et la fiabilité des services liés aux transports, l'amélioration de la sécurité et la diminution de l’impact des émissions dues à la circulation.

Dans l'Eurodistrict trinational de Basel (Trinationaler Eurodistrikt Basel – TEB), le Regio Verkehrsverbund Lörrach (RVL) coopère depuis 1995 avec le Tarifverbund Nordwestschweiz (TNW) dans le domaine des billets de transports transfrontaliers communs. Depuis 2001, cette coopération tarifaire s'étend également aux partenaires alsaciens CC3F, Distribus et SNCF/TER. La coopération tarifaire transfrontalière a été développée de manière exemplaire dans le cadre de l’ETB. Des offres tarifaires attrayantes sont ici disponibles pour les transports publics transfrontaliers, avec les billets journaliers «TicketTriRegio» et «TicketTriRegio mini», ainsi qu'avec les abonnements mensuels «RegioCardPlus» et «RegioCardPlus light». Les coopérations tarifaires avec les partenaires français CC3F («DistriPass») ou SNCF/TER («AlsaPlus») rencontrent également une résonance positive.

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)

Les restructurations successives des systèmes nationaux dont la politique de l’Union européenne (UE) en matière de marché intérieur et de concurrence est à l’origine accentuent la concurrence dans le domaine de la santé, et cela à l’échelle européenne. Une plus grande perméabilité des frontières n’entraîne pas uniquement une concurrence accrue entre les prestataires de services du secteur de la santé, elle permet également une meilleure répartition des tâches entre les prestataires de services, et cela en dépit des frontières politiques, ce qui, à long terme, devrait permettre d’économiser des coûts et d’améliorer l’offre dans son ensemble.

Depuis 1996, le groupe de travail « Santé » s’efforce de promouvoir la coopération entre les structures de santé publique et de contribuer à trouver des solutions aux problèmes.

Un projet-pilote mené par le Landkreis de Lörrach et les cantons de Bâle-Ville et de Bâle-Campagne qui porte sur les soins hospitaliers stationnaires s’est fixé comme objectif d’élargir la coopération entre la Suisse et l’Allemagne en matière de soins aux malades et d’améliorer ainsi la libre circulation des patients entre les deux Etats. Ce projet-pilote a également pour vocation de livrer les informations et les chiffres nécessaires pour décider dans quelle mesure le principe de territorialité doit être définitivement assoupli dans l’assurance-maladie et transposé dans le droit ordinaire (informations supplémentaires sous www.gruez.de).

Dans le contexte européen, la REGIO BASILIENSIS, a procédé, en collaboration avec le conseil RegioTriRhena et l’Association des régions frontalières européennes (ARFE), à un inventaire de la situation actuelle et organisé des congrès portant sur le thème de la coopération européenne dans le domaine de la santé. Ceux-ci se sont déroulés les 27 septembre 2005, 22 février 2008 et 10 décembre 2009 à Bâle.

- Cartographie des « établissements spécialisés et des équipements lourds dans la région frontalière de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur »

Système commun permettant de recenser les lits disponibles dans les hôpitaux :

système transfrontalier bilingue de recensement des cliniques et des lits disponibles sur la base des systèmes déjà en place dans les trois pays.

http://oberrheinkonferenz.eu/fr/themes-et-projets/sante/projets/cartographie/
- EPI-Rhin : système transfrontalier d’alerte sanitaire pour les maladies contagieuses. L’objectif de ce système d’alerte est de permettre les échanges d’informations suprarégionaux dans le domaine de l’épidémiologie, il ne concerne cependant pas les déclarations obligatoires nationales et internationales des maladies contagieuses.

http://oberrheinkonferenz.eu/fr/themes-et-projets/sante/projets/epi-rhin/
Le tableau de bord sur la santé a produit une étude qui compare l’état de la santé dans l’espace du Rhin Supérieur. Les thèmes du surpoids, des troubles auditifs et des vaccinations sont entre autres abordés. Une présentation des thèmes du surpoids et des vaccinations a été élaborée.

http://oberrheinkonferenz.eu/media/documents/150-Gesundheitsbericht.pdf
A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)

Dans les domaines de la science et de la formation, la région bilingue du Rhin supérieur est caractérisée par une diversité unique en son genre et une qualité très élevée. Le paysage scientifique de la région, forte de ses universités, de ses établissements d’enseignement supérieur, de ses écoles spécialisées et de ses instituts de recherche, en fait une des régions les plus performantes en Europe. Avec environ 167 000 étudiants et de nombreux employés dans la recherche et l’enseignement ainsi que dans des domaines proches des sciences, le secteur scientifique joue un rôle considérable.

Au niveau transfrontalier, le groupe de travail « Éducation et formation » de la Conférence franco-germano-suisse du Rhin supérieur qui a été créé en 1993 se consacre au rapprochement des systèmes scolaires et des cursus de la formation professionnelle. Pour cela, il coordonne l’échange d’informations et d’expériences et il promeut le bilinguisme.

Pour que les frontières puissent être «dépassées», il est nécessaire de développer chez les citoyens le sentiment d’appartenir à une entité territoriale commune. Dans ce sens, le bilinguisme est à la fois une condition sine qua non et un instrument de promotion. En 2002, la Conférence du Rhin supérieur a adopté à l’unanimité la Déclaration pour la promotion du plurilinguismedans la région du Rhin supérieur. Elle a ainsi clairement exprimé sa volonté de faire de l’ensemble de la région du Rhin supérieur un espace plurilingue.

Organisé par la REGIO BASILIENSIS, le 12ème Congrès Tripartite du 2 décembre 2010 était consacré aux thèmes de la formation, de la recherche et de l’innovation (informations supplémentaires : www.congress2010.ch). Le 12e Congrès Tripartite a eu lieu le 2 décembre 2010 à Bâle sur le thème „Formation, Recherche et Innovation dans la région du Rhin supérieur". 650 participants issus du monde de l'entreprise, de la science et de l'administration, ainsi que des personnalités politiques de haut rang ont passé en revue le travail réalisé par les groupes de travail et ont débattu du potentiel et des opportunités de la région transfrontalière du Rhin supérieur, région du savoir. Le 12e Congrès Tripartite a été organisé par REGIO BASILIENSIS, à la demande des cantons du nord-ouest de la Suisse. Le 12e Congrès Tripartite a permis de procéder à un état des lieux détaillé de la coopération transfrontalière dans les domaines de la formation, de la recherche et de l'innovation dans la région du Rhin supérieur et de définir la marche à suivre pour l'avenir. Les débats ont surtout porté sur le lancement d'une offensive scientifique, mais aussi sur une coopération renforcée dans les domaines de la formation professionnelle, de la formation continue, du dialogue école-économie, de la mobilité des enseignants et des étudiants, de la communication interculturelle, mais aussi sur les stratégies à mettre en place pour le recrutement de personnels qualifiés et de talents. Dans leur déclaration commune, les institutions constituant la Région métropolotaine du Rhin supérieur se prononcent en particulier en faveur d'une amélioration du contexte transfrontalier, elles définissent également des recommandations et des projets potentiels pour l'avenir.

Certificat Euregio Qualification transfrontalière de la région du Rhin Supérieur destinée aux apprentis et aux élèves de la formation professionnelle.

www.euregio-zertifikat.de
Manuel scolaire du Rhin supérieur Manuel destiné aux élèves des écoles et des collèges de la région du Rhin supérieur, disponible sur papier et en ligne.

www.oberrheinschulbuch.org
TriProCom TriProCom est l’abréviation de « Trinationale Professionnelle Communikation ». TriProCom propose aux élèves son soutien et des informations afin de permettre des rencontres de classes transfrontalières, des visites d’entreprise et des stages de courte durée.

www.triprocom.org
Journées des enseignants du Rhin supérieur Rencontres régulières des enseignants dans le but de promouvoir l’échange d’expériences. Ces journées sont réalisées par le groupe de travail « Éducation et formation » de la Conférence franco-germano-suisse du Rhin supérieur.

http://www.conference-rhin-sup.org/fr/themes-et-projets/education/projets/rencontre-des-enseignants/
COLINGUA Confédération des instituts de formation des enseignants dans la région du Rhin supérieur

www.colingua.org
Lycée Franco-Allemand de Fribourg-en-Brisgau Établissement binational et biculturel bénéficiant d’un statut particulier, fondé en vertu du traité franco-allemand de 1963.

http://www.dfglfa.net/dfg/fr.html
A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)

L’ouverture du Marché commun européen en 1993 et les Accords bilatéraux entre la Suisse et l’Union européenne ont permis d’écarter de plus en plus d’obstacles frontaliers pour les entreprises et les particuliers. Par l’entremise de son groupe de travail « Politique économique », la Conférence du Rhin supérieur déploie depuis 1977 ses efforts pour encourager une exploitation conjointe et transfrontalière de l’énorme potentiel économique présenté par la région du Rhin supérieur, pour accélérer le rapprochement des sous-régions et enfin pour faciliter le quotidien transfrontalier des entreprises et des citoyens de la région. Le groupe de travail met l’accent sur des thèmes particuliers pour lesquels il a constitué des groupes d’experts : Travailleurs frontaliers, Entraves à la concurrence, Formation professionnelle, Tourisme, Promotion économique, Statistiques et Égalité des chances.

Les Congrès Tripartites « Économie » en 1992 à Karlsruhe, « Artisanat et commerce » en 1997 à Bâle et « Formation, recherche et innovation » en 2010 à Bâle ont également permis de donner des impulsions supplémentaires à la coopération transfrontalière dans le domaine de l’économie. Par ailleurs, les Chambres de Commerce et d’Industrie d’Alsace, les Chambres de Commerce et d’industrie du pays de Bade (Industrie- und Handelskammern Karlsruhe, Südlicher Oberrhein et Hochrhein-Bodensee) et les Chambres de commerce suisses (Handelskammer beider Basel, Aargauische Industrie- und Handelskammer) se rencontrent régulièrement pour échanger des informations et pour discuter de sujets concrets.

A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 

En 1986, à la suite de l’incendie accidentel des entrepôts de l’entreprise Sandoz lors duquel les eaux du Rhin avaient été polluées par l’eau ayant servi à éteindre le feu, la commission régionale tripartite décida de constituer plusieurs groupes de travail. La coopération des autorités responsables concernait avant tout l’échange mutuel d’informations ainsi que la planification et l’organisation d’exercices communs (groupe BINAT/TRINAT).

REGIO-KAT93, le premier grand exercice trinational conduisit au rattachement organisationnel de cette initiative à la Conférence franco-germano-suisse du Rhin supérieur, puis à la constitution du groupe de travail « Entraide en cas de catastrophe » en 1999. Lors de l’exercice trinational d’entraide en cas de catastrophe « REGIO CAT 2006 » qui se déroulait le 23 septembre 2006 sur le Rhin près de Bâle, plus de 2000 personnes simulaient une situation de catastrophe : la collision d’un bateau-citerne et d’un navire de passagers. L’évaluation des résultats de cet exercice a avant tout permis de mettre en évidence que la coopération transfrontalière en cas de catastrophe dans la région du Rhin supérieur supposait un échange continuel entre les personnes et les institutions concernées. Elle a également permis de formuler des propositions pour continuer d’améliorer la coopération. La Conférence du Rhin supérieur s’efforcera en conséquence de renforcer la coopération dans ce domaine.

Au printemps 2012, un nouvel exercice transfrontalier d’ampleur aura lieu. Cette fois, il s’agira de simuler un tremblement de terre dans la région du Rhin supérieur.

La REGIO BASILIENSIS participe au groupe de travail « Entraide en cas de catastrophe » de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur. En 2006, elle était chargée du travail de communication effectué en amont de l’exercice REGIO CAT 2006.

- Dictionnaire bilingue destiné aux unités d’intervention

1re partie http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.org/media/documents/203-Trinat_digital_Prempartie.pdf
2e partie

http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.org/media/documents/202-DictionnaireCata2.pdf
- Formulaires d’information TRINAT servant à alerter les services d’intervention dans le ou les pays voisins en cas de sinistre pouvant avoir des incidences transfrontalières

- Procédure d’institutionnalisation des échanges des agents de liaison en cas de sinistre ou de catastrophe

http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.org/media/documents/7-Accord_agents.pdf
A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 

La coopération transfrontalière policière et douanière entre la France et l’Allemagne trouve son cadre légal dans l’accord de Mondorf, signé le 9 octobre 1997, en cours de renégociation. La coopération avec la Suisse s’inscrit encore quant à elle dans le cadre de l’accord de Berne, dans l’attente de la prochaine application de l’accord de Paris. 

Ces bases juridiques ont permis de développer un travail fructueux et ont abouti à des réalisations exemplaires.

Des actions, telles que les patrouilles mixtes sont emblématiques de cette coopération. Des organismes et des procédures nouvelles ont vu le jour et vite démontré leur utilité. De nouvelles initiatives continuent à émerger et mériteraient d’être soutenues. Des efforts enfin doivent être poursuivis et amplifiés en ce qui concerne les formations linguistiques, la méconnaissance de la langue du voisin étant un frein notable à l’efficacité des actions entreprises.

Des organismes, des procédures et des actions concrètes donnent vie à la coopération transfrontalière policière entre la France, l’Allemagne et la Suisse :

- L’échange de renseignements par les CCPD de Kehl et de Genève 

Les centres de coopération policière et douanière (CCPD) de Kehl et de Genève, sont sollicités en matière d’entraide judiciaire et d’échange de renseignements.

- Les patrouilles mixtes

Depuis juillet 2003, les services de sécurité effectuent des patrouilles mixtes. Très visibles, celles-ci contribuent principalement à renforcer l’efficacité des services oeuvrant dans la zone frontalière en accroissant la confiance de la population. L’intérêt de ces patrouilles réside également dans la gestion des événements importants (ex : marchés de Noël) drainant un public de ressortissants allemands et suisses en France et inversement. 

- L’échange de renseignements en matière de police technique et scientifique entre la France et l’Allemagne

Créé par décision du groupe d’experts issu de l’article 23-2 de l’accord de Mondorf, le groupe de travail « criminalistique » a permis d’améliorer l’échange d’empreintes digitales dans un premier temps, puis génétiques dans un second temps. En ce sens, il a anticipé la mise en œuvre du Traité de Prüm en autorisant la consultation croisée en temps réel des fichiers FAED et AFIS pour les empreintes digitales et FNAEG pour les empreintes génétiques.

- L’utilisation du Sonar.

Le Sonar permet la mise en place d’équipes spécialisées communes dotées de moyens de détection subaquatiques modernes. Depuis son lancement fin 2006, il est intervenu une centaine de fois.

- La création d’un groupe franco-allemand spécialisé dans la lutte contre la criminalité organisée

Un groupe spécialisé dans la lutte contre la criminalité organisée transfrontalière a été créé en 2007. Les enquêteurs sont issus du LKA de Stuttgart et sont situés dans des locaux contigus à ceux occupés par le CCPD, à Kehl. La DIPJ et la section de recherches de la gendarmerie sont ainsi dotées d’une interface opérationnelle performante dans leurs domaines privilégiés d’action.

- La mise en place de la première équipe commune d’enquêtes

Le premier protocole d'accord relatif à la création d'une équipe commune d'enquête franco-allemande a été signé le 17 mars 2008 par le Parquet d'Offenbourg et le Tribunal de Grande Instance de Strasbourg. Cette première équipe, composée de fonctionnaires de la DIPJ de Strasbourg et de policiers du L.K.A du Bade-Wurtemberg mise en place pour 4 mois a permis le 5 avril de démanteler un réseau de malfaiteurs originaire de la région Alsace commettant des effractions de distributeurs automatiques bancaires dans le Bade-Wurtemberg, la Rhénanie-Palatinat et la Sarre.

- Le « Lagebild » ou « concept commun d’analyse en matière de sécurité »

Il s’agira, au travers d’un document annuel, de faire le point sur l’évolution de la criminalité transfrontalière puis d’en faire l’analyse stratégique, afin notamment d’identifier les grands axes de la criminalité.

Le premier document de ce type est prévu cette année.

- La délivrance de plaques minéralogiques

A l’instar de ce qui existe déjà entre l’Allemagne et la Suisse, la signature d’un arrangement administratif entre la France et l’Allemagne, visant à autoriser la délivrance réciproque de plaques minéralogiques destinées à équiper les véhicules de surveillance des unités spécialisées, est en cours d‘étude.

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)

L’environnement est un domaine où il est facile de reconnaître que penser et agir ensemble par-delà les frontières est non seulement utile, mais aussi nécessaire. Ceci vaut particulièrement pour la région du Rhin supérieur avec sa grande densité de population et un axe de circulation d’importance européenne.

Ces éléments ont favorisé dès 1975 la création du groupe de travail « Environnement » de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur qui répond constamment aux nouveaux défis de la protection de l’environnement dans notre espace commun et développe de nombreux projets. Les principales tâches du groupe de travail « Environnement » sont, d’une part, d’élaborer des rapports de fond dans les domaines de la protection de l’environnement et de la nature ainsi que des rapports sur les nuisances grevant l’environnement et, d’autre part, de proposer, dans des domaines définis, des projets et des mesures destinés à réduire les nuisances grevant l’environnement.

Le 3ème Congrès Tripartite qui se tenait les 7 et 8 mars 1991 à Bâle était consacré au thème de l’environnement. Dans une déclaration commune, les collectivités territoriales de la région du Rhin supérieur se sont mises d’accord pour approfondir la coopération en matière d’environnement, notamment dans les domaines de l’information, de la consultation et de la recherche. Elles se sont engagées à rechercher des solutions aussi globales que possible.

Depuis 2007, la protection du climat dans la région du Rhin supérieur est traitée comme un thème à part entière dans le cadre de la commission « Protection du climat » de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur. Il s’agit de contribuer, sur la base d’une stratégie commune (http://www.baselland.ch/fileadmin/baselland/files/docs/bud/aue/aktuell/strategie_klimaschutz_oberrhein.pdf), à la protection du climat dans la région du Rhin supérieur de manière interdisciplinaire et transfrontalière. Pour cela, les objectifs de protection du climat sont définis en tenant compte non seulement de la politique énergétique, mais aussi de la politique environnementale, de la politique des transports, de la politique forestière et de la politique agricole. Depuis début 2010, le projet INTERREG IVA « Création d’un réseau trinational sur l’énergie dans la Région métropolitaine du Rhin supérieur » est en cours.

Prévention du risque sismique sur les sites classés « Seveso II » – coopération transfrontalière en matière de prévention des risques pour les sites de production classés « Seveso II » http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.de/fr/themes-et-projets/environnement/projets/
Atmo-rhenA – La qualité de l’air dans l’espace du Rhin supérieur : site Internet commun sur la qualité de l’air actuelle, présentée sous forme de cartes, de tableaux et de films http://www.atmo-rhinsuperieur.net/
Modélisation de la pollution des eaux souterraines par les nitrates dans la vallée du Rhin supérieur (MoNit) http://www.lubw.baden-wuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/33824/
Carte des zones naturelles protégées dans le territoire sous mandat de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur, actualisée régulièrement http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.de/media/documents/120-Erl%C3%A4uterungen_zur_Karte_Naturschutzfl%C3%A4chen_ORK_F_2006_04_11.PDF
Guide de procédure « Consultations transfrontalières des autorités et du public sur les projets ayant des incidences notables sur l’environnement dans l’espace du Rhin supérieur » (en cours d’actualisation)

http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.de/media/documents/42-GuideF.pdf
Etude sur les types de biotopes et d’espèces du Rhin supérieur, mars 2002 (en cours d’actualisation), accompagnée d’une brochure illustrée http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.de/media/documents/108-Listen_f.xls
Potentiel géologique profond du Fossé rhénan supérieur : recueil transfrontalier des données géologiques fondamentales de la région dans le but d’estimer le potentiel et les risques géologiques du Fossé rhénan

www.geopotenziale.org
A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)

Dans la Suisse du Nord-Ouest, les Cantons de Bâle-Ville, de Bâle-Campagne, d'Argovie et du Jura ont participé à des projets INTERREG I. Dans le cadre d'INTERREG II et III, les parlements cantonaux de Bâle-Ville et de Bâle-Campagne ont alloué des crédits-cadres d'un montant respectif de 0,95 millions (INTERREG II) et de 1,35 millions de francs suisses (INTERREG III). La Confédération helvétique soutient la coopération transfrontalière, transnationale et interrégionale dans le cadre de la Nouvelle politique régionale (NPR). La NPR a pour objectif de promouvoir des programmes et projets destinés à stimuler l'esprit d'innovation et à améliorer la compétitivité des régions, ainsi qu'à y générer de la valeur ajoutée.

Dans la Suisse du Nord-Ouest, les Cantons de Bâle-Ville et de Bâle-Campagne, d'Argovie, de Soleure et du Jura participent à partir de 2007 à la INTERREG IV et à la NPR. Les deux cantons bâlois ont accordé en outre des crédits-cadres d'un montant de 1,75 respectivement 1,50 million de francs suisses. Les Cantons d'Argovie, de Soleure et du Jura participent de leur côté en fonction des projets.

Dans le cadre d'INTERREG I, II et III, Bruxelles a alloué près de 67 millions d'euros au programme Rhin Supérieur Centre-Sud. Avec les cofinancements nationaux, cela a généré un investissement d'environ 150 millions d'euros. Cette somme a permis de réaliser plus de 200 projets transfrontaliers, dont près de la moitié avec participation suisse. Les projets subventionnés touchent à des domaines très variés : développement économique, transports, aménagement du territoire, protection de l'environnement, éducation, bilinguisme, culture, loisirs, etc. et concernent la population du Rhin Supérieur : habitants, employés, entrepreneurs, consommateurs, utilisateurs de prestations de services, étudiants, etc.

B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ? S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

- Les gros projets transfrontaliers sont difficiles à financer et à réaliser (investissements considérables). Exemples: lignes de chemin de fer ou de tram transfrontalières, projets d’infrastructure transfrontaliers (p. ex. ponts). 

- La complexité du sujet (transports, urbanisation, paysage) appelle de gros efforts de coordination.

- Le cadre juridique n’est pas le même dans les différents pays (en général: référence au droit national).

- Le trafic de transit et le trafic régional transfrontalier se trouvent en situation de concurrence (capacités insuffisantes).

- Les différences entre les systèmes font obstacle à la coopération tarifaire.

- Le trafic de longue distance (nécessité d’améliorer l’accès aux destinations) et le trafic régional ou d’agglomération font l’objet d’un conflit d’intérêts (capacités insuffisantes).

b)
Santé

- Le principe de territorialité fait obstacle à la coopération.

- Les projets pilotes transfrontaliers se heurtent à des obstacles juridiques et administratifs.

- La directive de l’UE n’est pas encore en vigueur – pas d’espace européen de la santé pour le moment.

- Les infrastructures dans le domaine de la santé ne sont pas planifiées dans une perspective transfrontalière (synergies potentielles).

c)
Éducation et formation

- La promotion de la langue du voisin dans les systèmes scolaires nationaux est insuffisante.

- Il n’existe pas de matériel didactique commun.

- Les échanges et les rencontres scolaires ne sont généralement que ponctuels. Leur effet n’est donc guère durable. Obstacles juridiques (p.ex. couverture d’assurance).

- Obstacle de la langue

- Manque d’informations sur le système d’éducation du voisin.

- Manque d’incitations à suivre les formations proposées dans le pays voisin. 

d)
Accès au marché du travail

- Certaines incohérences juridiques (notamment en ce qui concerne la coordination des assurances sociales: p.ex. imposition des rentes ou allocations familiales).

- Difficultés dans le domaine de la reconnaissance des certificats d’aptitude professionnelle.

- Cas d’abus du statut d’indépendant en matière de travailleurs détachés.

- Obstacles administratifs (p.ex. obligation d’assurance ou d’enregistrement des artisans).

- Variations des taux de change (les risques sont supportés par les frontaliers)

e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

- Alerte en cas de catastrophe.

- Les fréquences radio utilisées ne sont pas les mêmes.

- Les plans d’intervention ne sont pas les mêmes.

- La terminologie d’intervention n’est pas la même.

- La compatibilité des équipements n’est pas garantie.

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

- La poursuite de suspects dans le pays voisin est soumise à certaines restrictions.

- L’échange d’informations est soumis à certaines restrictions (en fonction des dispositions légales).

- Les systèmes et procédures ne sont pas les mêmes.

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux

- La protection des eaux souterraines et de l’air est une tâche commune (les frontières y font obstacle).

- Difficulté de relier des biotopes ou des paysages par-delà les frontières, car les bases de planification ne sont pas les mêmes.

- La lutte contre les nuisibles s’arrête aux frontières (les méthodes de lutte ne sont pas les mêmes).

- Les mesures prises pour lutter contre l’excédent de nitrates dans les sols ne sont pas les mêmes.

h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)

- Prescriptions de gestion technique des fonds (le suivi administratif de la réalisation, de la mise en œuvre et du bouclement des projets est très compliqué).

- Manque de cohérence entre INTERREG, le programme de l’UE, et la nouvelle politique régionale de la Suisse.

- La durabilité est difficile à obtenir et ne peut être atteinte qu’au prix d’un financement suivi.

- INTERREG n’est pas doté de moyens suffisants (la cohésion se fait aux frontières – potentiel inexploité)

Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?

- Médias et communication (l’activité journalistique transfrontalière n’est pas très développée, il n’existe guère d’émissions et de médias transfrontaliers).

- Agriculture – les réglementations sont généralement nationales, ce qui rend la coopération difficile.

- Société civile: il est difficile de mobiliser la population (très difficile de promouvoir une identité transfrontalière).

- Universités et hautes écoles: la mobilité des étudiants n’est pas particulièrement encouragée à l’échelle régionale (elle ne l’est généralement qu’à l’échelle européenne).

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?

Vues depuis une perspective nationale, les zones limitrophes sont des régions périphériques éloignées, des régions de transition ou même de conflit. Si cette vision des choses a heureusement pu être dépassée dans la majeure partie de l’Europe, les ordres de compétence nationaux continuent pourtant de représenter les cadres de référence essentiels pour les processus de pilotage étatiques, malgré la mondialisation et l’intégration européenne. Vus sous cet angle, les problèmes créés ou favorisés par l’effet frontière sont considérés comme des incidents techniques. Ils appellent – par la force des choses – une discussion et une collaboration avec le voisin, étant donné qu’ils ne peuvent pas être résolus sur le plan national. Il peut s’agir de problèmes touchant à la qualité de l’air, à l’environnement ou aux déchets (bruit causé par le trafic aérien ou routier, pollution de cours d’eau limitrophes ou dépôt de déchets produits dans le pays voisin), à un danger potentiel existant à proximité de la frontière (centrales nucléaires, stockage de déchets radioactifs, industries ou décharges dangereuses), à des dysfonctionnements économiques (déséquilibres dans les flux de main d’œuvre, pression sur les prix de l’immobilier du fait d’un solde migratoire positif, distorsions de la concurrence, problèmes douaniers) ou à des questions de transport ou d’occupation du territoire (détermination des zones desservies par les réseaux de transports publics transfrontaliers, absence de coordination dans la planification des zones industrielles, des zones urbaines et des espaces libres). 

Autres aspects:

- Intérêts nationaux et régionaux divergents.

- Il n’y a pas de prise en compte spéciale des régions frontalières; ce serait pourtant nécessaire (ex. cohésion territoriale).

- Les complémentarités territoriales dans les zones transfrontalières ne sont pas l’objet d’une promotion suffisante.

- Les Etats nationaux et l’UE doivent jouer un rôle plus actif dans les régions frontalières en informant mieux et en multipliant leurs encouragements.

- Les futurs programmes et mesures d’encouragement de l’UE et des Etats nationaux ne tiennent pas suffisamment compte des besoins des régions frontalières et n’ont pas été conçus dans la perspective de celles-ci.

- Encouragement insuffisant des processus territoriaux ascendants (bottom-up).

- La fonction de laboratoire exercée par les zones transfrontalières en vertu des clauses d’expérimentation ou d’ouverture transfrontalière qui figurent dans les lois européennes ou nationales spécialisées ne bénéficie pas d’une attention suffisante.

B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementations nationales etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?

Les Etats nationaux et les collectivités territoriales régionales peuvent encourager la cohésion territoriale dans les domaines de l’aménagement du territoire, de la santé, des infrastructures de transport, de l’éducation et de la recherche, des services de sauvetage et de l’aide en cas de catastrophe ainsi que de l’environnement à travers, notamment, les activités suivantes:

- promotion de projets pilotes novateurs destinés à renforcer la cohésion territoriale

- encouragement de l’échange d’informations et des processus de réseautage destinés à la création d’une identité et d’un capital (bonnes pratiques), promotion de valeurs de référence interrégionales

- encouragement de mesures destinées à obtenir une répartition concertée des fonctions dans les zones transfrontalières

- prise en compte particulière des régions transfrontalières lors de la création et de la mise en oeuvre de normes juridiques européennes ou nationales

- encouragement à la création d’infrastructures centralisées

- amélioration de l’adaptation des instruments de planification aux besoins courants des régions transfrontalières (p.ex. à travers une diversification des niveaux de référence géographiques).

L’encouragement de la coopération et de l’intégration dans les régions transfrontalières devrait, à l’avenir, être l’objet d’une attention particulière dans le cadre des politiques nationales et régionales. Il est important que la promotion de ces zones territoriales ne se limite pas à un soutien financier, mais vise plus généralement à l’élimination des caractéristiques du système faisant spécifiquement obstacle à la cohérence territoriale transfrontalière. Les institutions de coopération existantes – les Eurodistricts, la Conférence du Rhin supérieur ou le Conseil du Rhin Supérieur en ce qui nous concerne – doivent être encouragées à développer une répartition fonctionnelle des tâches claire sur le schéma d’un système vertical à plusieurs niveaux et à faciliter le transfert de tâches et de compétences à des institutions transfrontalières dans le sens d’une subsidiarité horizontale. Les spécificités des régions limitrophes de la frontière extérieure de l’Union européenne doivent être prises en compte spécialement. Il serait en outre judicieux qu’elles développent une communication concertée vers l’extérieur.

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.

- Suppression d’obstacles et de mesures se rapportant à l’accès au secteur de la construction et au marché du travail (exemple pour la France: la « garantie décennale »)

- Démantèlement d’obstacles administratifs et de la bureaucratie au niveau UE dans le domaine d’INTERREG

B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Les régions transfrontalières fonctionnent comme des charnières entre les différents systèmes nationaux et régionaux. Les expériences faites dans la région du Rhin Supérieur ont révélé que la cohésion territoriale pouvait être atteinte uniquement si tous les acteurs impliqués aux différents niveaux coopèrent dans un esprit de complémentarité et en ne perdant pas de vue l’objectif visé (p.ex. réseau ferroviaire à grande vitesse/connexion avec les transports publics régionaux, santé, mise en réseau des hautes écoles et des laboratoires de recherche, institutions culturelles etc.). Le principe fondamental dans ce contexte est celui de la subsidiarité, qui doit s’appliquer tant à la verticale qu’à l’horizontale.

Si l’on veut atténuer les différences dans l’accès aux services, dans la connexion aux réseaux des transports, aux réseaux d’approvisionnement en énergie ou au réseau à large bande, tout en encourageant la volonté de répartition des fonctions entre les différentes parties d’un espace transfrontalier, l’accessibilité tant régionale que suprarégionale doit continuer d’être améliorée. Les problèmes subsistent généralement aux jonctions entre les systèmes d’infrastructure nationaux et régionaux.

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraientt disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernements nationaux.

- Planification concertée de l’aménagement et de l’occupation du territoire

- Programmes et critères d’encouragement uniformes pour l’ensemble de la région transfrontalière

- Planification transfrontalière des projets d’infrastructure

B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'Etat/de la région et de l'Etat voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'Etat d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?

- Mise au point d’instruments de financement transfrontaliers durables pour les projets transfrontaliers.

- Nécessité d’une planification concertée des transports ainsi que de l’infrastructure routière et ferroviaire.

- Visions d’avenir destinées à faire progresser l’éducation, la recherche et l’innovation au moyen d’efforts de réseautage, de transparence, de dialogue et d’ouverture à la coopération de tous les acteurs, par le maintien des structures ou instruments de coopération communs qui ont fait leurs preuves et par le développement de nouveaux instruments et projets communs ainsi que de nouvelles structures et mesures.

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.

- Traité commun régissant l’impôt à la source prélevé sur les salaires des frontaliers, dans le but de trouver une source de financement pour les régions frontalières et la coopération transfrontalière.
C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 

(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »).

Le meilleur exemple de concrétisation de la gouvernance intégrée est la Conférence du Rhin supérieur, qui, dans la perspective d’objectifs clairement définis, coordonne la collaboration de 600 experts dans treize groupes de travail thématiques et quarante comités d’experts. Cette coopération a abouti par exemple à la mise en place d’une stratégie transfrontalière commune en matière de protection du climat (« Rhin Supérieur, région modèle en matière d’énergie »), qui a été signée le 8 décembre 2006. Les quatre eurodistricts du Rhin supérieur ainsi que la RegioTriRhena sont eux aussi le résultat concret d’une politique transfrontalière intégrée et décentralisée.

L’Eurodistrict Trinational de Bâle (ETB) a pour objectif de renforcer l’agglomération trinationale de Bâle et ses centres urbains en tant qu’espace de vie et en tant qu’espace économique transfrontaliers attrayants. Il entend pour cela travailler sur l’image internationale de la région, promouvoir l’identification de la population avec la région ainsi que préserver sa qualité de vie. Pour atteindre ses objectifs, l’ETB lance, soutient et suit des projets trinationaux ou binationaux dans les domaines du développement urbain, du développement du réseau de transports et de la protection du paysage. La Stratégie de développement 2020, publiée en juin 2009, est considérée comme une étape déterminante dans la coopération trinationale au sein de l’ETB. Cette stratégie mise au point en commun sert de directive contraignante en matière d’aménagement du territoire trinational. Plusieurs projets ont été lancés avec succès dans le cadre de cette stratégie, dont les travaux de développement des lignes de tram transfrontalières reliant Weil am Rhein et Saint-Louis, le projet trinational IBA Basel 2020 ainsi qu’une coopération tarifaire dans l’espace trinational. Une extension des activités est prévue dans les domaines de la santé, de la culture, de l’éducation, du tourisme et de la promotion économique.

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?

- On commence par définir les intérêts communs (processus de stratégie) pour ensuite les mettre par écrit (conventions, déclarations communes etc).

- Les projets INTERREG lancés dans la région du Rhin supérieur – on en compte plus de 320 – assurent donc une plus-value transfrontalière durable parce qu’ils n’ont pas été mis en place sur le vif, mais sur la base d’une analyse validée du problème ou du potentiel territorial transfrontalier, et parce qu’ils ont ensuite été réalisés compte tenu de l’avis de tous les partenaires stratégiques.

- La rencontre d’experts aboutit à l’apparition de réseaux interpersonnels et institutionnels, qui permettent un échange d’informations régulier, dont ressort, à partir d’un certain point, une coordination active et consciente entre les intéressés. Celle-ci permet une synchronisation des grandes orientations et donc le développement de stratégies communes, puis des processus de décision garantissant une mise en œuvre intégrée et concertée des projets et des mesures.

C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?

Le processus qui a été mis en route dans la région du Rhin supérieur il y a quatre ans et qui avait pour but de créer une région métropolitaine trinationale intégrée constitue un projet pilote novateur destiné à la mise en œuvre des nouvelles structures de gouvernance de la cohésion territoriale telles qu’elles avaient été esquissées dans le livre vert. Fort de son acquis, le Rhin supérieur peut servir non seulement d’exemple à toute une série d’autres régions limitrophes d’Europe occidentale qui aspirent à une modernisation, mais aussi de modèle de référence aux régions frontalières encore jeunes d’Europe de l’Est et du Sud-Est. La gouvernance mise en place dans la région du Rhin supérieur reflète la mise en réseau fonctionnelle et transfrontalière d’acteurs clé dans les domaines de la politique, de l’administration, de l’économie, de la science et de la société civile à différents niveaux institutionnels et territoriaux ainsi que l’intégration d’approches politiques différentes en vue de la réalisation stratégique de la cohésion territoriale. Elle soulève toutefois aussi (et constitue donc là encore un exemple pour les autres régions limitrophes d’Europe) la question importante des possibilités et des limites du transfert de tâches et de compétences sur les nouvelles structures de la gouvernance territoriale transfrontalière.

C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?

- Geografisches Informationssystem des Oberrheins (GISOR) - Système d'Information Géographique du Rhin Supérieur (SIGRS) Bases de planification cartographiques et observation du territoire dans la région du Rhin supérieur : plus de 90 cartes ont déjà été réalisées sur le territoire trinational correspondant au mandat de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur. Ces bases cartographiques portant sur les sujets de l’administration, de l’environnement, des transports, de l’occupation du territoire, de la statistique et de la santé sont le fruit d’une synthèse de données transfrontalières. Elles sont mises à la disposition des groupes de travail de la Conférence du Rhin supérieur.

- Les statistiques ont été remaniées (p.ex. observation du marché du travail après l’introduction de la libre circulation des personnes entre la Suisse et l’UE, éducation) en prévision des futures exigences des cantons et de la Confédération (monitorage de l’éducation)

- Stratégie de développement de l’Eurodistrict de Bâle – Base commune pour le développement urbain et le développement des transports dans l’agglomération trinationale de Bâle à l’horizon 2020

C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 

La dynamique de coopération développée dans les régions frontalières a permis de dépasser les cloisonnements administratifs et les limites de compétences des organismes privés ou publics existants. Les acteurs clé du développement territorial sont issus de l’économie, de la science, de la société civile, mais aussi des différents niveaux de l’organisation étatique. Pour parvenir à les inciter à une action concertée destinée à atteindre un objectif déterminé dans l’intérêt de l’espace commun, on a besoin de nouvelles formes de coopération et de pilotage qui garantissent tant la transparence que l’efficience et la représentativité. Cette innovation passe par

•
une simplification des structures existantes

•
la promotion et la gestion des réseaux et partenariats

•
une participation des groupes socio-économiques aux décisions stratégiques selon le modèle du « temple grec »

•
la mise en place d’instruments de gouvernance et de décision (statistiques, analyses, cartes)

Avec la signature, le 9 décembre 2010, du plan stratégique marquant la création de la Région Métropolitaine Trinationale du Rhin supérieur, on a mis en œuvre pour le Rhin supérieur un des objectifs de la stratégie Europe 2020, à savoir obtenir un développement harmonieux et solidaire des régions européennes en augmentant la cohésion territoriale. Le Rhin supérieur entend prendre un rôle de laboratoire d’expérimentation de la politique européenne et devenir de ce fait un partenaire de dialogue important de la Commission européenne. Malgré toute l’énergie développée par la Région Métropolitaine Trinationale du Rhin supérieur, celle-ci reste tributaire du soutien des autorités nationales comme des autorités européennes, notamment pour résoudre les problèmes fondamentaux qui subsistent dans le domaine du trafic et des transports.

D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête.

- il importe de mettre à profit de manière plus conséquente les potentiels endogènes nationaux et transfrontaliers (renforcement des forces, surtout par-delà les frontières);

- il est nécessaire que l’UE et le Conseil de l’Europe coordonnent mieux leurs activités dans le domaine de la coopération transfrontalière (définition d’un agenda politique commun);

- il serait utile de définir les régions urbaines importantes (réseaux urbains), voire les régions métropolitaines transfrontalières européennes;

- des mesures de promotion de l’identité européenne dans les régions limitrophes seraient souhaitables (les régions frontalières sont le moteur de l’intégration européenne).

Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.

SWITZERLAND / SUISSE

Identification de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.
arcjurassien.ch, Yannick Rappan : Rue de la Paix 13, 2300 La Chaux-de-Fonds. Tel: 0041 32 889 76 05. E-mail: info@arcjurassien.ch
arcjurassien.ch est une association de droit privé regroupant les cantons de Berne, Vaud, Neuchâtel et Jura. Ses missions sont au nombre de trois. 1. Soutenir et développer la coopération transfrontalière dans l'Arc jurassien en assurant la représentation des cantons membres au sein de la Conférence TransJurassienne (CTJ). Du côté français, la CTJ se compose du Conseil régional de Franche-Comté et la Préfecture. 2. Coordonner et mettre en œuvre le programme transfrontalier Interreg IV France-Suisse. 3. Promouvoir et renforcer la concertation à l'échelle de l'Arc jurassien suisse. 
- Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 
Par l'intermédiaire de  Mme Dorothée Ecklin de la Conférence des gouvernements cantonaux (CDC)
Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« euro région » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser
arcjurassien.ch assure la représentation suisse de la Conférence Transjurassienne (CTJ).  
- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc..)
Les cantons de Berne, Vaud, Neuchâtel et du Jura côté suisse. Le Conseil régional de Franche-Comté et la Préfecture côté français.
- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 
La Suisse et la France
- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière
Le français 

- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération
En 1985 a été créée la Communauté de travail du Jura qui est devenue en 2002 la Conférence transjurassienne.
A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière

La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.)
Depuis sa création, la CTJ a fait de la mobilité et des transports un de ses thèmes de prédilection dans le but d'un développement harmonieux du territoire et d'une rentabilité maximale des investissements publics. La CTJ a d'ailleurs régulièrement soutenu des études à ce niveau-là (réouverture de la ligne Delle-Belfort, défense et renforcement de la liaison TGV Paris-Neuchâtel-Berne, étude route).

Récemment, un Schéma de cohérence des mobilités transfrontalières de l'Arc jurasssien a  été mis en consultation par la CTJ en partenariat avec les offices des transports des quatre cantons de l'Arc jurassien et la direction transport de la Région Franche-Comté. L'étude a fait l'objet d'un mandat auprès du cabinet d'ingénieur en transport RIBI basé à Genève. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg.   

Le rapport final comprenant les consultations reçues sera rendu dans le courant du printemps 2011. Ce schéma est le reflet de la politique de déplacement que souhaitent mener, dans un calendrier défini, l'ensemble des institutions concernées. La réalisation du schéma a débuté par un diagnostic de la mobilité et des transports du territoire concerné qui a permis d'identifier ensuite les enjeux et les besoins de développement territorial.

Le périmètre géographique de l'étude englobe les axes de transports de personnes franchissant la frontière entre la Franche-Comté d'une part et les cantons de Berne, Vaud. Neuchâtel et Jura d'autre part.

Un projet de covoiturage dans l'Arc jurassien a également été lancé en 2010. Celui-ci est une première réponse au schéma des mobilités transfrontalières. Ce projet porté par arcjurassien.ch et le Parc naturel régional du Haut-Jura compte les partenaires suivants: le canton de Jura, le Pays du Haut-Doubs, le Pays Horloger, l'Agglomération urbaine du Doubs (AUD), l'Association de développement des activités économiques de la Vallée-de-Joux (ADAEV) et l'Association de développement pour le Nord-vaudois (ADNV). Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg. 
Le projet de covoiturage consiste à effectuer une expertise globale sur la thématique de l'amélioration des déplacements domicile /travail. Cette mission sur une durée estimée à trois mois devra permettre: 1.D'analyser le covoiturage au vue des différentes études et projets en cours sur les secteurs. 2. De présenter les forces et les faiblesses des outils visant à améliorer les déplacements déjà connus ou réalisés (création d'aires de stationnements, signalétique, création/utilisation d'une plateforme de covoiturage, projet de communication par plaquette et d'information par réunions...).
3. De présenter le projet global commun le plus opportun avec des recommandations générales ayant trait à la complémentarité des aires de stationnements entre les différents secteurs, l’identification des partenariats et supports techniques, les fonctionnalités d’un site de covoiturage et les mesures d’accompagnement et de la signalétique 

4. De présenter les spécificités locales en lien avec les multimodalités envisageable à court et long terme (opportunité des aires de stationnements spécifiques et autres mesures).

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)
L'Arc jurassien suisse constate une pénurie de main-d'œuvre dans les professions hospitalières et de la santé. Néanmoins, les travailleurs transfrontaliers de ce domaine se heurtent à la validité de leurs diplômes. Afin de répondre à ce manquement, certains groupes de travail se mettent en place dans le but d'œuvrer à la création ainsi qu'à la reconnaissance de diplômes communs et semblables de part et d'autre de la frontière, et à la mise en place de filières de formations continues.  
A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)
Projet de plate-forme de formation de l'agglomération urbaine du Doubs AUD qui regroupe les communes de La Chaux-de-Fonds et Le Locle pour la Suisse et Villers-le-Lac et Morteau pour la France. Ce porjet est mené en partenariat avec la CTJ, le CIFOM des montagnes neuchâteloises, le GRETA du Haut-Doubs, le service de la formation professionnelle du canton de Neuchâtel et la Direction de la formation du Conseil régional de Franche-Comté. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg. Le but est de faciliter les parcours de formation transfrontaliers sur le territoire défini de l'AUD. Cinq métiers ont été sélectionnés: bijoutier, polisseur, mécanicien de production, horloger et assistant socio-éducatif.   
Projet Campagnes éducatives mené par la CTJ en partenariat avec les service de l'éducation côté Suisse et le CPIE côté français. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg. Il vise à l'élaboration d'actions pédagogiques, à la formation des enseignants, et au tandem d’enseignants franco-suisse. Principe de la formation de paires de classes franco-suisses à développer un projet commun en lien avec l'environnement, pendant une année scolaire. Tous types de projets possibles en fonction du génie et de l’opportunité locale. Thème commun pour la paire mais possibilité de déclinaisons différentes. Liberté de l’enseignant pour le montage du projet (visite, recherche documentaire, etc). Possibilité d’intéresser d’autres classes de l’établissement à la démarche.

A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)
Projet Minnovarc porté par arcjurassien.ch en partenariat avec la Chambre de commerce et d'industrie du Doubs, le Pôle des microtechniques, la Fondation Tissot, la Fondation Suisse pour la recherché en microtechniques, les quatre Cantons de l'Arc jurassien suisse, la Fondation Arc jurassien industrie et le Conseil regional de Franche-Comté. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg.
L’objectif premier de Minnovarc et de ses partenaires : le croisement, le métissage et l’expansion des réseaux de compétences technologiques et de contacts commerciaux pour que les entreprises et les laboratoires puissent accroître fortement leurs options en matière  d’innovation, de marketing, de projets nouveaux et d’accès à des marchés proches comme plus lointains.
Projet VAE: validation des acquis de l'expérience en zone frontalière: son intérêt pour les entreprises et les salariés. Les porteurs du projet sont l'AFPA Franche-Comté ainsi que les cantons de Neuchâtel et Vaud. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg. L'objectif du projet est de réaliser une étude comparative des pratiques de VAE en France et en Suisse, par rapport aux employés et aux difficultés rencontrées par les travailleurs

Sous l'égide de la CTJ un groupe emploi a été mis en place en 2006. Celui-ci réunit différents services de l'administration cantonale neuchâteloise ainsi que le pôle emploi côté français. Ces échanges ont abouti à plusieurs formes de collaborations portant notamment sur la formation de l'information du personnel des ORP/Pôle emploi, la lutte contre les fraudes et les risques de dumping salarial, l'emploi et le domaine statistique.

A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 

A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux  (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)
Projet pâturages boisés chapeauté par la CTJ avec comme partenaire les services de l'agriculture et des forêts des quatre cantons de l'Arc jurassien ainsi que par la chambre régionale d'agriculture de Franche-Comté. Projet soutenu par le programme Interreg.
Les pâturages boisés (Suisse) ou pré-bois (France) constituent un patrimoine partagé, riches de valeurs naturelles et culturelles.  L’existence de ce patrimoine est menacée par l’évolution des politiques agricoles conduites de part et d’autres de la frontière. Dans la perspective de sauvegarder ces paysages emblématiques de l’Arc jurassien, la CTJ, en collaboration avec l’Institut fédéral de recherche WSL, la commission intercantonale des pâturages boisés et la Chambre régionale d’agriculture de Franche-Comté, a mis en place en 2005 un projet visant à élaborer un plan de gestion intégrée à l’attention des gestionnaires et des exploitants de ces espaces. Ce projet, soutenu par Interrègne III, entend également démontrer la valeur identitaire et patrimoniale des pâturages boisés et à les valoriser auprès du grand public. 
- Gestion des déchets

Dans un souci de préservation de l’environnement et des ressources, la problématique du traitement des déchets tient une place prépondérante dans l’actualité régionale et internationale. Dans ce contexte, la Conférence TransJurassienne (CTJ) en partenariat avec Arc jurassien Déchets®, l’Agence de l'environnement et de la maîtrise de l'énergie (ADEME) et l’Association des collectivités comtoises pour la maîtrise des déchets et de l'environnement (ASCOMADE) a pris l’initiative de thématiser la problématique de la gestion et de l’élimination des déchets à l’échelle transfrontalière de l’Arc jurassien franco-suisse. En 2009 à La Chaux-de-Fonds puis en 2010 à Besançon, des journées de conférence ont été organisées afin de réunir les structures politiques et techniques de part et d’autre de la frontière permettant de débattre ensemble de la problématique de la gestion des déchets dans l'Arc jurassien. L'objectif est de voir émerger un projet soutenu par Interreg d'ici 2011- 2012.
A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)
Dans le cadre de ses missions, arcjurassien.ch assure la coordination et la mise en œuvre du programme Interreg IVA France-Suisse dans l'Arc jurassien. Il est également en charge du volet transfrontalier de la Nouvelle politique régionale dans l'Arc jurassien.

Par conséquent, la structure est bien placée pour constater l'effet levier du programme Interreg. Ce dernier est toutefois limité côté suisse, d'une part par l'inclusion d'Interreg dans la loi sur la Nouvelle politique régionale dont le champ d'application est plus restrictif que celui des programmes Interreg, et d'autre part, par le différentiel financier entre les enveloppes suisses et européennes.
B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ?

S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

Des obstacles proviennent plus au niveau financier et politique qu'au niveau juridique. Problème également au niveau de l'équipement et de l'infrastructure pas toujours semblable de part et d'autre de la frontière. 
b)
Santé

Problèmes réglementaires et financiers
c)
Éducation et formation
Reconnaissance des diplômes et financement
d)
Accès au marché du travail
Dumping salarial
e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux
h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)
Lourdeur des réglementations communautaires. Spécificités suisses (NPR, disparité des moyens financiers)
Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?
- Société civile: difficile de mobiliser la population autour d'une identité régionale commune

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?
- Les bases institutionnels suisses et françaises ne sont pas les mêmes. Ceci engendre des obstacles structurels qui prennent du temps à être contournés.
B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementation nationale etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?
L'encouragement de coopération dans les régions transfrontalières devrait former à l'avenir un point principal des politiques nationales et régionales. Ce soutien ne doit pas se limiter aux aspects financiers, mais devait viser plus largement à la réduction des obstacles spécifiques de la réalisation d'une cohérence transfrontalière territoriale.
Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.
Diminution des obstacles administratifs dans l'Union européenne et du côté de la Confédération. 

Ainsi les freins mis par l'inclusion d'Interreg dans la NPR pourraient être levés unilatéralement par la Confédération.
B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités  nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Les relations transfrontalières sont les charnières des systèmes locaux et régionaux. La bonne marche du transfrontalier dans l'Arc jurassien dépend beaucoup de la volonté des partenaires de travailler ensemble et de trouver une plus-value commune à ce travail.

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacles pourrait disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernement nationaux.
Des obstacles institutionnels.
B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'État/de la région et de l'État voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'État d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?
- Création d'instruments de financement efficaces pour les projets transfrontaliers.

- Perfectionnement orienté à l'avenir sur la formation, la recherche et l'innovation par l'encouragement de l'interconnexion entre les partenaires.
Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.
Convention commune sur l'imposition à la source pour créer des sources de financement pour les régions transfrontalières.
C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 
- La Conférence Transjurassienne (CTJ)

- L'aire de proximité Mont d'Or – Chasseron 

- L'agglomération urbaine du Doubs 
(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »).

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?
L'Arc jurassien franco-suisse est un territoire géographique commun au cœur de l'Europe. Il est certes séparé par une frontière mais de nombreux échanges traversent celle-ci. L'Arc jurassien est une communauté de destin et une chance pour chaque partie de la frontière. Les partenaires institutionnels y voient donc une plus-value à développer la coopération transfrontalière.
C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au  niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?
La concertation et le dialogue politique
C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?
Le territoire de la CTJ s'appuie sur les "aires de coopération de proximité"
C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 
Le Bureau de la CTJ se réunit deux à trois fois dans l'année et prend des décisions et des stratégies communes qui seront mis en œuvre sur le terrain par les secrétaires généraux. La CTJ organise également chaque année un Conseil qui traite d'une thématique particulière et qui réunit les principaux acteurs politiques, économiques et institutionnels de l'Arc jurassien franco-suisse.

D'autres formes de dialogue comme l'aire de proximité Mont d'Or – Chasseron et l'Agglomération urbaine du Doubs peuvent être citées.  

D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête.
Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.
UKRAINE
Identification of the respondent (person or institution)

· Name and capacity, institution/body, phone and e-mail address.
Prof. Nadiya Mikula, 
PhD in economics, head of Market Infrastructure and Cross-Border Cooperation Department in the Institute of Regional Research of the NAS of Ukraine 
+380503702648, +380322707145
Kozelnytska Str 4, app. 213, Lviv, Ukraine 

· From whom (person, institution) have you received this questionnaire?
State Foundation for Local Self-Government in Ukraine, Office of the Council of the Europe
Nature of the respondent

- Please specify if you are involved in a framework/structure for transfrontier cooperation (Euroregions or other) 
Since 1994 I have been involved in research of theoretical and methodological basis of cross-border cooperation and consulting of state/regional authorities and Euroregional structures on cross-border cooperation problematic issues. Since 2005 till 2010 I have been the member of working group of Ukraine-Polish Intergovernmental Steering Council on Intraregional Cooperation. I also took part in elaboration of legal and methodical maintenance of cross-border cooperation in Ukraine, including the Law of Ukraine on Cross-Border Cooperation. 
- Specify the partners in this structure (local, regional, state) and the administrations concerned  (provinces, regions, laender…)
Ministry of Regional Development of Ukraine, Ministry of Economics of Ukraine, State Foundation for Local Self-Government in Ukraine, State Regional Administrations, Euroregions in Ukraine

- what are the states involved in crossborder cooperation
Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Russia

- what languages are spoken in the region

Ukrainian, Russian, Polish

- since when this cooperation is effective
For the separate territories such cooperation is effective since since 1996 
A. 
Areas for cross-border cooperation

Section A deals with the identification of areas (subjects) for cross-border cooperation.

What follows is a list of areas in which cross-border cooperation is often implemented or deemed necessary. In the light of your experience and situation, please specify, for each domain, the forms, contents and results of this cooperation.

Please specify the geographical scope of each example. 

My research as a scientist covers all cross-border territories in Ukraine but most specifically it concerns Ukrainian - Polish experience of cooperation. The following data in this questionnaire represents situation on Polish – Ukrainian border. 
A.1 
Mobility and transport (interoperability of transport systems, cross-border bus or rail lines, cross-border roads with cross-border facilities, integrated cross-border ticketing systems, etc.) 
Good automobile, railway and air links. Integrated cross-border ticketing system is well available. There are 7 border crossing points, 2 entry points are being under construction and 4 - at the project stage. Polish-Ukrainian cross-border region has significant problems concerning technical condition of roads. 
A.2 
Health care (cooperation between hospitals, recognition of diploma, mobility of patients: access to health practitioners, access to hospitals, nursing homes; patients’ rights, emergency care or rescue services etc.)

Generally there are certain possibilities of patients’ service on both sides of the border but only in private medical companies and at a charge (basically - dentistry). Emergency care is provided only on insurance basis. Residence on the territory of neighboring country has to be covered by insurance policy. The network of private medical establishments, which can receive foreigners, is poorly developed. No recognition of diplomas since 2006. 

A.3 
Education and training (mobility of pupils/students/researchers/workers etc. (access to schools/institutions on both sides of the border), recognition/validation of the curricula and diplomas, learning of the neighbouring language(s) in border areas, cooperation between institutions, common curricula / common financing, cross-border mobility of teachers, teaching in more than one language in schools in border areas, vocational training for workers and job seekers etc.)
Pupils/students/researchers/workers are freely mobile. There is a solid practice of students’ exchange and cooperation between educational establishments. Polish institutes open its branches in Ukraine. Ukraine has recently joined the Bologna process and is currently trying to bring its educational system in line with the relevant demands. Polish-Ukrainian cross-border region is characterized by the vast exchange of highly qualified teachers of separate specialties (technical, constructional…). Joint trainings in the framework of projects realization and experience exchange are often conducted. 
A.4 
Labour market (job posting in the neighbouring country, conditions for responding to job offers in the neighbouring country, recognition of vocational qualifications, social security, pension, taxation, health care and labour rights, transport, access to job-related facilities across the border, administrative cooperation, information and counselling services etc.)
Principal part of job postings and job offers is not official due to the shortcomings of taxation and social security system. Also there is no official joint information basis. All measures taken in the sphere of labour market are generated, approved and controlled by state. We cannot speak about cross-border specification of labour movement. Ukraine is also working at joining EURES networks, which are functioning in the European Union. 
A.5 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

Ukraine and Poland have concluded relevant agreements on crisis and disaster management assistance. There are also local agreements between civil services and regional affiliates of Ministries of Emergency Situations. But the mechanisms of cooperation and financial assistance at state and cross-border level are still to be developed. Up to date in Ukraine state authorities hold all the control levers in crisis and disaster/emergency management on cross-border level.  
A.6 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (juridical and police cooperation, exchange of information, administrative cooperation, common units) 
There is a number of local agreements on crime and illegal migration prevention. There are also a lot of projects under realization in the framework of ENPI programs concerning crime prevention. But systematic cooperation in this sphere is hardly observed, it is realized only in form of projects. We can also remark the same state specifics of crime prevention rather than cross-border one as in the domain A.5.

A.7 
Environment (natural protected areas, mountain, coastal and rural areas), prevention of pollution and water management (sanitation, water collection and distribution, crisis management, management of border rivers and lakes)
A lot of cross-border projects are being carried out or have already been carried out in environmental sphere, including removing pesticides form the river San and the project “Clean Buh” that involves construction and reconstruction of treating facilities, creation of nature reserves and control of ecologically dangerous freights movement. 

A.8
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes) (accession to funding, national co-financing)

Ukrainian-Polish cross-border region has accession to EU funding. Ukraine also partly co-finances separate projects. Mostly all the projects in the framework of structural funds programs are financed at the expense of participants. In certain cases regional authorities may also assist. There are solid problems with the mechanisms of state assistance to cross-border projects as well as monitoring difficulties. There is a strong need in organization of national projects funding monitoring system. Creation of State Regional Development Fund is expected in Ukraine. Separate branch of the Fund’s financial assistance is to be directed at maintenance of cross-border projects.  
B. 
Obstacles to cross-border cooperation

Section B deals with the identification of obstacles to cross-border cooperation.

B.1
In the domains listed above, and shortlisted hereunder, what are, in your opinion and according to your experience, the most significant obstacles that you have identified? 

If in some of the fields there are no (longer) obstacles, please fill in n.a. (which means not applicable)

a) 
Mobility and (public) transport

b) 
Health care

c) 
Education and training

d) 
Access to labour market

e) 
Crisis and disaster/emergency management 

f) 
Crime prevention and criminal investigation (policing) 

g) 
Environment and water management 

h) 
Co-financing EU Funds (Interreg, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance, Neighbourhood programmes)

Cooperation in all of the abovementioned spheres of Ukrainan-Polish cross-border cooperation is observed at the satisfactory level as there are a lot of projects. Nevertheless we still cannot speak of systematic cross-border cooperation aimed at the removal of border function as a barrier factor. There is no general view of joint solution of cross-border problems. For example, the strategy of Polish-Ukrainian Cross-Borderr Cooperation Strategy for years 2007-2015 has been adopted but all of its priorities are realized through separate measures on both sides of border. All the cross-border cooperation is of spontaneous nature. There is no authority to coordinate cross-border activity.    

Have you experience of other domains or obstacles that hamper or prevent crossborder cooperation? Please specify.

The utmost obstacle is the low competence level of regional and local authorities and the lack of real possibilities to resolve the issues without the indication from central authorities, although such possibilities are envisages in regional authorities’ functions. For example, the Head of State Regional Administration is not permitted to go abroad to handle the matters of cross-border cooperation without direct instructions from higher authority.  
B.2 
If these obstacles are known and identified, what are the main reasons why they are still in place?
In Ukraine the process of administrative and territorial reformation is still pending or even restrained. And it is impossible to achieve the aims of cross-border cooperation without such a reform. 
B.3 
What (types of) obstacles could be removed thanks to action by state/regional authorities alone (prior impact assessment of new laws and regulations on border regions or the cooperation with neighbouring countries, simplification of procedures, cutting red tape, removing administrative constraints or regulations, possibility of experimentation in cross-border areas etc.) ?

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed by the unilateral action of the authority concerned.

Regional authorities can eliminate the personnel incompetence due to conducting of trainings, upgrade the technical level of infrastructure development by attraction of private capital, open schools for the minorities, etc. 

The state can cancel the procedure of obligatory issues coordination with central authorities, introduce amendments to customs and tax legislation, adopt mechanisms of cross-border cooperation state assistance, handle the issues of visa regimen simplification, etc.

Allocation, reorganization and modernization of border crossing points can be carried out either only by state or in cooperation with regions.   
B.4 
What types of obstacles would require joint action by both state and regional/local  authorities (interdepartmental co-ordination of political action and policy planning, sharing of financial resources, funds, etc., changing the attribution of competences and responsibilities, etc.)?
Financing of cross-border cooperation projects and development of infrastructure require joint action by both state and regional/local authorities.

General rules of bordering trade are created by the state, but the solution of separate bordering trade issues are under the competence of regional authorities. 

Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed through the co-ordinated action of several authorities/tiers of government.

B.5 
What types of obstacles would require bilateral cooperation and action by the state/region and a neighbouring state/region, or even actions at EU level (issues of responsibility/liability, investment and infrastructural projects, issues affecting individual rights and freedoms, issues coming under state responsibilities on one side and regional/local authorities’ responsibilities on the other side, need for a global approach etc.)?

The problems of river management, transport infrastructure, communication and energy maintenance networks, cross-border pollution and coordination of international tourist routs all require bilateral cooperation with neighbouring state/region.  

Possibility of creation of new cross-border cooperation organization forms, enlargement of small cross-border movement zone and customs procedures have to be coordinated with EU. 

Bordering infrastructure development falls under the competence of state authorities in Ukraine and the competence of local authorities in Poland. 
Please give examples of obstacles that could be removed thanks to international cooperation between the states concerned, through agreements, bilateral or multilateral treaties etc.

In general Ukrainian-Polish border can do without bilateral agreements and treaties if to stick to EU charters and agreements. 
C. 
Removing obstacles to and good practices in cross-border cooperation

In Section C respondents are invited to provide information on solutions adopted or good practices identified in cross-border cooperation.

C.1 
Cross-border cooperation is developed along the borders of your country. Can you give a few examples of effective (successful) cooperation? 

Solution of ecological problems of pesticides removal from the river San and carrying out of “Clean Buh” project may serve a good example of effective cooperation. As well as forming of clusters, especially Lviv – Rzeszów cross-border IT cluster, realization of tourist projects and trainings of local authorities over the applications on cross-border projects. 
(See also in the introduction, “nature of the respondent” )

C.2 
Can you explain why this cooperation is working well (follow-up of the cross-border question at national level, existing cooperation structures,  common purpose, consultation and/or mutual arrangements between the players, exact identification and implication of the partners, regular review of implementation, feed-back from the persons concerned , etc.)?

Efficiency of this cooperation is predetermined by the possibility of financial assistance of the EU Funds and by the system of funding allocation monitoring in the EU. Good personal contacts of cross-border cooperation participants often predefined by mutual sympathy and family ties are also an important factor of successful cooperation.  

C.3 
Can you recommend one or more practices/solutions – also at the institutional level – that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives (appointment of high-level joint committees with strong political leadership, general consultation, ad hoc instance/person to deal with cross-border issues at state level / doing the link between the national and decentralized level, well-identified cross-border referents at different levels, etc.)?

On of such practices that have proved to be effective in identifying/removing obstacles or difficulties in the implementation of cross-border initiatives is enlargement of small cross-border movement zone to 50 km as it definitely softens the border function and strengthens influence of small cross-border movement on social and economic development of the territories. 
Educational arrangements give the greatest effect, especially for the regional authorities, which not always understand the eventual possibilities of cross-border cooperation.

Activity of international biosphere reserve “Eastern Carpathians” and implementation of cross-border cooperation spatial planning project can be named successful. 
C.4
Has your country/region adopted proactive measure and initiatives with a view to – for example – identify cross-border territories as suitable areas for spatial planning, infrastructures, provision of services, etc. to populations on both sides of the border?

One of the articles of the Law of Ukraine on the General Scheme of Ukrainian Territory Planning provides identification and spatial arrangement of the regions. Up to date spatial planning of Ukraine-Poland and Ukraine-Belarus cross-border regions is accomplished and the relevant measures are being implemented over spatial planning of Ukraine-Russia cross-border region and other sections of Ukrainian state border. 

C.5
Have the state/regional authorities pertaining to that territory developed forms (in an institutionalised manner or not) of dialogue, cooperation, joint decision-making, common strategies?

Joint Polish-Ukrainian Cross-Border Cooperation Strategy has been adopted as well as the Decisions of Joint Intergovernmental Steering Board on creation of clusters in tourist, ecological and IT spheres, etc. 
D. Any other information

Please feel free to add here any other information or comment that you deem pertinent and worth bringing to the attention of the Council of Europe in the framework of this survey.
The territories bordering on EU, Carpathian Euroregion in particular, are financed through 6 separate programs. Therefore it is almost impossible to carry out large projects over improvement of living conditions in the whole region, including overcoming obstacles in the framework of Carpathian Convention. It is reasonable to reconsider funding mechanisms and priorities for 2014-2020 for the whole region by analogy with Danube and Alpine Strategies considering the fact that Carpathians are the lungs of Europe. 

Confidentiality

All replies will be treated in a confidential way according to the policy of the Council of Europe. Respondents authorise the Council of Europe to use the information provided for the purpose of establishing a report to be made public. 

TRANSFRONTIER OPERATIONAL MISSION / 

MISSION OPERATIONNELLE TRANSFRONTALIERE
Identification de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Nom et qualité, institution/organe, téléphone et courrier électronique.

Olivier DENERT

Secrétaire Général

Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontalière

0033 (0)1 55 80 56 80

mot@mot.asso.fr

- Par l'intermédiaire de qui (personne, institution) avez-vous reçu ce questionnaire ? 

Par le Conseil de l’Europe.

Caractéristique de la personne/institution répondant au questionnaire

- Si vous êtes impliqué dans une structure transfrontalière (« eurorégion » ou autre forme de coopération) veuillez le préciser

La MOT compte 58 adhérents, issus de 12 pays européens. 

- quel sont les partenaires de cette structure (au niveau local, régional, étatique…)/ Administrations concernées (Länder, provinces, Régions, etc..)

Elle réunit au sein de son réseau des collectivités territoriales et leurs groupements, des associations, des structures transfrontalières, des grandes entreprises, des fédérations, des Etats… impliqués dans la coopération transfrontalière et situés de part et d’autre des frontières. 

- quels sont les pays concernés par la coopération transfrontalière 

France, Royaume-Uni, Belgique, Luxembourg, Allemagne, Suisse, Italie, Espagne, Andorre,

Pays-Bas, Roumanie, Bulgarie.

- quelles langues sont parlées dans la région frontalière 

Cela dépend de la frontière concernée.

- à quand remonte le début de cette coopération

La Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontalière a été créée en avril 1997 par un Comité Interministériel d’Aménagement et de Développement du Territoire (CIADT) pour répondre aux besoins des porteurs de projets transfrontaliers en matière d’assistance opérationnelle. Elle prend la forme d’une structure interministérielle pilotée par la DATAR, associée à cinq sites pilotes candidats à l’expérimentation : Lille Métropole, l'Alsace (Saint-Louis/Bâle et Strasbourg/Kehl), l'Espace franco-genevois, la Métropole Côte d'Azur (Menton-Ventimiglia) et la conurbation Bayonne-San Sebastian. En 1998, pour passer de sites identifiés à une plate-forme d’échanges, la MOT devient également une association, chargée de mettre en réseau les acteurs de la coopération transfrontalière.
A. 
Domaines de la coopération transfrontalière
La partie A identifie les domaines de coopération transfrontalière.

Vous trouverez ci-après une liste de domaines dans lesquels la coopération transfrontalière est souvent mise en œuvre ou estimée nécessaire. À la lumière de votre expérience et de votre situation, veuillez préciser, pour chaque domaine, les formes, les contenus et les résultats de cette coopération.

Veuillez préciser la portée géographique de chaque exemple. 

A.1 
Mobilité et transports (interopérabilités des systèmes de transport, lignes de bus ou de train transfrontalières, route transfrontalière avec infrastructures transfrontalières, système de billets transfrontaliers intégrés, etc.) 

Carte : Transports collectifs transfrontaliers de voyageurs - mode et motifs de déplacements


Cette carte donne à voir l’ensemble des motifs de déplacements transfrontaliers par mode de transport : en bleu correspond le motif étude, en rose et rouge (train ou bus) le motif emploi, en jaune le motif commerce et loisirs. 

On note que c’est le motif travail qui est dominant (rose et rouge) dans l’utilisation de ces transports.

Il est intéressant de noter que seuls 7,5% des travailleurs frontaliers (sur les 330 0000 travailleurs frontaliers entre la France et ses voisins) utilisent les transports publics collectifs de voyageurs : 20% sur certaines dessertes (comme au sein du sillon Mosellan) contre 6% dans la métropole franco-valdo-genevoise, pourtant bien dotée en lignes de bus transfrontalières.

Si l’on rentre plus en détail sur le fonctionnement de ces transports collectifs transfrontaliers de voyageurs, on dénombre aujourd’hui :

· environ 45 lignes de bus urbaines, majoritairement situées dans le quart nord-est français : correspondant à un quart des personnes transportées en transports collectifs transfrontaliers de voyageurs.

· une quinzaine de lignes interurbaines de bus (liaisons de villes à villes), configurées pour un service à minima. Ces lignes, par leur faible niveau de service, sont peu fréquentées.

· Enfin une vingtaine de lignes de TER transfrontalières dont une ligne tram-train. Donc moins de lignes que celles de bus mais qui transportent les 3/4 (75%) des usagers des transports en commun transfrontaliers ; car l’offre de service y est meilleure : choix dans les horaires avec un cadencement, capacité des rames, intermodalité qui se met progressivement en place et enfin polarisation vers une destination unique.

Sur la frontière franco-britannique, dans le cadre de l’ouverture à la concurrence des transports en commun de voyageurs, l’intérêt d’un projet de TERGV reliant le Nord-Pas-de-Calais au Kent empruntant le tunnel sous la Manche est croissant et comporte un certain nombre d’impacts potentiels notamment en termes de mobilité de travailleurs frontaliers. 

Sur la frontière franco-belge, si des lignes de bus transfrontalières existent mais faiblement intégrée sur le plan transfrontalier, à l’exception de la ligne Mouscron Wattrelos Roubaix, une réflexion est en cours sur la mise en place d’une tarification unique transfrontalière pour les transports en communs de voyageurs sur le territoire de l’Eurométropole Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai et notamment sur les deux lignes de TER Lille Tournai et Lille Courtrai.

Sur la frontière franco-luxembourgeoise, de nombreuses lignes de bus et de train existent (avec coordination des correspondances, abonnement transfrontalier et tarification commune (Flexway). Le système Métrolor permet notamment un cadencement de TER transfrontaliers entre le sillon lorrain et Luxembourg-Ville permettant un part modale importante par TC des flux de travailleurs frontaliers.

Sur la frontière franco-allemande, un tram-train transfrontalier relie Sarrebruck à Sarreguemines depuis 1997. L’Eurodistrict SaarMoselle réfléchit par ailleurs à une organisation des transports en transfrontalier. Il existe également un projet d’extension du tramway de Strasbourg vers la ville allemande de Kehl. Enfin plusieurs lignes TER franchissent la frontière (cf. carte).

Sur la frontière franco-suisse, outre une desserte importante et fortement utilisée en TER (plusieurs lignes cf. carte), des travaux de prolongement du tramway de Bâle à Weil-am-Rhein (Allemagne) sont en cours et un projet de prolongement du tramway de Bâle à Saint-Louis (France) est au stade de la réflexion.

Au sein de l’agglomération franco-valdo-genevoise, le projet de construction du CEVA (« RER transfrontalier ») est particulièrement emblématique et se double d’une réflexion sur le prolongement du tramway de Genève à Annemasse.

La frontière franco-italienne se caractérise par la quasi inexistence de lignes de transports collectifs transfrontaliers de proximité à l’exception du TER côté d’Azur, dont la dimension transfrontalière concerne plutôt la Principauté de Monaco (12000 voyageurs/jours, en faisant d’elle une des lignes transfrontalières les plus fréquentées) et de la ligne ferroviaire Nice-Cuneo.

Sur la frontière franco-espagnole, le tronçon de la LGV entre Perpignan et Figueres a été inauguré en janvier 2011. La question de la desserte régionale à grande vitesse reste en suspens. Sur la partie basque de la frontière, un train local espagnol a son terminus à Hendaye côté français mais il n’existe pas de transport en commun sans rupture de charge à l’échelle de l’agglomération du littoral basque transfrontalier.

A.2 
Santé (coopération entre hôpitaux, reconnaissance de diplômes, mobilité des patients, accès aux médecins, accès aux hôpitaux, foyers d'accueil médicalisés, droits des patients, soins d'urgence ou services de secours, etc.)

Si la coopération transfrontalière sanitaire se retrouve sur l'ensemble des frontières françaises (cf. carte ci-dessous), et concerne les questions relatives à l’observation sanitaire, la prévention, la formation, la recherche, les échanges d’expérience, la prise en charge des frontaliers (la plus importante des actions), la création de structures transfrontalières et l’émergence de communautés de santé transfrontalière, elle est particulièrement intense sur la frontière franco-belge et franco-espagnole. 

Carte : Les projets de coopération sanitaire financés par INTERREG III 

[image: image1.emf]
A la frontière belge, un Accord-cadre sur la coopération transfrontalière sanitaire a été signé le 30 septembre 2005 par les ministres de la Santé français et belges, autorisant la conclusion de conventions transfrontalières entre établissements de santé et de prévention souhaitant coopérer avec leurs homologues de l’autre côté de la frontière. L’émergence de communautés de santé transfrontalières, initiées par l’opération Transcards en Thiérache (1er mai 2000) s’est démultiplié le long de la frontière franco-belge :

Ardennes (20 janvier 2008)

Arlwy (30 juin 2008)

MRTW (1er avril 2008) extension URSA (17 octobre 2008) et Lille Courtrai  (1er juillet 2009)

MOMAU (1er janvier 2009).

La convention de Zone Organisée d'Accès aux Soins Transfrontaliers (ZOAST) offre à une population déterminée la possibilité de se rendre sans autorisation préalable dans un des huit établissements hospitaliers concernés et d'y recevoir des soins hospitaliers et/ou ambulatoires.

Sans autorisation préalable, sur simple présentation de votre vignette de mutuelle et d'une pièce d'identité lors de votre admission, les soins dispensés dans le Centre Hospitalier de Roubaix, Tourcoing, Wattrelos, Armentières, Bailleul ou Hazebrouck seront pris en charge sur base du tarif français c'est-à-dire, comme si vous étiez un assuré français.

On note également l’existence d’accords sanitaires entre la France et l’Allemagne (mars 2006) et la France et l’Espagne (septembre 2008).

A la frontière franco-espagnole, l’hôpital transfrontalier de Cerdagne est en construction à Puigcerdà (Espagne).

Pour ce qui concerne la coopération franco-italienne dans le domaine sanitaire, il est à noter une coopération de longue date entre le CHU de Nice et l’Azienda Sanitaria Locale n°1 Imperiese (ASL), notamment à travers la réalisation des deux projets suivants :

· une expérimentation de méthologies et de protocoles communs pour la médecine et la chirurgie d’urgence,

· une prise en charge standardisée des patients séropositifs au VIH, VHC, VHB ou présentant d'autres pathologies infectieuses,

tous deux menés au cours de la programmation d’ALCOTRA 2000-2006.

En outre, le centre hospitalier La Palmosa, situé à Menton, a également mené un projet de coopération avec l’ASL n°1 Imperiese permettant la création d’un centre périnatal de proximité transfrontalière à Menton.

A.3 
Éducation et formation (mobilité des élèves/étudiants/chercheurs/travailleurs etc. (accès aux écoles/établissements des deux côtés de la frontière), reconnaissance/validation des cursus et diplômes, apprentissage de(s)/de la langue(s) du voisin dans les zones frontalières, coopération entre établissements, programmes communs / financement commun, mobilité transfrontalière des enseignants, enseignement dans plus d'une langue dans les écoles en zone frontalière, formation continue des travailleurs et des demandeurs d'emplois etc.)

Sur la frontière franco-belge, dans le cadre du programme INTERREG France-Wallonie-Vlaanderen, nous trouvons des dispositif de formation continue pour la mobilité transfrontalière des demandeurs d'emploi, des étudiants et des salariés, tel le projet Distance Zéro en Champagne-Ardenne et Wallonie. Deux organismes sont à l’initiative du projet, l’un de la région Champagne-Ardenne - le Groupement d’Intérêt Public Education et Formation Tout au Long de la Vie de Reims (GIP EFTLV de l’Académie de Reims) et l’autre de la Wallonie - le Forem, service public wallon de l’emploi et de la formation. Les différents organismes de formation et de professionnels franco-belges sont impliqués.
Quand à l’observation du marché de l’emploi transfrontalier, certaines initiatives visent l’optimisation des processus de compatibilité de l’offre et de la demande. Notamment sur la frontière France-Belgique-Luxembourg-Allemagne, le projet OPTI-MATCH ou Coopération et concurrence dans la Grande Région, porté par l’Observatoire interrégional du marché de l'emploi. En plus de l’analyse des marchés de l'emploi régionaux, il permet de déterminer les secteurs économiques, les catégories socio-professionnelles et les niveaux de qualification qui présentent des pénuries. 

Sur la frontière franco-allemande, un dispositif d'apprentissage dans l'Eurodistrict Strasbourg-Ortenau est développé grâce à un Protocole d’Accord entré en vigueur le 
8 septembre 2008 (coopération étroite développée entre les partenaires de l’Eurodistrict Strasbourg-Ortenau, l’Etat français, le Land de Bade-Wurtemberg, la Région Alsace, les CCI et les chambres de Métiers de part et d’autre du Rhin, ainsi que l’Agentur für Arbeit). Les apprentis français et allemands peuvent effectuer toute la formation pratique de leur apprentissage dans le pays voisin, tout en suivant leur formation théorique dans leur pays d'origine. Ce projet concerne une quinzaine de diplômes, principalement CAP du domaine de l’artisanat, reconnus en équivalence dans les deux pays.
Sur la frontière franco-suisse, le projet Modularisation, dans le cadre du programme INTERREG France-Suisse, a été initié conjointement par la Maison de l’Economie Développement (MED) d’Annemasse et l’Office pour l’orientation et  pour la Formation Professionnelle et Continue (OFPC) du Canton de Genève. Le pilotage de ce projet est assuré par le groupe de travail « Echanges transfrontaliers de formation professionnelle » de la commission « Economie, emploi et formation professionnelle » du Comité Régional Franco-Genevois (CRFG). La volonté est de créer une formation transfrontalière (CFC/AFP et CAP/BEP). Afin de faciliter l’obtention d’un premier niveau de qualification pour les personnes les plus faiblement qualifiées, cette offre est également articulée avec la Validation des Acquis de l’Expérience.

Sur la frontière franco-italienne, le projet stratégique “Pôle d’Excellence Éducation et Formation” (PEEF), dont le chef de file est la Région Piémont, a été programmé en juin 2009. Regroupant de nombreux partenaires des régions Val d’Aoste, Piémont, Ligurie, Rhône-Alpes et PACA (dont notamment les Départements, les Provinces, les Rectorats, les bureaux scolaires italiens et les IUFM français), ce projet ambitieux vise une plus grande ouverture européenne en promouvant l’insertion et la mobilité des populations transfrontalières dans les domaines de l’éducation et de la formation professionnelle. Les actions menées concernent par exemple la mobilité des jeunes et échanges entre établissements, le diplôme bilingue ESABAC, la mobilité transfrontalière pour les apprentis et les jeunes en formation professionnelle, la lutte contre le décrochage scolaire, etc.

D’autres actions impliquent les universités : Sur la frontière franco-espagnole, le projet TRANSVERSALIS, dans le cadre de POCTEFA Programme Opérationnel de Coopération Territoriale Espagne France Andorre 2007-2013, regroupe huit universités de la zone transfrontalière pour former le consortium TRANSVERSALIS dans le but de soutenir l’emploi, le développement du territoire ainsi que la formation en alternance, mener des actions à l’égard de l’université et de l’emploi pour faciliter l’accès à l’emploi et le développement de nouvelles compétences. Le projet est coordonné par l’Université de Toulouse.

Enfin, nous signalons la création des Euro Instituts, notamment :

L’Institut pour la coopération transfrontalière (Euro Institut de Kehl/Strasbourg), créé en 1993, est un organisme binational et biculturel de formation et de conseil en coopération transfrontalière. Son objectif principal est d’abaisser les barrières administratives et d’encourager la connaissance mutuelle des acteurs publics français et allemands. Il transfère son savoir-faire acquis dans la région du Rhin Supérieur à d'autres frontières européennes. 

L’Euro Institut Catalan Transfrontalier, dans le cadre du programme Espagne France Andorre 2010-2013 POCTEFA, entend développer une offre conjointe de formation permanente et continue spécifique en matière de coopération transfrontalière dans les centres de recherches des universités partenaires et mettre en place un centre de ressources transfrontalier (plate-forme virtuelle et physique). Le projet est porté par l’Université de Perpignan Via Domitia Languedoc-Roussillon et l’Universidad de Girona (Cataluña).

A.4 
Marché du travail (affectations à un poste dans le pays voisin, conditions pour postuler aux offres d'emploi dans le pays voisin, reconnaissance des qualifications professionnelles, sécurité sociale, retraites, imposition, soins de santé et droit du travail, transports, accès à des infrastructures liées à l’emploi au-delà de la frontière, coopération administrative, services d’information et de conseil, etc.)

De nombreux Forums de l’emploi transfrontalier (JobDay, Jobdatings, ou Bourses transfrontalières pour l’emploi…), des Movitours (ou Moovijob…), sont organisé périodiquement sur les frontières, évènements publics pour faciliter les rencontres employeurs/chercheurs d’emploi et proposer au public une information détaillée sur les droits des travailleurs frontaliers. 
De même, sont à souligner les collaborations et les échanges d’informations entre les services pour l’emploi, par exemple :

Sur la frontière franco-italienne, dans le cadre du programme INTERREG France- Italie ALCOTRA, le projet Transalp Travail sans frontière entre la Région Rhône-Alpes et le Piémont, est impulsé par le réseau EURES Transalp et porté par l’ANPE Rhône-Alpes et l’Agenzia Piemonte Lavoro côté italien. Des actions transfrontalières communes ont été mises en place afin de pouvoir répondre aux besoins de main d’œuvre liées à la tenue de grands événements (championnats, liaison ferroviaire grande vitesse…). Une méthodologie commune facilite les échanges de pratiques professionnelles entre les services publics de l’emploi rhônalpin et piémontais, et permet ainsi leur mise en réseau, lever les obstacles à la mobilité transfrontalière, organiser les échanges d’offres et de demandes d’emploi, effectuer des placements. Des bureaux OLYJOB à Turin ont été créés et permettent aujourd’hui à l’équipe franco-italienne de répondre aux enjeux en termes d’emploi et de formation sur le bassin transfrontalier. 

De plus ancienne constitution, les structures d’information et de soutien aux travailleurs et citoyens frontaliers tel le Groupement Transfrontalier Européen, une association créée en 1963 pour présenter et défendre les intérêts des frontaliers européens qui ont une activité salariée en Suisse ou en France offrant des services juridiques, sociaux, emploi, fiscaux. Il favorise aussi le développement d’une concertation pour l’élaboration d’une politique régionale transfrontalière entre les cantons suisses et les départements français. 

Enfin, rappelons l’importance des dispositifs communautaires EURES-Transfrontaliers, partenariats entre les acteurs de l’emploi et de la formation professionnelle d’un marché de l’emploi transfrontalier et services de conseil et d’orientation des travailleurs  frontaliers par les conseillers EURES. Sur les frontières avec la France : EuresChannel (BE-FR-UK) ; P.E.D. (BE-FR-LUX) ; Saar-Lor-Lux-Rheinland-Pfalz (DE-FR-LUX) ; Oberrhein / Rhin Supérieur (FR-DE-CH). 
A.5
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence 

Sur la frontière franco-allemande, le GLCT EUROPA 1 a été créé en 2007 pour la gestion et le fonctionnement du premier bateau-pompe franco-allemand, projet transfrontalier de secours et d’assistance sur le Rhin. Les Missions du GLCT sont d’assurer la propriété du bateau-pompe et d’assurer la gestion administrative, financière et technique d’un service public franco-allemand d’intervention et de secours sur le Rhin, assurer le fonctionnement opérationnel du bateau (maintenance, formations techniques et linguistiques de 200 personnels sapeurs-pompiers, organisation des services d’astreinte et de garde d’équipes mixtes de sapeurs-pompiers français et allemands). 
A.6
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (coopération judiciaire et policière, échange d’information, coopération administrative, unité commune) 
La seconde génération d’accords bilatéraux en matière policière aux frontières de la France, signés à partir de 1997, a pour objet de créer des structures bilatérales : les centres de coopération policière et douanière (CCPD), et de permettre une coopération directe entre les unités opérationnelles des services policiers et douaniers dans la zone frontalière des deux pays :
Sur la frontière franco-belge, le CCPD à Tournai, qui prévoit aussi la mise en œuvre de patrouilles mixtes franco-belges, composées de policiers et douaniers des deux pays, et habilitées à agir dans la zone frontalière.
Sur la frontière franco-luxembourgeoise, l’accord franco-luxembourgeois instaure un droit de poursuite et porte création d’un centre commun policier et douanier à Luxembourg, fonctionnant comme un service d’échange d’informations et de coordination.

Sur la frontière franco-allemand, le CCPD à Offenburg se substitue au commissariat commun de Strasbourg-Pont-de-l’Europe. Il y est organisé une coopération directe sous forme de détachement réciproque de fonctionnaires, d’échange d’informations et de coordination de l’intervention des forces.

Sur la frontière franco-italienne, à Vintimille et Modane, deux CCPD au sein desquels les agents des différents services des deux parties échangent des renseignements et participent à la coordination des mesures conjointes de surveillance. Il organise également la coopération directe dans la zone frontalière.

Sur la frontière franco-espagnole, l’accord franco-espagnol institue quatre CCPD installés à proximité de la frontière et destinés à accueillir un personnel composé d’agents des deux parties.

Sur la frontière franco-brésilienne (Guyane), suite à des discussions liées à la sécurité et à l’immigration dans le cadre de construction du pont sur l’Oyapock, a émergé l’idée d’un commissariat transfrontalier.

A.7
Environnement (Espaces naturels protégés, territoires de montagne, territoires côtiers, zones rurales), prévention des pollutions, gestion des eaux  (assainissement, captage et distribution de l’eau, gestion des crises, gestion des fleuves et lacs frontières)
Sur la frontière franco-belge, après plusieurs années de coopération le Parc Naturel Régional Scare-Escaut a la volonté de créer un GECT avec le parc naturel belge des Plaines de l’Escaut.

Sur la frontière franco-allemande, le PNR des Vosges du Nord réfléchit à la création d’un GECT avec le parc naturel allemand du Pfälzerwald.

Sur la frontière franco-italienne, le Parc national du Mercantour et le Parco Naturale delle Alpi Marittime réfléchissent à la création d’un GECT, ainsi que le Parc marin international des Bouches de Bonifacio. 

Sur la programmation 2000-2006, le projet EUROBASSIN - Plan de bassin transfrontalier du fleuve Roya, mené par la Province d’Imperia, le Bureau de Recherches Géologiques et Minières PACA (BRGM) et EDF, a permis de réaliser un instrument de gestion, d’aménagement du territoire et des ressources naturelles (en particulier l'eau), utilisé en France et en Italie.

Par ailleurs, la profitable collaboration d’une vingtaine d’années, des régions transfrontalières des Alpes occidentales a insufflé la volonté de constituer un Pôle transfrontalier sur les risques naturels. Ainsi, le projet stratégique RiskNat, dont le chef de file est la Région Autonome du Val d’Aoste, entend créer et gérer une plate-forme interrégionale d'échange d'expériences, de valorisation des informations et de réflexion stratégique.
Sur la frontière franco-espagnole, la charte du PNR Pyrénées-Ariégeoises, créé en 2009, comprend un volet transfrontalier.
A.8
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion, programmes de voisinage) (accès aux financements, contrepartie nationale)

Il existe plusieurs fonds de microprojets destinés à promouvoir et à favoriser la rencontre avec des citoyens.

Sur les frontières externes de l’Union européenne il convient de souligner un exemple de bonne pratique en France en termes de coordination entre différents dispositifs financiers communautaires : le fonds de coopération régionale, un dispositif géré par la préfecture pour les territoires d’outre-mer, est articulé autour des priorités du programme opérationnel de coopération transfrontalière, favorisant ainsi une intervention conjointe des différents fonds sur un même projet.

B. 
Obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière

La partie B identifie les obstacles à la coopération transfrontalière.

B.1 Dans les domaines mentionnés plus haut – et qui sont repris de façon schématique ci-après – quels sont, à votre avis et selon votre expérience, les obstacles les plus importants que vous avez identifiés ?

S’il n’y a pas (ou plus) d’obstacles, merci de compléter par s.o. (qui signifie sans objet)

a)
Mobilités et transports (publics)

Une connaissance encore insuffisante de la dynamique intermodale de mobilité transfrontalière

Malgré une mobilité croissante aux frontières, on constate une faiblesse de l'observation et de la connaissance des déplacements sur les territoires transfrontaliers par les autorités organisatrices et les exploitants. Ceci constitue un obstacle à : 

- une évaluation pertinente des dessertes déjà mises en place, 

- une planification efficace des infrastructures et de la mise en place de nouvelles dessertes transfrontalières.

Les acteurs de la coopération sont en effet confrontés à un manque de données statistiques sur les différents modes de transport, à l’insuffisance de communication de ces données  lorsqu’elles existent, ainsi qu’à la lourdeur et au coût des enquêtes ménages.

Prise en compte partielle des transports publics transfrontaliers dans les politiques locales, nationales et européennes

Les politiques sectorielles, à tous les niveaux (local, régional, national et européen), reconnaissent peu le transport transfrontalier de proximité, induisant des obstacles à l’action des acteurs du transport public transfrontalier. Ne représentant pas une priorité politique, le secteur des transports transfrontaliers de proximité souffre à la fois d’un manque de financements
 mais également de sources de financements pérennes
. 

En matière de planification, l’exemple français révèle, au niveau local, une inadaptation des documents d’urbanisme français (plans de déplacements urbains et schémas de cohérence territoriale) au transfrontalier. Les projets de territoires transfrontaliers aux frontières françaises éludent quant à eux, dans la plupart des cas, la question des transports. Dans ces conditions, comment garantir des transports publics répondant aux besoins des habitants ? Dans son livre blanc sur les transports
, la Commission européenne indique que "faute d’une approche intégrée entre les politiques d’urbanisme et les politiques de transport, la voiture particulière règne quasiment sans partage".

Au niveau national, l’absence de modèle de montage juridique promu par l’ensemble des acteurs des transports transfrontaliers conduit ces derniers à expérimenter l’application du droit interne dans une matière absente des textes. 

Au niveau européen, on observe également un manque de mobilisation des autorités nationales sur la question des transports transfrontaliers de proximité. En 2004, alors que la Commission européenne a invité les Etats membres à se prononcer sur l’opportunité de réformer les règlements communautaires
, peu d’autorités nationales ont réagi. Aucune réforme n’a eu lieu alors que le règlement CE 12/98 sur le cabotage, qui fixe les conditions d’admission des transporteurs d’un Etat membre au marché intérieur d’un autre Etat membre et qui s’applique aux opérateurs des lignes transfrontalières, pose des difficultés : un transporteur opérant pour des collectivités situées de part et d’autre de la frontière peut être concurrencé par un autre transporteur opérant sur la base d’une autorisation de transport international communautaire, octroyée par l’autorité nationale, sans lien avec les collectivités. Les procédures actuelles d’autorisation purement administrative par les États concernés sont source d’insécurité juridique ; mais surtout, elles ne garantissent aucune cohérence avec les objectifs d’aménagement harmonieux des territoires.

Au niveau européen, le transport transfrontalier de proximité mériterait une meilleure reconnaissance. Dans son livre blanc sur les transports, la Commission aborde la problématique du transfrontalier sous l’angle des "réseaux transeuropéens" sans faire référence aux transports transfrontaliers de proximité : afin de désengorger les corridors internationaux, elle reconnaît les besoins en investissements pour les grandes infrastructures ferroviaires, plus particulièrement transfrontalières.  

Malgré ce déficit de reconnaissance du transport transfrontalier de proximité dans ses stratégies et politiques, l’Union européenne a soutenu de nombreux projets via ses programmes Interreg : réalisation d’études, création d’un ticket unique, stratégies de communication communes, création d’infrastructures de transport... 

Le cadre d’intervention réglementaire et technique est hétérogène de part et d’autre de la frontière. En dépit de besoins croissants en transports publics transfrontaliers en Europe, l'offre conserve un caractère "expérimental". Son développement se heurte à d'importantes difficultés techniques, institutionnelles et politiques : 

- différences des systèmes et des réglementations techniques de part et d'autre des frontières (contraintes environnementales, alimentation électrique, sécurité, formation du personnel, etc.),

- grande diversité des niveaux de compétences et des modes d’intervention des autorités organisatrices de transports de part et d’autre des frontières (choix de l’opérateur, tarification, sources de financements, etc.). 

Ainsi l’organisation d’un réseau de transport transfrontalier cohérent nécessite, pour certains Etats, l’intervention d’un grand nombre d’autorités organisatrices afin de réunir les compétences nécessaires, alors que dans les pays voisins, on sera en présence d’une seule et unique autorité compétente dotée d’une capacité financière plus importante. 

Un tel déséquilibre financier entre les partenaires est susceptible de constituer un frein à l’émergence de projets transfrontaliers. Un montage juridique solide, sous la forme d’une convention de coopération ou d’une structure commune, est nécessaire afin de surmonter ces difficultés et d’attirer les investissements
. 

L’utilisation de ces outils juridiques en matière de transport est loin d’être évidente dans certains cas : par exemple, en France, les autorités locales, qui sont autorités organisatrices des transports, ne peuvent conclure une convention avec un Etat voisin qui peut, lui, être compétent en matière de transport.

b)
Santé

Plusieurs obstacles freinent le développement de la coopération transfrontalière sanitaire. 

Les premiers sont d’ordre législatif et réglementaire et ne sont que partiellement réglés, ou pas du tout, par les instruments existants. 

Ainsi, l’organisation des systèmes de santé diffère d’un pays à l’autre, comme le prix et les règles de remboursement ainsi que la sélection des soins et médicaments pris en charge. Ces différents éléments qui tiennent à des choix différents de protection sociale rendent complexe le rapprochement de deux territoires de santé. Une directive européenne sur les droits des patients dans les soins de santé transfrontaliers, prévoyant de meilleurs remboursements des soins à l’étranger, est en cours d’adoption.

Les autres obstacles sont liés à la mobilité accrue des patients et des professionnels de santé. Un flux important de patients peut déséquilibrer la capacité d’accueil des services de santé et nuire à la qualité des soins. A l’opposé, la migration des professionnels de santé peut entraîner une pénurie dans certaines régions et donc une diminution de l’accès aux soins. Les professionnels de santé étrangers peuvent ne pas satisfaire les attentes des patients, leur formation, notamment dans le cas des infirmières, étant différente selon les pays. La pratique de la langue peut également poser problème.

Un autre obstacle est la mise en concurrence entre prestataires de santé. La mise en place de mécanismes de financement des hôpitaux à l’activité, peut obliger ces derniers à attirer plus de patients, y compris ceux soignés jusqu’à présent de l’autre côté de la frontière.

c)
Éducation et formation

Chaque système national confère à un adulte en formation son statut, ses indemnisations ou la reconnaissance des compétences. La définition des besoins locaux en compétences par les entreprises et leurs représentants devraient accentuer l’ancrage territorial et donc prospecter un marché de l’emploi transfrontalier. Mais les logiques d’organisation et de programmation prioritairement nationales fondent encore de nombreux obstacles administratifs et juridiques aux projets communs de développement économique et au besoin de mutualisation des savoirs et des savoirs-faires.
En matière d’éducation et de formation, les principaux obstacles à la coopération sont : 

· le défaut d’appui des autorités nationales d’éducation pour faciliter la définition de parcours de formation conjoints entre les pays frontaliers (établissements scolaires ou de formation, académies…) ;
· le manque de référentiels commun sur les métiers et les formations ainsi que la difficulté à obtenir une validation des expériences acquises en formation et en entreprise ;
· l’absence de reconnaissance et d’équivalence réciproque des diplômes et des qualifications existants de part et d’autres de la frontière ; 

· la complexité des démarches administratives pour les candidats aux bi-diplômes et pour l’immersion de l’autre côté de la frontière ;

· les éventuelles différences de statuts des apprentis de part et d’autre de la frontière (condition d'admission, de couverture sociale et de législations sociales applicables) ;

· une faible connaissance de la langue du voisin parfois conjuguée au manque d’enseignement dans la langue concernée.

d)
Accès au marché du travail

Le manque d’intégration des plans d’activités pour l’emploi d’un territoire interrégional dans les plans d’activités nationaux crée un vide en termes de cadre et de moyens d’action propres (et donc adapté) aux territoires transfrontaliers.
Parmi les principaux obstacles à la coopération en matière d’accès au marché du travail : 

· dans les territoires transfrontaliers, la mobilité des entreprises ainsi que de leurs salariés est freinée par l’imperméabilité des dispositifs d’aide à l’emploi établis selon les objectifs nationaux, bien que partant d’une stratégie européenne commune. L’accès aux droits est donc discriminant selon la provenance du demandeur,
· le manque de mise en réseau des partenaires socio-économiques au niveau du territoire transfrontalier, afin de proposer une offre de services adaptée, dans le cadre d’une stratégie de développement commune,
· pour un chercheur d’emploi, les difficultés d’accès à l’information sur la situation du marché de l’emploi de l’autre côté de la frontière et d’inscription dans les agences pour l’emploi de part et d’autre de la frontière,

· l’absence de lisibilité concernant les équivalences de diplômes et de certifications professionnelles acquises de part et d’autre de la frontière ou de correspondance entre les diplômes et titres professionnels entre pays frontaliers (contenus de formation pas en cohérence, paramètres d'appréciation différents dans un même référentiel),

· les référentiels d’emploi, d’activités et de compétences ne sont pas comparables (les normes professionnelles attachées aux métiers ne correspondent pas toujours : électricité, thermique, sanitaire), 

· un demandeur d'emploi ou un apprenti ne trouve pas toujours de dispositifs lui permettant de suivre une formation professionnelle dans le pays voisin (problème d’accès conditionné par des critères imposés par les réglementations nationales).

e)
Crises et gestion des catastrophes/des situations d’urgence

· Manque de coordination entre les services de secours et d’incendie de part et d’autre de la frontière pour mutualiser les moyens afin de faire face à des catastrophes/situations d’urgence ayant un impact sur le territoire transfrontalier.

· Difficultés soulevées par des décisions unilatérales affectant la gestion commune des dangers (exemple de la décision du gouvernement britannique de supprimer le financement alloué à l'Anglian Monarch, remorqueur de haute-mer affrété, conjointement avec la France, pour la sécurité du détroit du Pas-de-Calais).

f)
Prévention de la criminalité et enquêtes criminelles (police) 

Pas dans le champ d’activité de la MOT.

g)
Environnement et gestion des eaux

Les principaux obstacles à la coopération sont, sur certaines frontières : 

· L’absence d’outil de planification permettant une gestion collective et/ou commune de la ressource en eau,

· L’absence de cadre ou de mécanisme de concertation et de gestion coordonnée des dispositifs en matières de milieux naturels, de gestion de l’eau, de conservation de la nature, 

· Les difficultés soulevées par le transport de déchets de l’autre côté de la frontière en l’absence d’harmonisation des lois.

h)
Cofinancement des fonds communautaires (Interreg, instrument d'aide de préadhésion)

Les porteurs de projet rencontrent des difficultés de trésorerie liées à l’avancement des dépenses en lien avec un cofinancement des fonds communautaires, qui génèrent des désistements et fragilisent les porteurs de projet. 

Les porteurs de projet sont confrontés à des règles d’éligibilité différentes suivant les programmes auxquels ils émargent. 

Les projets de faible montant se heurtent à la lourdeur des procédures administratives.
Il n’existe pas de fonds micro-projets dans tous les programmes, alors que ces fonds permettent une première approche de la coopération transfrontalière.
Existe-t-il d’autres domaines ou exemples d’obstacles qui selon vous freinent ou empêchent la coopération transfrontalière et auxquels vous vous êtes heurté ?

Sur les frontières externes de l’Union européenne, on constate un manque de coordination entre les différents dispositifs financiers communautaires susceptibles de constituer une contrepartie à Interreg pour des projets transfrontaliers : Fonds européen de développement (FED), nouvel instrument de politique de voisinage, instrument de financement de la coopération au développement (notamment avec le Brésil qui est frontalier de la Guyane). 

B.2
Si ces obstacles sont connus et identifiés, quelles sont les principales raisons pour lesquelles ils subsistent encore ?

Ces dispositifs présentent des différences en termes de priorités, de procédures et de règles d’éligibilité.

Plus la coopération traite des besoins des citoyens et des services et projets d’infrastructures pour la population sont concernées, plus ces projets deviennent difficiles à réaliser sans le soutien du niveau national - un niveau que devrait être bien organisé et coordonné. Il est ainsi nécessaire d’organiser une bonne gouvernance impliquant tous les niveaux et tous les acteurs concernés.

B.3
Quels (types d’) obstacles pourraient être supprimés grâce à des actions des autorités nationales/régionales uniquement (évaluation en amont de l’impact des nouvelles lois/réglementation nationale etc. sur les régions de frontière ou sur la coopération avec les pays voisins ; simplification des procédures ; réduction des formalités administratives ; suppression de contraintes ou réglementations administratives ; droit à l’expérimentation dans des zones transfrontalières; etc.) ?

Les dispositifs financiers devraient être développés de manière coordonnée et le recours conjoint à ces financements par les porteurs de projets devrait être facilité : les documents stratégiques, lorsqu’ils couvrent un territoire commun, devraient identifier en toute logique des priorités similaires, avec des procédures et des règles d’éligibilité harmonisées. 

En effet, à titre d’exemple sur le franco-italien, le cofinancement public provenant de différentes sources côté français (Services déconcentrés de l’État, Régions, Départements) contrairement au financement côté italien (enveloppe annuelle distribuée par l’Etat italien à chaque Région) entraîne des difficultés pour les porteurs de projets français qui multiplient les démarches administratives et les conventionnements avec les acteurs du secteur public.

Une évaluation systématique en amont devrait avoir lieu sur l’impact de nouvelles lois et réglementations au niveau national sur les territoires transfrontaliers.

Par ailleurs, des expérimentations dans les zones transfrontalières devront être encouragées. Il s’agit des zones tests pour des approches innovantes et des nouvelles politiques en matière de coopération au niveau européen.

Le « Manifeste pour la coopération transfrontalière en Europe », basé sur les échanges organisés dans le cadre des Rencontres européens des 8 et 9 novembre 2007 à Lille (France), a émis un certain nombre de recommandations thématiques et territoriales
 à destination des niveaux local, régional, national et européen. 

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître ou être réduit par l’action « unilatérale » de l’autorité concernée.

B.4
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une action commune des autorités  nationales et régionales (coordination interministérielle de l’action ou de la planification politiques ; partage des ressources financières, fonds, etc. ; modifications dans l’attribution des compétences et responsabilités ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quel obstacle pourrait disparaître grâce à l’action « coordonnée » de plusieurs autorités/niveaux de gouvernement national.

Cf. B.3 Recommandations à destination des niveaux local, régional, national et européen établie dans le cadre du « Manifeste pour la coopération transfrontalière en Europe ».

B.5
Quels types d'obstacles nécessiteraient une coopération et des actions bilatérales de l'État/de la région et de l'État voisin/de la région voisine voire des actions au niveau communautaire (questions de responsabilités ; investissements et projets d'infrastructures ; questions affectant les droits et libertés individuels ; questions relevant de la responsabilité de l'État d'un côté et de la responsabilité des collectivités locales et régionales de l'autre ; nécessité d’une approche globale ; etc.) ?

Veuillez indiquer quels obstacles pourraient disparaître grâce à la coopération « internationale » des Etats concernés, au moyen d’un accord, traité bilatéral ou multilatéral.

Une évaluation systématique en amont devrait avoir lieu sur l’impact de nouvelles réglementations au niveau européen sur les territoires transfrontaliers.

Cf. B.3 Recommandations à destination des niveaux local, régional, national et européen établie dans le cadre du « Manifeste pour la coopération transfrontalière en Europe ».

C. 
Suppression des obstacles et bonnes pratiques en matière de coopération transfrontalière

La partie C vous permet de développer de nouvelles idées et propositions sur la façon d'améliorer l'efficacité de la coopération transfrontalière. 

C.1
La coopération transfrontalière s'est développée aux frontières de votre pays. Pouvez-vous citer quelques exemples de coopération (réussie) effective ? 

(Voir aussi l’introduction sous « Caractéristiques du répondant »).

C.2
Pouvez-vous expliquer pourquoi cette coopération fonctionne bien (suivi de la question transfrontalière au niveau national, structures de coopération existantes, objectifs communs, concertation entre les acteurs, identification précise et implication des partenaires, bilan régulier de la mise en œuvre, feedback des personnes impliquées, etc.) ?

C.3
Pouvez-vous recommander une ou plusieurs pratiques/solutions – également au  niveau institutionnel - qui se sont révélées efficaces pour identifier/éliminer les obstacles ou difficultés dans la mise en œuvre des initiatives transfrontalières (désignation de comités mixtes de haut niveau avec un leadership politique fort, concertations générales, organe ad hoc / personne chargée des questions transfrontalières au niveau national / faisant le lien entre le niveau national et local, référents transfrontaliers bien identifiés aux différents niveaux etc.) ?

France

Dispositif français pionnier en Europe, l’objectif de la Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontalière (MOT) créée en 1997 est une structure associative et interministérielle. Elle compte près d’une soixantaine d’adhérents représentants des collectivités, Etats, associations, structures transfrontalières, entreprises, fédérations, etc. L’objectif de la MOT s’exerce sur trois axes : l’assistance opérationnelle, la mise en réseau et l’aide à la définition de stratégies d’ensemble. La MOT aide ainsi à la structuration des projets et accompagne les démarches transfrontalières comme par exemple la création de GECT (Groupement européen de coopération territoriale) ; les échanges de pratiques et la diffusion des savoir-faire s’exercent quant à eux par des séminaires, des groupes de travail thématiques et de nombreuses publications ; enfin, le résultat de ces travaux menés avec les acteurs locaux permet à la MOT de soutenir la définition de politiques globales transfrontalières cohérentes tant au niveau national que communautaire. La Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontalière est suivi par un comité de pilotage interministériel.
Dans le cadre d’une nouvelle organisation du dispositif national d’appui à la coopération transfrontalière, l’Etat français réfléchit à la création d’un observatoire stratégique des régions frontalières afin de capitaliser les expériences réussies. Dans ce contexte,  la MOT pourrait jouer ce rôle technique. Une base de données pourrait être réalisée avec la mise à jour de bonnes pratiques afin de mutualiser les bonnes solutions et former au transfrontalier les agents ayant à les traiter.

Depuis 1992, le législateur français a transcrit dans le droit des collectivités et autorités territoriales (Code général des collectivités territoriales) les principes issus de la Convention-cadre de Madrid et de ses protocoles additionnels : notamment 

· la possibilité pour les collectivités locales et leurs groupements de signer des conventions de coopération transfrontalière avec des collectivités et groupements de collectivités territoriales étrangères, pour mener des coopérations sur des territoires avec ou sans continuité géographique,

· la possibilité de participer à des organismes de coopération dotés de la personnalité juridique avec des collectivités territoriales étrangères ou leurs groupements.

Ces dispositions donnent une base juridique à l’ensemble des coopérations menées par les collectivités et groupements de collectivités français avec des collectivités d’autres Etats, en Europe ou ailleurs. A l’échelle des Etats-membres du Conseil de l’Europe, elle permet notamment de pallier l’absence d’accord bilatéral, par exemple en la France et le Royaume-Uni, qui n’a pas signé la Convention-cadre de Madrid.
Pays-Bas : un médiateur transfrontalier

Avec une organisation centralisée, les Pays-Bas ont mis en place un « Grensmakelaar » (médiateur transfrontalier) pour résoudre les problèmes transfrontaliers. Désigné pour trois ans par le Ministère de l’Intérieur et des Relations au sein du Royaume et le Ministère des Affaires étrangères, son rôle est d’identifier les obstacles en se concertant avec les pays voisins, et de rechercher des solutions au niveau national. Une « task force » sur le transfrontalier, composée de représentants des régions et départements frontaliers, a été créée pour soutenir ce travail, ainsi que des groupes de travail sur des thèmes comme l’emploi, l’éducation, la santé, la sécurité, l’environnement, les transports publics et l’aménagement du territoire. 

Hongrie : une nouvelle structure, le CESCI

Association mise en place en novembre 2009 sur le modèle de la MOT, le CESCI (Central European Service for Cross-Border Initiatives) est un outil d’assistance au service des collectivités frontalières hongroises et des structures transfrontalières. Il permet leur mise en réseau et assure la remontée des obstacles frontaliers du niveau local vers le niveau central. Le niveau central comprend : un Secrétariat d’État en charge des coopérations transfrontalières, une Commission interministérielle pour les coopérations transfrontalières et une Agence nationale de développement (responsable de la gestion des fonds européens).

Espagne/Nord-Portugal : une structure de coordination

Le dispositif concerne plus spécifiquement la frontière entre le Nord du Portugal et la Galice. Au niveau central, un « référent » transfrontalier est présent dans chaque ministère des affaires étrangères (MAE) de chaque côté et une Commission mixte sur la coopération transfrontalière est dirigée par les deux MAE.

Au niveau déconcentré, on trouve côté portugais : une Commission de coordination et de développement régional du Norte, ainsi qu’un référent transfrontalier et côté Galice : un référent transfrontalier. Plusieurs structures transfrontalières soutiennent le dispositif comme un GECT « Galicia/Norte Portugal », une Communauté de travail « Galicia/Norte Portugal » et une Eurorégion.

Mise en réseau des structures nationales d’appui à la coopération transfrontalière

La Déclaration de Budapest signée le 10 décembre 2010 a mis en place une « Plateforme européenne de structures nationales d’appui à la coopération transfrontalière », qui réunit les structures et les approches précitées : la MOT pour la France, le CESCI pour la Hongrie, le « Grensmakelaar » pour les Pays-Bas et les Communautés de travail Galice/Nord Portugal et Castille-et-Léón/Nord Portugal pour la frontière Espagne/Portugal. 

C.4
Votre pays/région a-t-il/elle adopté des mesures et initiatives proactives en vue, par exemple, d’identifier les territoires transfrontaliers qui sont des zones favorables à un aménagement du territoire, au développement d’infrastructures, à la fourniture de services, etc., pour les populations des deux côtés de la frontière ?

France

Une mission parlementaire sur les questions transfrontalières a été confiée par le Premier ministre français, François Fillon, en décembre 2009 à Etienne Blanc, député de l'Ain, et Fabienne Keller, sénatrice du Bas-Rhin. Leur mission, menée en liaison avec Marie-Thérèse Sanchez-Schmid, députée européenne, était de dresser un état des lieux de la coopération transfrontalière et d’identifier l’ensemble des problèmes susceptibles de se poser dans le cadre de la coopération transfrontalière. Dans le rapport sur la politique transfrontalière de la France présenté le 23 juin 2010 les trois parlementaires formulent dix-neuf propositions pour développer "une véritable politique en faveur des territoires frontaliers".

Le rapport met l’accent sur :

– la grande diversité des situations, des objectifs et des besoins sur les frontières,

– l’intensité des coopérations qui y sont menées grâce à une forte volonté politique locale,

– une grande complexité dans la gestion et le montage des coopérations,

– des difficultés accentuées par le manque de vision stratégique central du développement des territoires frontaliers.

Des groupes de travail ont analysé la faisabilité technique des préconisations, qui relèvent de thématiques très diverses et qui pourront être mises en œuvre à différentes échelles : certaines concernent des évolutions législatives, et d’autres pourraient trouver une réponse dans la mise en œuvre d’une coordination interministérielle institutionnalisée, à laquelle la MOT pourra intervenir en appui technique, ainsi que dans la mise en place d’« un observatoire stratégique des régions frontalières ». 

C.5
Les autorités nationales/régionales de ce territoire ont-elles développé des formes (institutionnalisées ou non) de dialogue, de coopération, de prise de décision commune, des stratégies communes ? 

Plusieurs commissions bi-/trilatérales existent aux frontières françaises :
Commission intergouvernementale FR-LU (2010)

Commission intergouvernementale FR-LU-DE (1980)

Commission intergouvernementale FR-DE-CH (1975)

Commission mixte consultative franco-genevois (1973)

Commission intergouvernementale de voisinage FR-IT (en sommeil depuis 1997) 

Commissions intergouvernementales sectorielles FR-IT (CIG Lyon Turin, CIG du Tunnel du Mont Blanc, CIG du Tunnel du Fréjus, CIG des Alpes du sud)

Commission internationale des Pyrénées (1875)

Commission intergouvernementale FR-ES (1998)

Commission mixte transfrontalière FR-BR (1997)

Plusieurs dialogues ont par ailleurs été lancés comme :

Dialogue franco-allemand sur la politique transfrontalière (2009)

Réunions de Haut Niveau sur la coopération transfrontalière FR-ES (2008-2010)

De nombreux accords de coopération existent entre les autorités locales

Enfin, il est difficile de citer l’ensemble des coopérations qui existent entre les autorités locales de part et d’autre des frontières françaises. 

De nombreuses structures transfrontalières existent 

Par ailleurs, de nombreuses structures transfrontalières ont été crées aux frontières françaises, illustrant une coopération institutionnalisée. Certaines se sont dotées de personnalité juridique comme le groupement européen de coopération territoriale (GECT). Plusieurs GECT se sont ainsi développés sur les frontières françaises.

D.
Autres informations

Veuillez mentionner ici toute autre information ou remarque dont vous estimez qu’elle pourrait présenter un intérêt pour le Conseil de l’Europe dans le cadre de cette enquête.

s.o.

Confidentialité

Les réponses au présent questionnaire seront traitées en toute confidentialité conformément à la politique du Conseil de l’Europe en la matière. En répondant, vous autorisez le Conseil de l’Europe à utiliser les informations communiquées dans un rapport qui sera rendu public.

� La Regio Aachen regroupe les partenaires allemands suivants : Kreis Aachen, Kreis Düren, Kreis Euskirchen et kreis Heinsberg, kreisfreien Stadt Aachen. De nombreuses communes de ces Arrondissements ainsi que des représentants du secteur socio-économique sont partenaire de l’association de droit prive. 


� Avis du Comité des régions sur le thème «Les travailleurs frontaliers - État des lieux dix ans après l'instauration du marché intérieur: problèmes et perspectives» (2005/C 43/02)


� Loi du 2 mars 1982 relative aux droits des libertés des communes, départements et régions ; loi du 6 février 1992 relative à l’administration territoriale de la République ; loi du 4 février 1995 d’orientation pour l’aménagement et le développement durable du territoire ; loi du 25 juin 1999 d’orientation pour l’aménagement et le développement durable du territoire ; loi du 13 août 2004 relative aux libertés et responsabilités locales ; loi du 2 février 2007 relative à l’action extérieure des collectivités territoriales et de leurs groupements ; loi du 9 février 2005 sur la coopération internationale dans les domaines de l’eau et de l’assainissement ; loi du 7 décembre 2006 sur la coopération internationale dans le domaine de la distribution publique d’électricité et de gaz ;  loi du 16 avril 2008 visant à renforcer la coopération transfrontalière, transnationale et interrégionale par la mise en en conformité du CGCT avec le Règlement communautaire relatif au groupement européen de coopération territoriale (GECT).


� Exemple : le "versement transport", un impôt de droit français, est difficilement transposable en transfrontalier : comment imposer un impôt pour financer une ligne de bus qui permettrait l’évasion de travailleurs dans le pays voisin ? Comment une collectivité  locale peut-elle imposer des entreprises qui ne sont pas sur son territoire ?


� Exemple du projet de tram-train entre Sarreguemines (FR) et - Sarrebruck (DE)


� Livre blanc de la Commission européenne : "La politique européenne des transports à l’horizon 2010 : l’heure des choix",


2001


� Règlement CE 12/98 du Conseil fixant les conditions de l’admission des transporteurs non résidents aux transports internationaux de voyageurs par route dans un État membre. Définition de "cabotage" : transport public routier effectué par une entreprise d’un État membre à titre temporaire, dans un autre État membre sans y disposer d’un siège ou d’un établissement.


� Exemple du projet de réseau de transport transfrontalier entre la France et le Canton de Genève (CH).


� Les thèmes traités en transfrontalier : territoires transfrontaliers, agglomérations transfrontalières, territoires ruraux et naturels transfrontaliers, coopération maritime, développement économique, emploi et formation, santé, environnement, transports collectifs, culture et l'intégration territoriale, outils juridiques de la coopération, formation aux métiers du transfrontalier. http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/EUROMOT/MANIFESTE_FR.pdf
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