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Executive summary



Sub-national authorities [SNAs] have seen a great development in their influence in the European up from the 1980s, due to several processes at work in Europe. Multi-level governance [MLG], a theory derived from studies on European Integration, explains for instance the changing interaction between different governmental levels. This theory argues in particular, that “decentralisation has made local and regional governments more powerful and increased their capacity to formulate and deliver policy” (OECD, n.d.).
Besides MLG, changes in the EU institutional structure have enlarged the influence of local and regional governments in the EU. This trend has resulted in SNAs moving to Brussels to establish their own regional office. Consequently, regions and cities increasingly attempt to influence EU policies through multiple channels, including formal institutions and non-institutional channels. However, regional offices focus merely on the information supply from the EU to their home region/city, instead of solely the lobby activity. 

The Netherlands has a strong local and regional representation. One of them is G-4 Europe, a cooperation of four main cities in the Netherlands: Rotterdam, Amsterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. The G-4 represents the specific Dutch urban issues/interests of these cities in the European Union. It executes several activities including, among others, monitoring and influencing EU policies, and the promotion of their office. Though, there have been doubts on the effectiveness of such a cooperation office in Brussels. 
Hence, this research paper examines in different chapters the effectiveness of lobbying, networking and information supply of the G-4 in comparison with its partners such as the VNG and Eurocities. Finally, the conclusion in the end of this paper explains the advantage for The Hague to have a regional office (G-4) in Brussels. Subsequently, recommendations will be provided to improve its communication, image and cooperation with the other associations discussed in this paper. 
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Appendices
Preface

‘Multiple roads that lead to Brussels’ is a research project, carried out on behalf of the Municipality of The Hague. They gave me the great opportunity for undertaking an internship at the Department of International Affairs, and simultaneously, learning more about local governments and their associations represented in Brussels, by conducting a research on the subject: “representation of local governments in the European Union”. 


Well over 300 representations of EU regional and local authorities have established their office in Brussels. It is a new trend, in which regions and cities “gain room for political maneouvre, because the process of Europeanization implies the opening-up of a new political sphere in which cities can play a new multi-level game” (Heinelt, H. & Niederhafner, S. 2008). This and more on Dutch associations will be touched upon in the following chapters. 


I would like to give a special thanks to Mrs. Bronswijk, the assignment provider of this research project. In addition, I would like to thank my supervisor Mr. van der Meer. 
I hope you enjoy the report.

Marloes van Hooijdonk

Introduction


For a long time, it was assumed that the interaction between the EU and local governments was relatively weak. Yet, with the evolution of the European Union, its many enlargements and its institutional changes, the role and influence of regions and cities in the EU started to develop in the beginning of the 1980s. This is underlined by the establishment of a third, so-called ‘regional’ EU institutional level, which gave regional and local authorities an advisory role through the Committee of the Regions [CoR]. This official EU institution has been founded with the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992 (Wonderen, 2004, para.1). 

This paper concentrates on this interaction between the EU and local governments and in particular on the representation of local governments in the European Union. In addition, it aims to give an understanding of the Dutch associations of local governments represented in the European Union, such as the Association of Dutch Municipalities (which will be hereafter called the VNG) and G-4 Europe; a group of four major cities in the Netherlands. Subsequently, Eurocities will be taken into account as this is a network organisation of major European cities. However, the main emphasis is laid on the position of the G-4 office in Brussels. The Municipality of The Hague is namely eager to identify the added value of this association. This could be discovered, among others, through an analysis of different aspects of a regional office, i.e. lobbying, networking and information supply. Additionally, the goals, activities and cooperation of the G-4 will be discussed and compared with the VNG and Eurocities. 
Subsequently, the central question is formulated as follows: What is the significance of a G-4 office in Brussels, compared with the presence of VNG and Eurocities? Is there a need to enhance their cooperation?
To specify the research question, what is the activity to which the G-4 has an outstanding capactiy? In other words, which activity should the G-4 emphasise on? These questions are vital, due to the presence of many SNAs, who are involved in a same set of activities. Cooperation could become, for instance, an important tool to avoid overlap in priorities and to unite positions. It is therefore a question whether the present cooperation is sufficient, or whether improvements are necessary for enhanced cooperation. 
Thus, the position and the cooperation of the G-4 will be investigated through the above mentioned structure, as well as through various interviews with different policy officers including the Managing Director of VNG-Europe, Annemiek Wissink; the first Secretary for Home Affairs at the Netherlands Permanent Representation [PV], Ruben Brunsveld; representatives from the G-4 office; a policy officer at the ministry of Economic Affairs in the European Commission, Chris Jetten; a variety of civil servants at the municipality of The Hague; and a Member of European Parliament, Esther de Lange [CDA]. 
As a brief remark, one should bear in mind that the conducted interviews are based on opinions, and are therefore subjective. However, all these interviews together have given me a better insight into the research topic and will enable me to answer the research question. 
The report is divided into two parts. The first part covers the theoretical framework on multi-level governance and regional offices, whereas the second part is stressed on an analysis of the goals and activities (lobbying, networking, and information supply) of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities. This means that the report will start with an overview of sub-national governments in the EU, including a brief description of the multiple channels that lead to influencing EU policy in Brussels. Subsequently, the significance of regional offices in Brussels will be discussed, according to their history, objectives, roles & techniques, and effectiveness. Furthermore, the associations of VNG, Eurocities and G-4 Europe will be introduced briefly, as to what the organisation is about and its objectives. 

Finally, the second part of the report is emphasised on analyses of the effectiveness of G-4 Europe in its cooperation and the three activities mentioned above.
To conclude, the report will end with a conclusion on the G-4’s position and cooperation. If there is a clear outcome, recommendations will be provided. 
As a closing remark, according to the research assignment, the IPO/HNP will not be researched in-depth, as this is not within the research framework.
The following chapter will explore sub-national governments in the EU policy process. 
1. Sub-national governments in the EU policy process


1.1 Sub-national mobilisation
As discussed in the introduction, sub-national governments have gained a significant voice in the European Union. From 1990 onwards, many intense debates on the role of sub-national authorities in European integration have taken place.  A major factor in this development lies in the post-1988 reforms of the structural funds which stipulate, at least on paper:
“a fuller sub-national involvement in European structural policy; the establishment and activity of organizations of interregional co-operation clustered around EU programmes; the location of ever-growing numbers of regional information and liaison offices in Brussels; and the EU treaty changes which have opened up the possibility of sub-national input into the Council of Ministers, created the Committee of the Regions, and established the principle of subsidiarity as part of the currency of sub-national debate about Europe” (Jeffery, 2000, p.1/2). 
Though, sub-national mobilisation in Europe is still an ongoing process. This course involves around the theory of Multi-level Governance [MLG], which includes in short “the exercise of authority and the various dimensions of relations across levels of government” (OECD, n.d.).  

The following figure visualises the framework of Multi-Level Governance and its different levels; the EU level, the National level and finally the Local level. The regional level, however, is not included.  

Figure 1: Structure of [image: image3.png]


Multi-level Governance 

Source: (Antalovsky, E., Dangschat, J.S. & Parkinson, M., 2005)

The theory of multi-level governance was first developed as a counter balance to state-centrist views which dominated the study of the European Union between 1960 and 1980. Yet, this did not imply that MLG rejects the central role played by the national governments in the EU decision making (Bache, 2008). However, the theory does imply that local and regional governments have gained power in the European Union and “increased their capacity to formulate and deliver policies” (OECD, n.d.). Furthermore, sub-national authorities feared that global competition would affect their economies. Hence, they expected to influence public policies in such a way that they have a positive impact on improving the competitiveness of the regional economy and the well-being of residents. This tendency has leaded to more complex and demanding governance of public policies, which consequently involved multiple actors and the consideration to what extent the central government should cooperate with local and regional governments (OECD, n.d.). In addition, the transformation of sub-national governments from policy-takers into a role of policy-maker in the EU, has expressed itself into the opportunity for SNAs to move beyond the central state. In other words, central state institutions saw their monopoly position in EU affairs disappear with the growing influence of sub-national authorities. To illustrate this development, SNAs have recently formed direct links to Brussels and have addressed their lobby directly to the EU institutions. This concept is therefore referred to as ‘bypassing the nation-state’, whereby cities and regions have become significant actors in the EU policy arena, through the establishment of own networks and regional offices (Kern, 2007, p.12).
In line with the above reasoning, an additional definition that needs attention is ‘subsidiarity’. This concept has been established in Article 5 of the Treaty of Rome, which states:
“The Community shall act within the limits of the powers conferred upon it by this Treaty and of the objectives assigned to it therein. In areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Community shall take action, in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore, by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the Community. Any action by the Community shall not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the objectives of this Treaty”  (Weatherill, 2006, p.630). 
Interpreting article 5 of the Treaty of Rome, it is evident that governmental decisions should be taken at the level most appropriate for a particular task. The weakness of this notion, however, lies in the fact that every governmental level could contend that a certain task belongs to her, instead of another level. What is more, subsidiarity could be perceived as a concept whereby tasks are only conferred to a higher governmental level, when a lower government is unable to exercise these tasks efficiently.  
Thus, the idea behind subsidiarity is, essentially, that decisions need to be taken as close to the citizens as possible (de Rooij, 2003, p. 30). In addition, the subsidiarity principle is closely linked to the term proportionality, which implies the regulation of execution of powers by the European Union. This rule emphasises the involvement of European institutions in the achievement of their Treaty objectives, which should be in line with the aims pursued (Europa glossary, n.d.).  
1.2 Multiple roads to Brussels 

[image: image4.jpg]


Considering the growing awareness among local and regional representations on the importance of Europe, and likewise the interest representation at the European level; it is not surprising that sub-national governments utilise various channels to influence the European Union. These EU channels can be divided into two different categories; on the one hand there are formal channels, and on the other hand there are non-institutionalised channels. Both elements will be examined in the following paragraphs. 

1.2.1 Channels of formal institutions 
The chances of SNAs to gain access to formalised institutions and decision-makers of the European Union have increased over time. As a consequence, many sub-national governments moved to Brussels and became very active in lobbying at the EU institutions. One of these EU institutions is the European Commission [EC]: which is one of the most important supranational institutions, where sub-national governments have gained access to. This importance is derived from the fact that the European Commission covers an agenda-setting competence in the areas of SNAs interest, i.e. cohesion policy and environment.  Furthermore, as is evident from the concept of lobbying; it is necessary to lobby in the earliest stage possible, in order to be able to influence the agenda of the EC. 
Thus, the timing of SNAs lobby is as important as the quality of the intervention (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.22). 

Another useful channel for sub-national governments is the European Parliament [EP]. This institution has gained power within the European Union, as a result of the ‘co-decision’ process, which “empowered the Parliament by giving it power to negotiate amendments directly with the Council” (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.226). Nevertheless, as the European Parliament does not play a significant role in the determination of cohesion policy, the        co-decision procedure does not yet apply to this policy area. 
Having discussed the two main institutional channels of sub-national governments influence, the Council of Ministers will be examined subsequently. The significance of this Council is underlined by the way this EU institution is arranged. Every Member State is namely authorised to send a local or regional Minister to the Council, who will act as a representative of the country (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p. 226). In this respect, SNAs are acting on behalf of the national representations. In essence, only a few Member States can send regional representatives to the Council of Ministers. A primary example is Germany, due to its legislative powers (since Germany consists of federal states). The Netherlands, on the other hand, does not allow regional and local representatives to act on behalf of the Dutch government. This has strictly been monopolised by the Dutch departments. Yet, some of these SNAs might find Council committees or working groups more effective and important channels of influence. This is reflected in the ease of influencing and shaping EU legislation according to the interests of their region or city, even though they are obliged to merely represent the entire Member State (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.227).  
[image: image5.jpg]THE NETWORK
OF MAJOR
EUROPEAN

EURO
ey CITIES



Lastly, the establishment of the Committee of the Regions had a great impact on local and regional governments in the EU. This fourth official EU institution is a political assembly that gives a voice to regional and local authorities in the European Union. The Committee consists of around 344 members and an additional number of 344 alternate members (Committee of the Regions [CoR], n.d.). Moreover, there are two main issues that explain the foundation of the CoR. Firstly, three quarters of proposed and implemented EU legislation involves regional and local issues. It is therefore logical that sub-national governments desire to have a say in the development of new EU laws. Secondly, there were concerns about the gap between EU citizens and the EU institutions. The best way of closing this gap, would be through the involvement of the level of government which is closest to its citizens: local and regional governments (CoR, n.d.). This was previously referred to as the ‘subsidiarity principle’. Nevertheless, the competence of the CoR is not very far-reaching. As a matter of speaking, it only contains an advisory status. The CoR accordingly, advises the European Commission in its policy-making process. The other way around, the Commission and the Council should, according to the Maastricht Treaty, consult the CoR on EU legislation which has an impact on SNAs, including education, regional development, and health policies. 
Finally, the CoR is a benefit for SNAs; since they seek a stronger position in the EU, and therefore have the possibility to build coalitions with their more powerful colleagues from other Member States (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.226).
In summary, even though there exist certain resistance from Member States to the upgrading influence of sub-national governments, the arrival of the CoR has shown that the power has shifted from the national level more towards the sub- national level (van der Knaap & Hilterman, 1997, p.263/264).  

Before moving on to the next section on non-institutional channels, the role of national channels requires attention. Although the central-state is frequently by-passed by SNAs as stated before, influencing the national institutional channel remains a priority. This importance is underlined by the fact that the national governments are the actors who are making the final decisions on proposed EU legislation in the Council of Ministers. Thus, through the national channel, regional and local authorities can exert some influence as well. 
In general, the number, the strength and the effectiveness of national institutional channels may vary across Member States. In certain countries, such as England, “the weak constitutional position of regional and local authorities implies that good working relations with central government institutions are necessary for gaining access to national policy networks involved in formulating EU policies” (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.227). Consequently, their ability to by-pass the central government remains limited. 
1.2.2 Non-institutional channels 
Besides seeking to influence EU decision making through merely formal institutions, SNAs additionally utilise other channels of influence: informal institutions for example. This paragraph will therefore touch upon the different informal methods, used by sub-national authorities to influence EU decision making. 

First of all, a great number of sub-national governments have opened a regional office in Brussels which reflects the importance of SNAs to represent their interests and be present at the heart of the European Union. The history and motives of this tendency, together with the effectiveness will be elaborated on in section 1.3 on regional offices. Furthermore, a different way of using non-institutional channels is through the general coalition building with other powerful regional offices. They are, in fact, keen on forming alliances with other SNAs who share the same interests and objectives in certain policy areas. 
Additionally, some of the regional coalitions have emerged over the years, such as the Council of European Municipalities and Regions [CEMR] and the Assembly of European Regions [AER]; a body which is open to all sub-national authorities within the Union. 
Likewise, network associations such as Eurocities represent specific interests of local and regional governments (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.230). Finally, SNAs do not just form coalitions with liaison offices, but also with their associations back home. According to Bomberg & Peterson, this is particularly beneficial for the central government, as they often “need information of a sort that only the associations possess” (1998, p.231). As a closing remark, it is almost impossible to encounter coalition building between national SNAs, regarding their competitive nature in the struggle for structural funds. Still, it is a necessity for SNAs to cooperate with other associations and form coalitions, particularly with their own government, if they desire to influence EU decision making (Bomberg & Peterson, 1998, p.231).  
As one could conclude from the foregoing sub-sections and paragraphs, there are several ways that lead to Brussels. To support the theory on formal and informal channels of influence, the following table by van der Knaap & Hilterman (1997) will provide a clear structure on the channels sub-national governments utilise in order to influence EU decision-making. 
Figure 2: Overview multiple roads to Brussels 
	Method of influencing
	Aimed at the influence of..
	Costs for individual region or municipality
	Examples

	1. Individual lobby
	Policy implementation (i.e. subsidies)
	Relatively high costs
	G-4

	2. Functional networks
	Policy implementation as well as policy development
	High costs, strongly moderated by financial support from European Commission
	Eurocities, CEMR 

	3. European organisations
	Institutional interests of regional and local governmetns
	Medium costs, with a system of contribution
	 

	4. Community institutions
	Policy development
	indirect and relatively low costs
	Committee of the Regions


Source: (van der Knaap & Hilterman, 1997)
1.3 Regional Offices in Brussels
As stated in previous paragraphs, it has become more important for SNAs to establish a representational office in Brussels, in order to directly influence EU decision making. Where else could this activity be better performed than in Brussels? This is a question which local and regional authorities must have asked themselves. In result, the number of regional offices increased significantly over the years, with representations of a number of 165 regions, 17 local governments, 26 networks of local and regional authorities and 18 other entities, which have been recognized by the Brussels Capital Region (Huysseune & Jans, para. 1). This section will therefore clarify the history, the significance, the objectives/roles and the effectiveness of regional offices. 
1.3.1 History 

The first representations of local and regional authorities started to open up their offices in Brussels approximately 30 years after the foundation of the European Community. In fact, the participation of sub-national authorities in the European Union was not considered in the first EC Treaty of 18 April 1951 on the European Coal and Steel Community [ECSC]. The reason for this delay lies in the ‘historic development’ of the Community, since there was a late awareness and consideration on the importance of including the sub-national level in European legal frameworks (Heichlinger, 1999, p.5).
In principle, The Single European Act (July 1987), supposed to be “an important step in the development of a clear regional policy by expanding the role of the EU to cover regional development” (BELO, 2006). However, this act could not alter the involvement of regions and municipalities in the actual political process of the European Community. This, evidently, changed with the foundation of the Congress of Regional and Local Authorities in 1988, which made it possible for regional political views and decisions to be represented in the European Community. “The establishment of the Committee of the Regions within the framework of the Treaty on the European Union (Maastricht, 1992), intended, furthermore, to be the last formal step towards the development of regional policy in the Union” (Heichlinger, 1999, p.5). 

Still, regions were not satisfied, as they were generally neglected and did not get sufficient consideration. The primary problem they suffered from included the lack of information supply from the European institutions, the Permanent Representations and the national government. As a consequence, SNAs started to establish their own regional office, in order to provide their own information. And even though the representations were not accepted from the beginning, due to their unusual and unwanted presence, they finally were recognised to play a role in the European Union (Heichlinger, 1999, p.6).    

The first regional office to be present in Brussels was Birmingham (1984). Subsequently, more local and regional authorities from the UK and Germany followed this path. The first regions to open up offices in Brussels were the richer and more powerful regions in Germany, Spain, Belgium, and Austria. Nevertheless, weaker regions also aimed at opening a regional office in Brussels. A main example is France, which has all but two regions represented in the European Union. Likewise, the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands are strongly represented on a local and regional basis in Brussels. In contrast, centralised countries such as Greece, Ireland and Portugal have almost no regional representations at all (BELO, 2006). Furthermore, according to Huysseune & Jans, “local authorities are rarely directly represented; only a small number of capitals and major cities have their own representation”, the G-4 and the city of Rotterdam for instance (2008, para. 6).

In conclusion, a variety of regional offices have moved to Brussels over time; particularly in the period between 1992 and 1994. This development has actually never really ceased, with a number of 317 representations up to present (Huysseune & Jans, 2008, para. 5/6).
1.3.2 What is the significance of sub-national offices in Brussels? 
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The creation of regional offices in Brussels is primarily a consequence of different processes at work in the European Union. The main process is related to the ever deepening European integration, which meant new opportunities for local and regional authorities, who felt increasingly the need to have a voice in the European Union (BELO, 2006). Though, there are several other grounds for local and regional representations to be present in Brussels. The first representations, such as the United Kingdom, moved initially to Brussels to increase their access to EU-funding sources. This tendency is a result of the expansion and development of EU structural funds by the end of the 1980s, and the funding opportunities in other policy areas (Huysseune & Jans, 2008, para. 9).
However, the main reason for the establishment of regional offices in Brussels has currently shifted. The changes in the EU’s institutional structure, for instance, led to the creation of a so-called third tier of regional government in the EU policy process: the Committee of the Regions. Regional and local governments, therefore, moved to Brussels “to increase the political leverage in their national domestic contexts” (Huysseune & Jans, 2008, para. 10-11). The German regions are a primary example, who saw an increasing impact of EU legislation on their domestic powers. Besides motives such as EU funding and the increased participation in the European policy process, regional offices are eager to find partners and to mingle in the different networks present in Brussels. 
A final reason for the establishment of regional offices in Brussels is referred to by Huysseune & Jans in their study ‘Brussels as the capital of a Europe of the regions?’  as the “spill-over” effect (2008). This is a concept in which unrepresented SNAs feel the pressure to be present in Brussels, to defend or expand their regional powers and to follow other regions who have already established a successful regional office.
To conclude, regional offices were set up in Brussels due to four main reasons, which can be summarised as follows: 1) the search for funding opportunities, 2) changes in the EU’s institutional structure, 3) the possibility to connect with networks and a supranational community, 4) the spill-over effect. Another benefit for having an outpost in Brussels lies in the fact that SNAs could obtain more essential unofficial information (Huysseune & Jans, 2008, para. 12).
1.3.3 Objectives, roles and techniques 
After having examined the significance of regional offices in Brussels, it is time to take a closer look at the functions, roles and techniques of these regional and local representations.
Sub-national bodies experience different forms of political power at home and within the European Union process. Nevertheless, irrespective the initial and diverse motives of regional and local governments to move to Brussels, their functions, goals and activities remain similar. In other words, regional and local governments have become much more consistent. This consistency can be perceived in the wide range of their activities, including information supply; networking; lobbying; and the promotion of their own region/city.
However, contrary to lobby- and interest groups, regional representations do not solely aim at direct lobbying and interest representation (EUKN, 2008, “Conclusions” section, para.5). Instead, they are mainly concentrating on the information aspect. Besides the important activity of information supply, regional offices can provide several other functions and services to the back office of their party or region (Heichlinger, 1999, p.15).

   
Below, a description of the functions and roles of regional offices will be provided. To start with the traditional role:  under this ‘head’, sub-national representations are monitoring what is exactly happening in the European Union, and in relation to this observation, what the upcoming EU legislation will be. So to speak, regional offices act as early warning offices, which could timely get into action. Secondly, the networking role refers to the way regional offices tend to build and develop ties with other representations and the EU institutions present in Brussels. This can be established through formal and informal network activities. 
According to a survey carried out by M. Huysseune & T. Jans, “regional offices consider networking to be almost as important as gathering information” (2008, para. 17).
Essentially, the goal of networking is to exchange information and best practises with other networks/representations. 
Subsequently, the lobbying role explains the region’s attempt to influence EU policy in favour of their region/city. Formerly, lobbyists used to address their lobby and information flow only to the European Commission. Yet, with the increasing power of the European Parliament, the relation between regions and its MEPs has significantly improved. However, this does not mean that the role of the European Commission has decreased, since we have seen previously that the EC remains the main partner of sub-national representations. Moreover, regional offices are involved in the promotional role. As stated by Heichlinger, the activities related to this promotional role could include “informal receptions, art exhibitions, book presentations and musical events, which provide bridges or contact points for intercultural relations” (1999, p.17). Furthermore, through the promotion of their office, sub-national representations could increase the knowledge of the EU in their home region. Thus, through the establishment of a permanent office in Brussels, regional and local representations can enhance the awareness of the European Union and the impact on their region/ city. Finally, the supportive role refers to the necessity of sub-national authorities to assist the EU institutions in their daily work, through the participation and support in Council working groups and by providing the institutions with expertise. In conclusion, this supportive role has certainly contributed to the increasing influence of regional and local governments in the European political process (Heichlinger, 1999, p. 16/17). 

In short, which of these previous discussed roles and functions will be priority for regional offices depends on the factors mentioned above, including their mission statement and the requirements of different sponsors (Heichlinger, 1997, p.17).  

1.3.4 Effectiveness 

This section will examine the effectiveness of regional offices in Brussels. Obviously, effectivity as such is a broad term, and it could be interpreted in many different ways. Effectivity will therefore be linked to influence in this research, since this term is seen as a by-product of access to the EU institutions and the ability to provide information to EU actors. However, the fact that regional offices have access to EU institutions does not indicate they have actual influence. Additionally, it is quite difficult to measure effectiveness and influence, as it depends on the goals and activities one office sets. As follows, if a regional office sets its goals on a relatively low level, it is evident that it will be more easily to achieve them, than the more ambitious goals (Reilly, as cited in Heichlinger, 1998, p.19). Another question which can be impossibly answered is the extent to which regional and local representations have achieved what they wanted.  This remains a problem; in so far the results of a certain lobby cannot easily be proved or be attributed to just one lobbyist or association. 
Next to lobby successes, “several regional offices might be assessed on the basis of a funding-focused remit, while others form part of a much broader European strategy and hence differ in the criteria used to measure effectiveness” (Heichlinger, 1999, p.19). 
In conclusion, even though the effectiveness of regional offices is difficult to measure, it seems that they perform quite well. This is underlined in the increased number of offices, their personnel and the gained financial resources (Heichlinger, 1999, p. 19/20). 

1.4 Conclusion

Multi-Level Governance, together with changes in the EU institutional structure, has paved the road for sub-national authorities to obtain access directly to European institutions beyond the nation-state. This tendency has resulted in local and regional governments moving to Brussels to establish a regional office. The main activities regional offices perform are diverse and include lobbying, networking, information supply and the promotion of their home region/city. These various tasks regional offices perform make them ultimately relevant and useful to their home regions. Furthermore, by gaining more power in the EU, SNAs have increasingly attempted to influence the EU policy process through multiple channels, i.e. formal institutions or non-institutional channels. However, regional offices do not focus solely on lobbying. Information, from the EU back to the home region and city, is as much important as the lobby aspect. 

Having discussed the theoretical framework of this paper, the associations of local governments will be introduced in the following chapter. 
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2. Overview (Dutch) local representations


Having discussed the theoretical background, and the significance of regional and local governments in the European Union, it is time to focus on the goals and activities of three main associations of local governments in Brussels. This chapter will therefore provide a short introduction into the G-4, VNG and Eurocities, together with the Council of Municipalities and Regions. 
2.1 Introduction to associations of (Dutch) local governments in the EU
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2.1.1 G-4- Europe

‘G-4 Europe’ is a cooperation between the four major cities in the Netherlands: Rotterdam, Amsterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. In 2003, they opened a joined regional office in Brussels. This was important, due to urban problems and policies which these cities have in common and have to deal with on a European level. Together they encompass a stronger position to represent the interests of the so-called ‘Randstad’ (which is a Dutch urban agglomeration) in the European Union.  Each city has a representative with a permanent seat in Brussels. However, this representative only fulfils a minimum of 2 days as G-4 representative. The remaining time, they may lobby for their home city. 

The objective of the G-4 consists of the interest representation of their common interests. To convey a specific policy message, it is necessary to have an effective interest representation. This comprises, therefore, the main task of the G-4: influencing EU policy and EU legislation. To be able to execute this activity, the G-4 needs to find partners with the same interests, ambitions and goals, and accordingly build a durable partnership with them. As an example, the G-4 maintains good contacts with the European institutions such as the European Parliament, the European Commission and the Committee of the Regions, and it additionally cooperates with the Dutch Permanent Representation, the Dutch government and other European interest groups in Brussels. The G-4 is also involved with monitoring EU policy and legislative developments. This task precedes the previous one, as it is vital to be able to influence certain policies on local level at an early stage. The G-4 is additionally engaged with the EU institutions on behalf of the G-4 cities. 

They pave the road for political representatives to gain access to these institutions. Finally, the G-4 is involved in the rise of G-4’s profile and the promotion of its best practices (Municipality of The Hague, 2009). 
The following structure will clarify the organisation of the G-4. The G-4 Europe office in Brussels is referred to as the “front office” and The Hague Municipality is referred to as the “back office”. 
Figure 3: Organisation of the G-4
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Source: (powerpoint presentation; van der Meer, 2009, p.5)

2.1.2 Association of Dutch Municipalities (VNG)

The Association of Netherlands Municipalities is an umbrella organisation of Dutch municipalities, founded in 1912 by 28 Dutch cities. The establishment of this association was a result of the growing tasks delegated to municipalities, who needed information, exchange of experiences, and an organisation to represent their interests. The number of municipalities who joined the VNG in its early years has increased substantially to 441 members at present. Members join the VNG on a voluntary basis; however they need to pay a membership fee since they make use of the services of the association. VNG has set up several companies, of which include: “mutual insurance companies against the hazards of fire and storms” (in 1918) and against fraud (in 1937), and a very successful “accountancy firm” (in 1914). Subsequently, VNG International has been established in 1993. This part of the VNG is concerned with strengthening democratic local government worldwide. Thus, this organisation involves essentially the international activities and services of the VNG (VNG, n.d.).
The VNG has, furthermore, a regular consultation with nearly all ministries of the central government in The Hague. The municipalities are dependent on the VNG, because they need an organisation that could assist them in formulating positions, and to develop innovation and knowledge. In result, united in the VNG, Dutch municipalities have more influence than individually. Besides the main task of the VNG to represent the interests of its members at the national government, it additionally seeks to provide its members with several services such as a ‘model by-law’ (VNG, n.d.). Moreover, information-supply and the facilitation of the exchange of knowledge are provided for by the VNG.  The ambitions of the VNG, as stated on its website, can be divided into a ‘daring ambition’ and a ‘higher ambition’. These comprise respectively: “VNG sets the trend in local government, attaining visible results for local councils, local executive boards and local officials, and co-operating with all municipalities; VNG stands tall for the empowerment and quality of local government” (VNG, n.d.). 
The internal organisation of the VNG contains several components. To mention only a few: the General Assembly, the Executive Committee and the Board of Directors. 
The General Assembly is a “yearly event and is part of the Annual Congress” (VNG, n.d.). Furthermore, it is a body that elects the members of the Policy Committee and approves the yearly report of the VNG (VNG, n.d.). Subsequently, the Executive Committee consists of a chairman, a vice-chairman, a secretary, a treasurer and five members. The tasks of this Committee include the preparation of the decisions of the Policy Committee and making sure that the Policy Committees’ decisions are implemented. Finally, the board of Directors regulates the executive organisation. This board consists of two members, who are “appointed, suspended and dismissed by the Policy Committee” (VNG, n.d.). 
The VNG, together with the Association for Dutch Provinces (IPO) are a member of CEMR, which is the European umbrella organisation for sub-national authorities. However, the CEMR will only be discussed on an introductory basis in this paper, as it does not fit in the framework of this specific research on the position of the G-4 and its cooperation with the VNG and Eurocities, presented in the introduction.  



                        CEMR has been established in 1951, by a group of European Mayors who came together in Geneva and established the Council of European Municipalities. Soon after its establishment, the Council also opened its gateway to the regions, which was subsequently called ‘the Council of European Municipalities and Regions’.   


            Nowadays, the organisation has developed into one of the largest organisations representing local and regional governments in Europe. Its members include over 50 national associations of towns, municipalities, and regions, from 37 countries. Altogether the CEMR represents some 100,000 local and regional authorities. CEMR’s budget consists of 2 million euro’s, which derived for the main part from the membership of its national associations. The remaining 10% comprises an “annual grant from the EU Commission in the framework of the ‘Active European Citizenship’ programme” (CEMR, n.d.). 
The objective of the CEMR can be described as follows; it strives after the promotion of a united Europe, based on sub-national self government and democracy. CEMR attempts to achieve this goal by “enhancing the local and regional contribution, to influence European law and policy, to exchange experience at local and regional level and to cooperate with partners in other parts of the world” (CEMR, n.d.).  
2.1.3 Eurocities
Eurocities is a network of major European cities. The foundation dates back to 1986, when so called ‘second cities’ (cities after the capital city) such as Barcelona, Birmingham, Frankfurt am Main, Lyon, Milan and Rotterdam decided to establish a network for better coordination of their EU-related activities and the exchange of information.  
From 1986 to present, Eurocities has rapidly developed into a network of 135 large cities in over 30 European countries, including the four big cities of the Netherlands: Amsterdam, The Hague, Utrecht and Rotterdam. Before a city can become a member, they have to fulfil two criteria: first, cities require a minimum of 250.000 inhabitants, and second, members require a democratically elected government structure. The headquarters of Eurocities is based in Brussels, where it opened its first office in 1992 (Heinelt, H. and Niederhafner, S., 2005). Furthermore, Eurocities is a network where member cities share their expertise and ideas, and exchange best practices, in order to find innovative solutions for common urban issues. This exchange takes place in Forums, Working Groups, several projects, activities and events. 
The activities of Eurocities involves around three aspects; Networking, Lobbying and Campaigning (Eurocities, n.d.). The objectives of Eurocities comprise, subsequently, “the improvement of the quality of life of the inhabitants of cities, the support of cities in countries that are non EU member countries in their integration into the network, and the support of cities in Central and Eastern European countries during their transformation process towards democracy and a market economy” (OZV ® MMB, 2003). In addition, Eurocities seeks a dialogue with the European institutions on all aspects of EU legislation, programmes and policies that have an impact on its members. 
To discuss the organisational structure of Eurocities: the General Assembly is the highest body within Eurocities. It has the powers to rule changes, to elect members of the Executive Committee, to approve budgets, and to accept new members (OZV ® MMB, 2003). Subsequently, each year in November, an Annual General Meeting takes place, organised by one of the member cities.  During this event, the members of the Executive Committee, as well as the President, are (every 2 years) elected by the General Assembly.  In 2008, The Hague hosted this event and the Mayor of The Hague, Jozias van Aartsen, became President of Eurocities for the coming two years. The Executive Committee is the main governing body of Eurocities and comprises currently 12 member cities. Moreover, it appoints a Chief Executive Officer, who is the head of the office in Brussels, and is, together with his secretariat, shaping the network agenda. Eurocities consists furthermore of six thematic committees/forums, where policy officers work on topics such as Economic Development, Culture, Environment, Information and Knowledge Society, Transport and Mobility, and Social Affairs. However, due to the size of these committees, 50 or more members, it is difficult to work on detailed issues and proposals. This problem was solved with the introduction of the so called working groups. These working groups are chaired by one city, interested in a particular urban issue, who “organises the cooperation within the working group and aims to reconcile the individual positions” (Heinelt, H. and Niederhafner, S., 2005).
2.2 Conclusion
Summarising this chapter, it appears that every association strives after its own objectives and that their backgrounds slightly differ. The G-4, for instance, represents the typical Dutch urban issues of the Randstad, whereas Eurocities is representing all European cities concerning urban issues. VNG, on the contrary, represents its local authorities mostly at the national government. However, the provision of services and information is an aspect which they all emphasise on. Finally, even though the specific activities of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities are significantly diverse (which will be elaborated on in the next chapters), they pursue the same ambition: representing the interests of their members, and bring their message across in the European Union. 
The following chapters will present a comparative description on the dimensions lobbying, networking, and information supply of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities.  
This framework will help to analyse and assess the effectiveness of the G-4 Europe office on each of these activities and its cooperation with the VNG and Eurocities. 
3. Lobbying in the EU


With 15,000 lobbyists present in Brussels, of which 2% from regions and cities; lobbying is perceived as a fundamental activity many local and regional authorities are involved in (Haar, 2006). It has been, furthermore, proved to be an effective tool for influencing the EU policy process. As we have seen, lobbying can be exercised through various channels and networks; formal and informal. This chapter will discuss the priority dossiers of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities, and conclude with an analysis on the effectiveness of the lobby dimension of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities. 

3.1 G-4 Europe 

In Brussels happens a lot which is significant for cities. The G-4 has, in result, a monitoring function, which should be aimed at absorbing and redirecting essential information about the EU to its policy officers and civil servants back in the municipalities. In this manner, the G-4 strives for coverage of the European policy arena and to increase the involvement of policy responsible departments in the four main cities of the Netherlands. 
In order to monitor EU policy and lobby effectively, the G-4 has chosen fivesome priority policy areas. For the year 2009 these areas include durable urban development; economy, work and income; youth; security; and traffic & transport. The first dossier, durable urban development comprises themes such as environment, physical planning and the future of the structural funds. G-4 Europe observes recent developments, mobilises urban experts and prepares G-4 positions. The second priority, economy, work and income contain themes such as the Lisbon agenda 2010+, participation, and the economic crisis. Furthermore, the European Union has no direct competence in the area of youth; however some European policy developments and legislation have influence on this dossier. Moreover, the security dossier is a priority which is self-evident, as the security guarantee of citizens is one of the core priorities in the EU. Finally, the publication of the white paper on greener transportation and the green paper/ action plan for urban mobility demonstrates that input from the G-4 is desirable on traffic & transport (G-4 Europa, 2008, p.5/6). 

These priorities represent obviously important themes for (Dutch) big cities. Those priorities are selected by the end of September, when the four municipal executives gather to discuss the current issues for the four cities. In other words, politicians of the G-4 look at the topics essential to all four cities, and subsequently observe what priorities Europe puts forward on each of these themes. Following this stage, a work programme will be drafted. 
The execution of these above mentioned priority dossiers comes about in a cooperation between the G-4 front office and the involved departments in the four cities. But, how does then a G-4 lobby works? The G-4 lobby is essentially based on their annual work program. A position paper is subsequently produced by the G-4 themselves, or in some cases together with VNG/IPO or Eurocities. This depends on the priority dossier, the direction they intend to go and the channel they choose; which leads to the highest opportunity for success. Furthermore, the G-4 addresses its lobby to the Dutch government. This is vital, as the national government has great influence in the EU, representing the ‘Dutch position’ through the Council of Ministers. Besides this particular lobby-activity, other activities of the G-4 are aimed at the five priority dossiers as well. What is more, G-4 Europe provides products such as letters, position papers, work visits, network meetings and information material. In order to realise those above mentioned products, G-4 Europe – front office- requires input from its policy makers and public officials from the four cities - back office - , such as initiatives, priorities and viewpoints (G-4 Europa, 2008, p. 5/6). 
3.2 VNG 
The VNG, as explained before, is an umbrella organisation of Dutch municipalities, and an association of and for all civil servants and governors in the Dutch municipalities. Like the    G-4 and Eurocities, the VNG has an official outpost in Brussels since 1993 (VNG, 2008). 
The following information is based on a personal communication with Mrs Wissink, director of        VNG Europe. VNG Europe employs five people on interest representation; of which 1 person on international affairs, and the remaining four on European affairs. Moreover, the VNG does employ lobbyists; however these are not present in Brussels on a permanent basis. This has been decided, since the lobby of this organization is more directed towards the Dutch departments instead of the EU institutions. VNG represents, therefore, the decentralised interests at the ministers of the different departments, which has resulted in lobbyists operating in The Hague, rather than in Brussels. The priority lobby dossiers which have been determined by VNG Europe for the year 2009 will be discussed hereafter.
To start with the White paper on Climate adaptation and Directive energy achievements of buildings: this priority involves the control of climate changes and the amendment on energy climate. The VNG is in favour of an integral approach at the adaption to climate change, physical planning, construction, water management, and nature and rural policy. To continue with the EU- Budget review; the VNG and its provincial partner IPO have stressed, in a common paper, the importance on the future of regional policy at the development of the EU budget. Municipalities share the opinion that the contribution from the EU structural funds comprises a significant supplement to the national policy initiatives. 
Another priority of the VNG in 2009 includes Air Quality: the EC will set the national emissions in a directive, which all member states have to comply with. Air quality is followed by the priority ‘Soil’, which involves the protection of European soil against erosion and pollution, in order to guarantee the quality and durable utility of the soil. The VNG takes the view that the EU, with regard to soil, has a supportive and stimulating role. Waste Management, subsequently, encompasses the ambition to develop the EU into a ‘recycling society’. This can be achieved by reducing waste materials as much as possible in the cycle, as a substitution of primary base materials. Furthermore, the VNG places an emphasis on IPPC, which is a directive that aims at the usage of ‘best available techniques/competences’  by large-scale agriculture- and industry businesses, in order to force back the air pollution. Another priority of the VNG contains the Lisbon Agenda: this theme comprises the contribution of decentralised authorities at the annual evaluation of the Lisbon agenda. Finally, the last two priorities include Urban Mobility and Territorial Cohesion. In the first case, the VNG has reacted to the green paper “A new urban mobility culture” (2008), written by the EC. After the Commissions’ proposal, the VNG will draft a position paper on urban mobility. The latter theme has been added as one of the objectives of the EU, next to social and economic cohesion; which were established in the Treaty of Lisbon. The EC will now draft proposals to give interpretation to the concept of territorial cohesion. The VNG will, accordingly, write a reaction on the green paper Territorial Cohesion (VNG, 2008). 
The above mentioned themes have been developed consistent with the work programme of the European Commission and the general priorities of the VNG. The general priorities are subsequently formulated according to important issues arising in the Dutch municipalities. Therefore, there must be a common ground for all members of the VNG, which is taken into account when drafting a common position. However, this could sometimes generate difficulties, since the 441 municipalities the VNG is representing range in size and economic interest. But through the exchange of knowledge and experiences it is possible to harmonise their interests as much as possible (VNG, 2008). 

3.3 Eurocities 
Eurocities is a network of major cities in Europe. But to what extent does this particular European network organisation possess a reallobby capacity? I have put this question forth in an interview with Mr. Rodrigues; policy officer at Eurocities. In this paragraph, the answer to this question and more background information on lobbying by Eurocities will be provided. 

Lobbying is one of Eurocities main activities, next to networking and campaigning. The     lobby-capacity explains itself in the way Eurocities monitors relevant policy developments at the EU level, after which cities influence those policies and make recommendations for better policy. 
The task of Eurocities is therefore to assist its members in delivering a collective message to the EU institutions, as Eurocities possess the networks, contacts and access to the European Union. Furthermore, Eurocities can have the voices of its members heard through different means. First of all, the fact that the Eurocities office is located in Brussels means that it is up to date with relevant developments in the EU. Secondly, the size of the organisation carries more weight and opens more doors in Brussels, than the lobby of an individual city. 
Eurocities will be working in the next two years on three core themes including; Innovation & Liveability; Partnership & Participation; and Diversity & Cohesion. Innovation and Liveability is aimed at developing creative responses to changing societal demands and using cultural and creative industries to make Europe’s cities more attractive. These ideas will be translated into key actions of Eurocities in the areas of services, climate change and mobility. Partnership and Participation, in addition, involves the building of new partnerships, the active participation of all citizens in urban life and the enhanced cooperation between different levels of government. In order to realise these goals, Eurocities will focus on strengthening relations with EU Presidencies, bi-lateral organisations and finally the EU institutions. Lastly, Diversity and Cohesion includes an adaptation to the growing diversity of cities’ inhabitants, addressing disparities in socio-economic conditions within and between cities and creating employment (Eurocities, 2008).  

The drafting of a position paper in one of the above mentioned areas precedes an internal procedure. If a certain EU subject is important enough for big cities; Eurocities mobilises its members to define a position. The process of defining a position is coordinated by a policy officer, who has the technical expertise on the subject and can determine what is political feasible and what is not. After the position paper is agreed by all Eurocities members, it is discussed and politically adopted by the Executive Committee as an official Eurocities position. The policy officer will, finally, utilise the best strategies to deliver the policy documents to the right people, at the right time. Those contacts include officials from the European Commission or the European Parliament. Eurocities attempts, additionally, to involve the national level as much as possible. This is realised through the maintenance of Eurocities’ relations with the EU Presidencies. They attempt, for instance, to influence the agenda of the EU Presidency, which is easier than lobbying each Member State on an individual basis. 
To conclude, reaching a joint position across the Eurocities network appears to be, from time to time, a rather difficult process. However, it is clear from an early stage whether a common position will be reached or not. If it is not likely that a common position will be achieved, a discussion on a particular topic will not even take place. On the other hand, when an initiative has been raised, it implies that it is already supported by a certain group of cities.
3.4 Comparison lobby- activities
As is obvious from the foregoing paragraphs, there exist little differences in the priorities of the three associations. G-4 Europe, for instance, emphasises specifically on urban issues, such as urban development, economy and transport. These issues comprise the particular problems and needs of the four big cities in the Netherlands. Eurocities, likewise, concentrates on urban issues. However, their priorities seem to reflect a broader scope such as climate change, economic crisis, ICT & energy efficiency, sustainable urban mobility and social exclusion. The G-4 occasionally joins the position of Eurocities on relevant issues. This cooperation is beneficial for G-4 Europe, as Eurocities is a large network with more influence and weight in the EU institutions, than just the G-4 on behalf of four major Dutch cities. The VNG on the contrary represents 441 municipalities, which means that its priorities are formulated according to the interests of small and big municipalities.  
In summary, G-4 Europe should, on dossiers such as the Lisbon agenda, Territorial Cohesion and the EU budget review, cooperate and harmonise its position as much as possible with the VNG (for pecific Dutch interests) and Eurocities (for general urban interests). However, in cases where this is not conceivable, the G-4 publishes an own position which has a specific value for the Dutch cities, and which is not supported by either VNG or Eurocities. 
Subsequently, speaking of a common position, it seems that the G-4 experiences an advantage in reaching consensus within its organisation, in contrast to the VNG and Eurocities. This could be ascribed to its relatively small size, which makes it easier for the representatives to reach a political consensus. VNG and Eurocities, on the other hand, have to represent a much higher and diverse number of members, which denotes a longer course before reaching a common position which suits every municipality/city. It should be noted, however, that the composition of the G-4 as four individual cities with their own particular interests could endanger the political consensus. This occurs, when the four cities are working too much for their municipalities back home; which leads to internal tensions and affects the cooperation between the four cities in Brussels. (Information in this section is based on own findings, work programs of each of these associations and conducted interviews with Eurocities’, VNG and G-4 policy officers). 
So far, the strengths and weaknesses of the lobby activities of G-4, VNG and Eurocities have been discussed and compared. The next chapter will, subsequently, highlight the presence of these associations in different networks and the significance of networking as a main activity of regional offices.
4. Networking 



In order to deliver a position paper at the right people, at the right time, networks are vital. Efficient networks contribute namely to the enhanced cooperation between local and regional representations in Brussels, and between SNAs and the European institutions. Nevertheless, before examining the different networks of the three associations, it is useful to explain the workings of networking (which is to some extent linked to lobbying) through the following ‘Bermuda/Golden Triangle model’, invented by André van der Meer, The Hague representative of the G-4. 

Figure 4: ‘Golden- (Bermuda) Triangle’
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To clarify the above illustration, a successful lobby occurs through various channels. As stated in the theory of chapter one, it is recommended to not only lobby through one channel, as there are ‘multiple roads that lead to exert influence in Brussels’. To take G-4 Europe as an example, it has different ways of influencing EU legislation. One example is through direct interest representation, when G-4 defines its own position (individually) or harmonises its position with other associations (Dutch: VNG, European: other regional offices); depending on the importance of a certain issue. In addition, the G-4 utilise the formal representation channel. Examples of formal representations are VNG and CEMR, which maintain formal relations with the EU institutions. Thus, the G-4 uses the VNG in those cases where shared interests exist, to put forward its position in the EU. Furthermore, G-4 could decide to harmonise its position with interest groups such as Eurocities, which represent specific urban interests. However, the G-4 could also lobby directly at the European institutions or through the Dutch Permanent Representation, if a cooperation with VNG, Eurocities or other network organisations is unfeasible. 
In conclusion, which ways lead to an effective representation of interests in the European Union? Essentially, for a lobby to be effective and successful, sub-national authorities need to address their lobby not only at the EU institutions, but also at their national government (Permanent Representation). This is important, because national governments have, in contrast to SNAs, access to the Council of Ministers, where major decisions are being taken. Moreover, it depends on a case by case basis whether the G-4 produces an own position paper, or find support through either ways: formal, direct interest representation, interest groups or through the Committee of the Regions. Finally, whether it will be a Bermuda or a Golden triangle depends on the outcome of the lobby (the information presented above is based on a personal consultation with A. van der Meer).
4.1 G-4 Europe 
The G-4 maintains strategic relations (formal and informal) with diverse European institutions and organisations. These relations concern the departments of the European institutions relevant to the priority dossiers of the G-4, the different Commissions of the Committee of the Regions, as well as the EU presidencies of the Council. Special notice is given to the Dutch Permanent Representation in the European Union. Besides, the G-4 actively contributes to the cooperation with other network organisations present in Brussels, such as Eurocities. These partnerships and cooperations are important to the G-4, as it helps them to give an insight into the activities and priority dossiers of other sub-national representations in Brussels and into the developments of European policies. Accordingly, regional offices need to harmonise their positions where possible, which is more effective than lobbying the European Commission ten times by individual associations. The more sub-national authorities share the same interests, the stronger the position; and subsequently their influence in the EU. The presence of the G-4 office relating to networking in Brussels is furthermore significant, as they attempt to present and promote the activities of their office, which aims obviously towards a greater transparency to the EU institutions, other SNAs and its back office. As a result, this could lead to an increased credibility of their tasks and goals and the necessity to be present in Brussels.  Another strength of networking for the G-4, lies in the collection of informal information through communication with partners and networks. Additionally, the G-4 Europe organises several network activities, to support the activities within their lobby dossiers. 

In short, without a regional office in Brussels, G-4 would miss much vital and relevant information on European policies and legislation for its municipalities. After all, networks are the foundation for a successful lobby with a desired outcome which suits the local and regional authorities. Thus, the G-4 plays an active role in different European networks. It establishes and mingles in networks wherever and whenever they find it necessary and relevant to operate. Hence, it is not always easy to draw a line between formal and informal networking, and even between the activities of networking and lobbying (see figure 4). 
4.2 VNG

VNG participates in international associations of local administration and in international networks within their own domain. These two different strands will be discussed hereafter.
To start with the participation of VNG in international associations; this element includes the participation and cooperation in the United Cities and Local Governments [UCLG]. This organisation aspires to be the united voice of democratic self-government and promotes its values, objectives and interests through cooperation with the local governments and the wider international community. Another association is the CEMR, discussed in chapter 2. This organisation is the biggest European organisation for the interest representation of local and regional governments in the EU. Other international associations which are of importance to the VNG include Eurocities and CEEP. Centre Européen des Entreprises Publiques [CEEP] is an organisation that represents the government from its role as state employer. Accordingly, members include state enterprises and associations of decentralised governments. The CEEP participates together with the European Commission in a Social Dialogue, where advises on labour conditions in transport, environment and the internal market are presented. The VNG Europe section additionally participates in this Social Dialogue (VNG, 2009, p.11). Besides the participation of VNG in international associations and intergovernmental organisations, VNG participates in international networks. Only the three main networks will be discussed. First of all, there is the network of ‘Healthy Municipalities’, which forms a national segment of the European network ‘Healthy Cities’, which is established in the framework of the WHO. Secondly, the network of ‘Child Friendly Cities’ is a platform of municipal administrators, public officials and other interested parties for the development and assistance of innovative youth policy. This Dutch network is also a part of the European network on Child Friendly Cities, which organises diverse conferences, where the VNG participates in.  Finally, the VNG is a member of ELANET; which is a network of CEMR on information society topics. 

4.3 Eurocities

Eurocities is active in different networks and cooperates with different partners, i.e. environment networks, social networks and the Committee of the Regions. In essence, Eurocities cooperates and joins powers with all organisations that have similar positions as Eurocities. Furthermore, it attempts to bring its position across through formal and informal meetings and seminars. This will open doors for cooperation with the EC and EP, and the successful delivery of its position papers at these EU institutions.
Some of Eurocities’ networks will be discussed hereafter. First of all, there is the network ‘Progress’, which is a partnership between the European Commission and Eurocities on Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities. The aim of this cooperation is to raise the voice of cities in the EU Social Inclusion Process (Eurocities, 2009). A second important network for Eurocities is the Committee of the Regions. Eurocities exchanges information and expertise with this institution on urban-related EU matters and joint-events. Besides, Eurocities is contributing to the official CoR reports on issues which are relevant for its members. Finally, some of the cities are simultaneously members of Eurocities and CoR, such as The Hague, which improves the cooperation between these two organisations (Eurocities, 2009). The network of Sustainable Energy Europe Campaign, subsequently, focuses on the contribution to achieve the European Union’s energy policy targets within the fields of renewable energy sources, alternative fuels, energy efficiency, and clean transport (Eurocities, 2009). Euronews, additionally, is an international news channel in Europe, which highlights the importance of the role of local governments in addressing significant social, environmental, and economic challenges that Europe’s cities are facing in the 21st Century (Eurocities, 2009). Another network of Eurocities is the European Enterprise Awards. This initiative has been launched by the European Commission, which recognises and rewards outstanding initiatives that support entrepreneurship at a regional level. The idea behind the distribution of these awards is to raise awareness of enterprise, both policy and delivery activities, and celebrate success (Eurocities, 2009). A final network in this list of Eurocities is Global City. This is an international networking forum, where mayors, political leaders and senior city executives can share their strategies, methods and concrete solutions to help them implement their vision of a sustainable city and metropolitan region (Eurocities, 2009). 

In short, the cooperation with the above mentioned networks and organisations occurs on a case by case basis; whenever Eurocities feel there is an added-value. Evidently, this depends on the subject, whether it is worth it to put a lot of energy and subsequently resources into the development of a certain position paper.

4.4. Comparison network strategies
The VNG, Eurocities, and particularly the G-4, uses all kinds of networks; they follow a     multi-level approach. It is once again stressed that networks and networking is an effective method for a successful lobby; and to obtain unofficial information from the EU. After all, knowing the right people in the EU simplifies the access to the European institutions and will accordingly increase the possibility of being heard. Furthermore, the cooperation and coalition forming with other cities and regional offices contributes to the collection of vital information and the support for a certain cause, i.e. finding partnerships. Moreover, work visits could increase the opportunity for effective information supply. For example, if the G-4 contacts relevant people in its network when G-4 politicians visit Brussels, an effective exchange of knowledge and experience could take place. The G-4 Europe office could therefore be seen as a link (front office) from the European Union to the municipality back home. Additionally, the G-4 organises diverse network activities by themselves, or in cooperation with other networks. This is important, as local and regional authorities need to know its partners and their priorities, in order to cooperate and harmonise the priority dossiers well. Thus, the different networking activities support the content related activities within their lobby dossiers, which are of importance for the visibility of the G-4 cooperation in Brussels. (Information in this section is based on own findings/experience, work programmes of the G-4 and VNG, websites and conducted interviews with G-4 representatives, Mrs. Wissink of VNG Europe and Mr. Rodrigues from Eurocities). 

To conclude, networks are a necessary and beneficial feature of regional offices; if they are used effectively at the right moment and with the right partners. Having examined the significance of networking, the last chapter will elaborate on the different information tools and the communication flow between regional offices and its members/ back office.

5. Information supply


As mentioned before, information supply is an important aspect of regional offices in Brussels. But where do they obtain their information? And how do regional offices redirect and translate this valuable information to their home region or city? Additionally, what kinds of methods are being applied to keep their members and back office informed about what is going on in Europe? This chapter will provide an answer to these questions, including an analysis on the effectiveness of the information flow from the G-4 office to its municipalities back home. 

5.1 G-4 Europe
The G-4 utilises different tools to redirect information from the G-4 office in Brussels to the civil servants and governors in the four municipalities. One of these methods includes their newsletter ‘Brussel Vooruit’, which is distributed among experts and public officials in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Utrecht and The Hague. Though, according to several civil servants in The Hague, this newsletter appears to be too abstract for their target group, because it contains much technical language and facts on what has been discussed in Brussels. Consequently, these civil servants in The Hague miss actual content in ‘Brussel Vooruit’, as well as a translation of the information presented; what is the value of the information and accordingly, what action to undertake?  
Besides a newsletter, the G-4 also publishes every month a G-4 magazine called ‘G-4 in Europe’. This magazine appears to be more detailed and entails more content based information than the newsletter. It is described as “useful” by a civil servant from The Hague: “You can keep up to date with novelties and the activities of your colleagues in Brussels”. 
Obviously, the G-4 also organises working groups, whereby the civil servants from a relevant dossier in the four municipalities gather and have personal communications with the representative who lead a particular dossier. Aimed one to one communication is therefore a very effective communication tool, to mobilise and interest the civil servants in the municipalities.  
A final medium in the G-4 information to its back office include the G-4 website. This website could provide important background information on their activities in Brussels. From experience, this website is presently difficult to find and to access and it contains no relevant, clear cut information. 

In short, the G-4 has several means for appropriate communication from its front office to the municipalities back home. However, some of these methods need improvement, in order to enhance the communication and to involve the relevant departments where and when necessary.
5.2 VNG
As discussed previously the VNG informs its members on EU related subjects through the organisation ‘Europa Decentraal’, which is an information provider that publishes a weekly newsletter called ‘Europese Ster’. In addition, this organisation provides a neat web site, where decentralised authorities can retrieve relevant information for their municipality. Another way of informing the municipalities is by sending occasionally member letters. Moreover, the VNG shows every network city what they are doing (transparency), as interests play a significant role. The communication of the VNG with its partners such as IPO and the G-4 can be described as adequate. The VNG shares, for instance, a secretariat with IPO, which implies that they have daily contact and keep each other informed as to what they are doing. Moreover, there is a regular consultation with the G-4, whereby information is exchanged. Finally, the VNG put its Brussels office at the municipalities’ disposal, whenever they travel to Brussels. In this way, the VNG is involved with the facilitation of its municipalities in Brussels.
In short, the information supply of the VNG to its municipalities is clear and direct, especially through the information provided by Europa Decentraal in the ‘Europese Ster’. 

5.3 Eurocities

The communication from Eurocities to its members involves around three ways; through a newsletter, the different working groups/forums, and through a mailing list. The newsletter ‘Flash’ is a monthly newsletter, used for the whole network. If there is a specific action, Eurocities can let its members know through this newsletter, through its website or through three political reports per year. These political reports are produced after every forum meeting by the forum itself. It presents the information on all latest developments, what the working groups have achieved so far. Certain forums even publish own newsletters for the members of their forum, to give more detailed information on certain issues. Furthermore, much of the communication occurs through mailing lists. This is a direct way of involving and raising the awareness of Eurocities members on relevant subjects in the EU. Finally, it is the challenge of Eurocities to integrate the policy messages of the different sectors as much as possible. The emphasis is, therefore, laid on the creation of links within the network organisation. Furthermore, Eurocities organises occasionally joined Forum meetings, where certain topics of several forums are being discussed, in order to enhance the cooperation between working groups and to avoid overlap. Consequently, the chairs of the Forums meet occasionally to inform each other about the developments in their forum. This information will be, subsequently, sent to the working-groups and all the members, to keep them up to date with the developments. 
5.4 Comparison communication methods
As discussed previously, the G-4, VNG and Eurocities utilise different methods to forward obtained information on the European Union to its members and back office. 

A newsletter appears to be, for instance, the most popular communication tool among these three associations, given the fact that they all publish one; Eurocities ‘Flash’, G-4’s ‘Brussel Vooruit’ and VNG’s ‘Europese Ster’. However, the effectiveness of those various newsletters could be doubted, especially when civil servants/experts receive all of them, and consequently drown in the information overload. In this way, relevant information might get lost. However, it is not a solution to combine the newsletters, as they have their own target group, which should remain their level of expertise. What is more, the newsletter of the VNG ‘Europese Ster’ contains relevant information for decentralised authorities. However, this newsletter only provides information regarding new legislation for SNAs, and not the specific practice of the G-4 in Brussels. Yet again as is evident from several civil servants within the municipality of The Hague, the newsletter ‘Brussel Vooruit’ includes little content and is for the greater part a reflection of what has been discussed in Brussels, with whom and when. In other words, the newsletter has been characterised as relatively “abstract” with much technical language and entire European Commission documents in it. Obviously, most public officials do not know how to interpret and translate this information and subsequently, what action to undertake. Another pitfall in the information supply of the G-4 is the existence of a clear website. This contributes to the credibility and transparency of the office; through clear factsheets on G-4’s activities and goals, and explanations on abstract terms such as ‘territorial cohesion’. Though, a structured and accessible website and a newsletter are not communication tool number one. Personal communication, on the contrary, is. Nevertheless, due to work pressure and lack of time, this aspect is under emphasised. There is, namely, no frequent consultation between the representatives and the involved departments in the municipalities. In other words, there is a gap between the front office ‘G-4’ and the back office ‘municipality’.   
In brief, this chapter has explored the effectiveness of information supply from the associations established in Brussels to its members and home municipality/ city. Obviously, there are sufficient means for communication from and to the members and back offices. However, this information flow is often far from effective and, therefore, should be improved.  
Having examined all dimensions of the three associations; the conclusion will, subsequently, summarise the findings of this research paper. (Information in this section is based on personal communications with Mr. Rodrigues, Mrs. Knowles, Mrs. Wissink, Mr. van der Meer, Mrs. Rombouts and several civil servants within the municipality of The Hague). 
Conclusion



Having examined the three activities of the G-4, VNG and Eurocities, the question “What is the significance of a G-4 Europe office in Brussels, compared with the presence of VNG and Eurocities?” will be answered in this chapter.
From a G-4 perspective, the presence of a G-4 office in Brussels is important to represent the common interests of major Dutch cities in the European Union. According to representatives of the G-4, this office has an exceptional position as the ‘Randstad’ comprises a specific, economic powerful, area with more and better chances, including larger urban problems. Besides, VNG and IPO are not able to deal with all the dossiers at hand, because they are covering a wide range of dossiers. Furthermore, a representation in Brussels makes the direct contact with EU institutions easier and expresses itself into a better access to informal networks (information derived from interviews with Mr. van der Meer and Mrs. Rombouts: G-4 representatives in Brussel).

The benefit for The Hague to have a G-4 Europe office in Brussels might be justified by the above reasoning; however G-4 might reconsider its main activities to increase their effectiveness in Brussels. In other words, what is the G-4’s strength and accordingly, where should they focus on? G-4 Europe has presently a strong focus on interest representation. However, lobbying should not be a priority given the size of this association and, accordingly, the actual influence of these four Dutch cities in the European Union. On the contrary, more emphasis should be laid on networking, a better information supply and the promotion of their office. Networking should be stressed, for instance, because it is the foundation for a successful lobby. If a regional office knows its partners, its competitors and people within the European Union, it is easier to influence, cooperate and harmonise positions with them and, consequently, to have a stronger position in the European Union. Besides, networking increases the chances to obtain unofficial information on the European Union. Networks are, furthermore, an effective method for the exchange of information and experiences between civil servants and EU officials, through work visits in Brussels. Additionally, the G-4 should focus on the information from and to the municipality, as they still encounter problems in the mobilisation and support of the back office. Essentially, the civil servants in the four municipalities need to provide G-4 Europe with sufficient input, such as initiatives and priorities from a Municipality’s point of view. At the moment, this happens inadequately, due to for instance a low ‘Europe mindedness’ of many civil servants within the municipality of The Hague. 
To solve this problem, a bridge between the G-4 representatives and the back offices should be established; so that they have a better understanding of what the G-4 actually does in Brussels and to know what action to undertake. Before such a bridge could be realised, some of the communication methods need improvement. This will be touched upon in the section on recommendations. The G-4 could stress the promotion of their office in Brussels, in such a way that partners, but also actors and officials in the EU know what the G-4 is standing for. This could have a positive effect on the G-4’s transparency and credibility. According to Esther de Lange (MEP): “the name G-4 is well known within the Netherlands and Members of European Parliament, however looking further than the Netherlands, i.e. other Member States, it appears that people are unaware of the meaning of the G-4”.

Some recommendations on how to realise those priorities will be summarised hereafter. As examined in chapter 5, information and communication remains a pitfall for the G-4 office.

First of all, the information needs to be translated to the back office and the experts. As long as they do not receive this information in a proper way, through proper means, these civil servants and experts will not be interested in what is happening in Europe and what they can benefit from European funds and so on. 

Few examples to improve the methods of information supply include the establishment of a clear website, including clear factsheets to explain abstract terms. Moreover, the newsletter ‘Brussel Vooruit’ requires more content based information and less technical language;       i.e. through a translation of abstract information such as: “In practice, this would mean (for the municipality)…..”, or “the role of the municipality in the outcome of news and developments at the EU level comprises the following..”. Finally, one of the most important pitfalls of the G-4 is the minimal personal communications with civil servants, politicians and experts within the municipality of The Hague. This could be improved through monthly consultations of Europe coordinators with the G-4 representative of their municipality. Nevertheless, if the G-4 representatives do not have time fulfilling this task, an intermediary might be necessary, who translates all the information from the G-4 office to the different departments in the municipality. Not only the importance of the role of the G-4 representative is stressed, additionally the role of Europe coordinators is emphasised. If there is a clear Europe awareness, civil servants might be better involved in European dossiers and relevant information for their department and provide better input for the G-4 front office. However they first need to acquire accessible information from this G-4 Europe office.
Secondly, how to promote the G-4 office? It has become increasingly important to show the back office, but also other partners in the European arena who the G-4 is and what it stands for. At present, not many representations and people from the EU institutions might know what the ‘Great Four’ means. Thus, to increase the awareness of this office and to avoid confusion with organisations such as G-8 or G-27, the G-4 requires an English name. An example, initiated by Esther de Lange could be “Delta Metropole”. 
In conclusion of the information in previous chapters, there is a need to enhance the cooperation with its partners, especially to ensure that overlap of priority dossiers and other activities are brought to a minimum. The G-4 and VNG already recognised this importance, as they have been in negotiation on a more efficient task- and work division between both representations. Thus, G-4 has overall a good cooperation with VNG, Eurocities, European institutions and the Permanent Representation. However, there lies another chance for the G-4 to work together with the P-4, the four Randstad provinces in the Netherlands. They need to supplement each other, and unite their strengths. Furthermore,  P-4 and G-4 should adjust/ synchronise in which situations who can best act. 
(information in this section is based on own findings, interviews with G-4 representatives, civil servants in The Hague and Branko van Loon). 
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Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr. Jetten, policy officer at the Ministry of Economic Affairs in the European Commission
Marloes: Het verbaast me dan wel dat je dat opmerkt, want voor zover ik begrepen heb wat de G-4 doet, of zou moeten doen, is dat ze op tijd in het proces van decision-making de agenda van de Europese Commissie probeert te beïnvloeden. Zo heeft de G-4 een aantal prioritaire dossiers, zoals Verkeer en Vervoer, Jeugd, Economie etc en dat de G-4 op deze dossiers in de gaten houdt wat er speelt in de Europese Unie, en dat ze dan zodra er iets in de Europese Commissie gebeurt wat van belang is voor dit dossier, dat ze daar dan gaan lobbyen.

Chris: Er zijn dus verschillende verklaringen mogelijk, ofwel ze doen dat inderdaad, alleen die informatie sijpelt niet door naar een Impact-Assessment, dat kan natuurlijk best zijn. Ze hebben het wel geprobeerd, maar het is gewoon niet opgenomen, niet in die documenten die ik (Chris Jetten) dan onderzoek. Ik heb de indruk, dat ze eerder invulling geven aan hun rol door misschien de steden (hun bazen in NL) te briefen, van dit speelt er en dit moet je voorbereiden, of dit standpunt innemen of dit komt eraan, dat ze meer zo’n rol spelen richting Nederlandse …. Dan dat ze hier nu echt lobbyen. 

Marloes: Dus ze hebben in feite, zoals jij het ziet, hier in Brussel niet echt…Maar zo’n impact-assessment is dan echt iets waardoor ze (de G-4) iets kunnen bereiken, dat er iets verandert. En als ze er zodanig geen input aan geven, dan doen ze wel iets, maar niet op de juiste manier. 

Chris: Nou ja dan mis je een kans. Er zijn meerdere wegen die naar Rome leiden, dus je kunt op verschillende manieren kun je je punt maken. Maar dit is een manier die nu sinds 2002, dus zes jaar oud is, ik denk dat ze ervan weten. Het is iets waarin de Europese Commissie zelf heel veel in investeert om dit op poten te zetten. Om hier een goede analyse van te maken, die echt een basis zijn voor beleidsvorming. Dus als je wilt…ik bedoel ik zeg niet dat je alleen maar dit zou moeten doen en verder niets, maar ik denk dat dit absoluut een pad is wat je goed moet benutten en als je iets kan bijdragen; de Commissie heeft zo’n honger naar data en gegevens (uit het veld). Als je deze informatie dus op een goede manier kan aanreiken, in hap klare brokken kunt aanleveren, dan kun je heel veel invloed hebben. Ik kan niet goed beoordelen wat de andere manieren zijn, misschien hebben ze informele dinertjes met commissarissen, en brengen ze hun punten daar onder de aandacht, dat is vast ook heel erg effectief. Daar twijfel ik niet aan, maar ik stel alleen vast dat de impact- assessment, die echt heel erg belangrijk is voor de EC, als instrument om goed beleid te maken, dat rekening houdt met allerlei pijnpunten (dus dit moet je benutten; waar je rekening mee moet houden), en ik heb in de 40/ 50 assessments nog nooit iets gezien; teruglezen wat er door de Nederlandse G-4 of Huis van Nederlandse Provincieen dit en dit punt ingebracht (daar vinden we dit van en daar doen we dit mee..).

Marloes: Maar is het dan zo, dat ze dat dan niet weten? Want zo zitten Schotland en Engeland wel af en toe actief in dit IA; zij zijn er beter in. Maar zijn er dan ook nog andere EU landen die dat ook doen? Dus is het gewoon het feit dat het in Nederland niet zo gedaan wordt of dan niet zo bekend is? In het algemeen?   

Chris: Ik kan me ook herinneren…dat is een terechte vraag die je stelt. Ik vind in het algemeen, als het gaat over hoe lobbyen landen voor zichzelf in Brussel?, dan vind ik dat Nederland het helemaal niet slecht doet, ze maken heel goed gebruik van de Nederlanders die in de commissie werken om daar punten aan te dragen en dat soort zaken. Alleen op het impact assessment, daar zie ik gewoon heel erg weinig. Het zijn wel gewoon…kan wel goed een paar Bundesländer (Baden-Würtenberg, Beieren), City of London en Schotland zijn over het algemeen goed georganiseerd. Ik denk dat ze noodgedwongen echt prioriteiten moeten kiezen, echt de dingen die meest van belang zijn, maar dan melden ze zich wel. 

Marloes: Maar met zo’n Impact-Assessment leveren ze dan ook inderdaad de data aan van kijk zo zou het er dan uit komen te zien, of daar zijn we benadeeld?, of

Chris: ja..

Marloes: dat kan toch maar beter zo gedaan worden?

Chris: Ja, ze gaan het gesprek aan met die officiële consultatierondes (daar melden ze zich), daar doen ze ook aan mee  (bilaterale gesprekken) hebben. En hoe ze die data precies aanreiken dat weet ik niet, maar op papier of mondeling of dat doet er niet toe, ze zorgen in ieder geval dat ze in gesprek zijn met mensen die dat voorbereiden en dat ze dus bijdragen waar ze iets bij te dragen hebben.

Marloes: oké


Chris: Maar dat is misschien, je vraag die je stelt is wel terecht hoor, ik denk je moet niet idealiseren  hoeveel andere landen hieraan doen, landen uit Scandinavië b.v. heb ik ook nog nooit gezien. Wat is dan normaal?

Marloes: Zou dan niet gewoon kunnen zijn dat er andere wegen die waarschijnlijk makkelijker zijn? Dat is dan de vraag.

Chris: Dat is dan de vraag ja. Ik zeg gewoon 1 ding en dat is dat de commissie hier gewoon heel veel belang bij heeft. Terwijl ik van andere kanalen, zoals lobbyisten, daar is de Commissie juist heel erg op de rem aan het staan, er is nu zo’n register voor lobbyisten opgesteld. Er heerst een soort sfeer dat het niet helemaal aan de haak is, kosjer. Er is een probleem met transparantie, de betrouwbaarheid, dat wil niet zeggen dat lobby niet actief, en effectief is. Het staat alleen in het kwade daglicht, het heeft iets verdachts. Terwijl die IAs is juist het tegenovergestelde. Er is door de commissie heel erg in  geïnvesteerd, heel erg hoog profiel aangegeven, hele politiek correcte manier zeg maar om je punt te maken. 

Marloes: Maar zijn dan die mensen die input geven aan zo’n IA ook geen lobbyisten?  Of een lobby-kantoor? Zijn het niet allemaal lobbyisten, als ze iets van de Europese Commissie willen? 

Chris: Ja, dat is waar…

Marloes: Alleen dan gebeurt het via een ander soort kanaal, wat meer transparant is, dat het officiëler gebeurt, in plaats van overleg in een achterkamertje bijvoorbeeld (informele lobby). 

Chris: Ik denk dat je het precies goed samenvat..dat is het verschil. In het ene geval…

Een lobby heeft zoiets van dat je je zorgen bekend wil maken, maar vooral achter de schermen en off the record. Terwijl als je input levert voor de IA, heeft als doel dat het ook gepubliceerd wordt, dat is het hele doel van IA, om het transparant te maken: op welke data en gegevens heeft de commissie zijn beleid gebaseerd. En welke partijen hebben input geleverd en wat is daarmee gedaan? Dus het is misschien hetzelfde als lobbyen, veel gemeenschappelijke kenmerken, maar ander doel. 

Marloes: Dat kan dan ook wel in het voordeel zijn voor regionale kantoren, omdat er vaak wordt getwijfeld aan de effectiviteit van een bepaalde lobby, en wat ze daar nu precies klaar spelen. Met een informele lobby kun je dit dus nooit nagaan of meten, maar via een IA is alles transparant en overzichtelijk wat de bijdrage van een bepaalde associatie/ regionaal kantoor is geweest. En kun je ook meteen zien of daar iets mee is gedaan wel/niet. 

Chris: dat is echt het verschil tussen formele en informele circuit. Maar dan toch even terug komen op de ‘kroegpraat’; ik heb de indruk dat (wat je hoort) die mensen die bij het HNP en de G-4 zitten, dat die naar Brussel zijn gestuurd in de allereerste plaats om geld (subsidies) binnen te halen, meer dan invloed hebben op beleid van de EC. Dat is misschien ook meer realistisch hoor, als G-4 invloed wil hebben op beleid van de Commissie dan is dat net een muis die een schop geeft aan een olifant, en die olifant beweegt niet. Dus misschien is dat ook meer realistisch. Ik denk dat als dat zo is, dat dat dan een misvatting is, dat je voor subsidies in Brussel moet zijn, dat je dan even op bezoek komt bij de juiste ambtenaren. 

Marloes: Ik denk dat het wel goed is dat er een ambtenaar in Brussel zit, die dat in de gaten kan houden voor zijn gemeenten. Zodat ze een contactpersoon hebben waar ze makkelijk toegang tot Brussel hebben.

Chris: Maar je kunt het net zo goed in Den Haag volgen, omdat de commissie zijn uiterste best doet om de fondsen zo eerlijk mogelijk te verdelen. Dus als er iets gaande is omtrent fondsen en geld, dan wordt dat tijdig op de website gepubliceerd etc. 

Marloes: wel handig om centraal persoon te hebben binnen de gemeente, die aangeeft wat ze in de gaten moeten houden en waar ze iets kunnen krijgen, hoe formulier ingevuld moet worden.

Chris: Precies, iemand die verstand heeft hoe je zo’n formulier in moet vullen, die het al eens eerder heeft gedaan etc. Die weet wat voor beleidsstukken je erbij moet doen.

Marloes: ja anders loop je subsidies mis…

Chris: voor de IA, zijn er officiële consultatie rondes, die worden ook aangekondigd, die je ook allemaal kunt volgen via je kantoortje in Rotterdam. Maar er is veel ruimte om bilaterale relaties te onderhouden. Dan is het handig om iemand in Brussel te hebben die weet hoe je zo’n gesprek voert, hoe zit zon IA in elkaar, die gaat misschien samen met iemand uit NL zo’n bezoek doen. 

Wat de G-4 doet, moet ze daarvoor nou per se in Brussel zitten, of kunnen ze dat ook in NL doen?

Marloes: Ja precies, maar wat ze nu eigenlijk, wat is volgens jou hun doel, hun voordeel dat ze hier hun kantoor hebben? Wat moeten ze hier doen, buiten bv het binnenhalen van subsidies, wat dan niet een hoofdtaak zou zijn.. 

Chris: het zou zowieso gericht moeten zijn, denk ik, op alles wat persoonlijk contact vergt, dingen die je niet via een klik op internet kunt zien. Dan kun je net zo goed in Den Haag gaan klikken. Uhm, ik vermoed, niet op eigen kennis gebaseerd, maar dat met subsidies daar niet veel persoonlijk contact bij zit, dat het heel erg geformaliseerd is. Dus daar zie ik de toegevoegde waarde niet of nauwelijks. Ik denk dat ze met de beinvloeding van het beleid, en dan met name via de weg van Impact Assessments, maar niet alleen maar, zorgen of juist wensen overbrengen. Wat het betekent voor decentrale overheden; dit pakt zo en zo uit (negatief of juist positief). Dat soort dingen kun je heel goed door verschilende manieren onder de aandacht brengen. Dat kan met de officiele consultatie rondes, of met bilaterale gesprekken. De commissie is redelijk transparant over zijn voorbereiding van de belangrijkste beleidsvoorstellen. Ieder jaar is er een werkprogramma van de Commissie, die wordt in oktober gepubliceerd, en daar zit bijvoorbeeld ook 100 tot 180 belangrijkste voorstellen voor dat jaar in. Van ieder intiatief staat er ook een roadmap, een routekaart, met beschrijving wanneer wat gebeurt (met tijdpad én de eerste ideen die ze hebben over de inhoud). Dan weten ze al een beetje welke richting het uitgaat. Dat moment weet je (een half jaar van tevoren) heb je een advanced warning. Er is niets geheims of vertrouwelijks aan, maar dat wordt dus haast niet gebruikt, door niemand. En ik begrijp dat dus niet goed. Maar ik heb daar bij de HNP wel presentatie gehouden, om ze daar bewust van te maken; van die roadmaps. En zij gebruiken deze nu meer, net als de PV. Dit zou een coordinator bij een gemeente goed kunnen doen (aangeven dat er roadmaps beschikbaar zijn online, heel doorzichtig waar alle ideeen opstaan van de EC!), deze dingen onder de aandacht brengen, de experts die moet je aan de haren erbij trekken; dat is nou eenmaal zo. Europa is iets wat niet iedereen heel leuk vindt. 

Marloes: dat merk ik ook wel binnen de gemeente Den Haag

Chris: ja en dan spreek je nog over de twee na grootste gemeente van Nederland..Maar Den Haag is ook op EU schaal een dorp.       

Marloes: Ja inderdaad, en als je dan kijkt naar de G-4 en de invloed zeg maar als kantoor, dan zou je zeggen dat is redelijk weinig, als ze tenminste helemaal in hun eentje iets willen bereiken in de Europese Unie. Vandaar dat ze waarschijnlijk ook meerdere kanalen gebruiken en aanhaken bij Eurocities of VNG. 

Chris: ..of CoR misschien?

Marloes: Nou ja, kan wel, maar deze is niet zo heel invloedrijk. Meer een advies orgaan. Ze kunnen via de wethouder wel iets doen, maar die impact is waarschijnlijk beperkt. 

Ik denk zelf dat als je een lobby wilt doen als G-4, dan betwijfel ik wat de invloed is. Maar misschien valt dat wel mee, omdat ze economisch sterk zijn. Maar ik vraag me af; lijkt me niet zo slim. En als er dan ook steeds meerdere decentrale overheden bijkomen en gaan vestigen in Brussel, en niet alleen Nederlandse, dan wordt het erg onoverzichtelijk. 

Chris: je moet realistisch zijn over het maximale wat je kunt doen. Het gegeven dat er nu zo’n vertegenwoordiging is van de G-4, hoe kan ik me hier nuttig maken, nou misschien kun je hier dus meer uithalen, met het beinvloeden van het beleid. 

Marloes: Ja inderdaad, ja dat is denk ik ook wel hetgeen wat ze daar moeten doen.

Chris: ja ik heb zelf nog wel niet waargenomen dat ze dat doen, maar dat wil niet zeggen dat dat niet gebeurt. 

Marloes: maar dat is ook het lastige; wat doen ze daar dan precies? Iedereen is gewoon voor zichzelf bezig op zijn eigen dossier, dus dan is dat ook wel lastig lijkt mij, het probleem van de G-4, is dat ze toch 4 aparte steden, met eigen interesses, zijn. 

Chris: Als André b.v. voor de gemeente Den Haag aan het lobbyen is, dan doet hij dat vast niet met de gemeente Amsterdam, want dat is dan juist de grootste concurrent. 

Marloes: net als met de culturele hoofdstad, dan zijn het gewoon concurrenten van elkaar!

Chris: nee, maar dat is weer terug naar het lobby-circuit, het zou me niet verbazen als dit soort kantoren zijn opgericht met het idee; we moeten íets doen aan Europa, dus je hebt een heel vaag idee van ja, daar kun je toch niet helemaal buiten staan: laten we er maar een paar mensen heen sturen, en dan zien we maar of ze een nuttige rol kunnen vinden zeg maar. 

Marloes: nou ja, dat laatste vind ik raar. Maar het is wel zo: als er één gaat, dan krijg je dat effect dat mensen achterdochtig worden en ook naar Brussel gaan (spill-over effect), alleen maar omdat iederéén naar Brussel gaat! ‘ooh is er iets te halen’..of ‘we kunnen niet achterblijven’. En ik denk toch wel dat het handig is. Maar niet zoveel, niet alle gemeenten en kleinere steden, maar wel 1 kantoor. Wel dat er dus iemand is die het allemaal coordineert en het in de gaten houdt voor je, die kijkt waar iets te halen valt. Maar je moet niet zonder doel daar gaan zitten; dat kost veel geld, je bent er mensen mee kwijt en het is niet effectief.

Chris: ja, weet je, heel veel geld dat dacht ik eerst ook, maar op een totaal van de gemeentelijke begroting zijn vier vertegenwoordigers in Brussel echt peanuts.  

Als je kijkt naar hoeveel mensen de vier grootste gemeenten in dienst hebben is dat rond 10 000, als je alles meetelt: dus vier in Brussel verdwijnt gewoon op de begroting. 

Marloes: maar toch, maar ze hebben wel alle voordeeltjes, de reizen, het appartement etc.

Chris: maar als je alles optelt, het valt in het niet bij het totaal. En als het 40 was, dan heb je een case, maar voor vier dan schud het niet veel wakker. Ook al levert het uiteindelijk niets op, dan heb je ook ‘geen boot gemist’ daardoor. Soms werkt het eenmaal zo. Als je gaat wachten totdat je helemaal zeker weet dat het wat gaat opleveren, dan mis je waarschijnlijk veel kansen, dus dan kun je maar beter wat proberen en iets doen. Dan moet je wel na een paar jaar evalueren, wat heeft het nu opgeleverd, gaan we ermee door: meer, minder of stoppen we daar helemaal mee? Ik denk dat dat goed is om dat na een paar jaar te evalueren. 

Misschien moet je nu nog maar even je vragen doorlopen, kijken of we nog iets niet besproken hebben. En ik kan je evt nog 2 dingen aanraden qua gesprekken die misschien interessant zijn voor je, als je die al niet had. Er is iemand van de gemeente Amsterdam, die heeft tijdje EU zaken gedaan. Hij is nu gedetacheerd bij de Europese Commissie, net als ik. Hij heet Lo Breemer. Ken je hem? Als je wilt dat is misschien een heel interessant persoon voor dit onderwerp. 

De andere die misschien wel interessant is om te spreken is iemand op het ministerie van BZK. Die zijn nu bezig met een studie, uitgevoerd door EIPA, naar betrokkenheid van lokale en regionale overheden.
Appendix 2: Transcript of Interview with Ruben Brunsveld, Permanent representation of ministry of Home Affairs in Brussels

Marloes: Wat is de rol van de Permanente Vertegenwoordiging (PV) in de Europese besluitvorming in Brussel?

Ruben: Uhm die rol is uh zeg maar een paar, de kern van ons werk het voeren van onderhandelingen op de Europese dossiers, namens de Nederlandse staat. Dus, elk departement heeft hier zijn eigen vertegenwoordiger zitten, om namens dat departement onderhandelingen te voeren. Ik zit hier dus voor BZK en uhm mijn hoofdonderwerp is b.v. het gemeenspreken van rampenbestrijding. Dus de commissie komt met een voorstel, over de samenwerking op het gebied van de rampenbestrijding binnen de Europese Unie dan moet dat vervolgens uit onderhandeld worden tussen de lidstaten, en dat soort onderhandelingen wordt dan dus uitgevoerd door de Permanente Vertegenwoordiging. Dat is de formele rol, daarnaast is er de informele rol van informatiemakelaar tussen Brussel en Den Haag en dat is natuurlijk een beetje vaag en ontastbaar. Dit betekent vroegtijdig proberen de Commissie te beinvloeden, zodat als er een voorstel uitkomt, dat het alvast de Nederlandse input heeft gehad en dat je dat niet meer door onderhandelingen er hoeft uit te slepen. Anderzijds, Den Haag natuurlijk op tijd op de hoogte brengen van wat Brussel wil, de andere kant op, dat is daar ook geen doen om onhoudbare posities in te nemen. Als Den Haag iets wil, en jij weet hier dat Duitsland, Frankrijk en Italie dat niet willen, dan kan Den Haag het wel willen, maar dan red je het toch niet. Taak van de PV om de informatiestroom beide kanten op te laten lopen. Proberen op elkaar aan te laten sluiten. Das is natuurlijk een beetje ongrijpbaar. Dat vindt zich deels formeel in allerlei overleggen plaats, maar ook vaak erg informeel..

Marloes: Ja precies, ik vroeg me af hoe die informatie stroom gaat zeg maar?

Ruben: Nou ja, voorbeeld we zijn bezig met een aanstelling van een nieuwe Europol directeur. En daar zijn verschillende kandidaten voor, naja daar moeten wij dan ook voor lobbyen om te zorgen dat de kandidaat die wij willen dat het wordt, die het ook daadwerkelijk wordt. We hebben net op een ander onderwerp een vergadering gehad vanochtend, maar dan zien we diezelfde mensen deels weer, dus dan een marge van die vergadering proberen wij zoveel mogelijk informatie daarover los te peuteren om te zorgen dat je weer de laatste informatie krijgt, zodat je deze weer kunt doorspelen naar Den Haag. 

Marloes: ja, en weer terug en zo gaat het voort. Dus dan gaat het vooral om vergaderingen formeel of informeel? In feite? 

Ruben: ja, ja..

Marloes: Oke, en hoe ervaart u de ontwikkeling van (Nederlandse) regionale kantoren in Brussel; dus de veranderde positie van lokale en regionale overheden in de EU? Vindt u dit een positieve of een negatieve ontwikkeling, en waarom?

Ruben: Ik denk dat we daar een beetje dubbel in zitten, als ik eerlijk ben. Aan de ene kant denk ik dat het goed is dat ze er zijn: ze hebben hun eigen belangen, en hun eigen zaken te vertegenwoordigen en dat doen ze goed. Vooral in het voortraject; zij proberen zich heel erg te richten op de ontwikkelingsfase, de expertfase, de ontwikkeling van witboeken,  groenboeken. Dat is in een fase waarin wij minder sterk zitten, want wij zitten echt in die onderhandelingsfase, dus als een voorstel van de commissie al uit is om dán te gaan uitonderhandelen. Dus we zitten elkaar niet in de weg. Tegelijkertijd geeft het wel al aan dat het een noodzaak is dat er een goede afstemming en coordinatie is, want het is natuurlijk wel heel vervelend als uh decentrale overheden op een bepaald dossier ‘A’ roepen, terwijl de nationale overheid  ‘B’ vindt. En zij gaan in de voorfase A lopen bepleiten en wij moeten dat in de onderhandelingen er proberen uit zien te halen. En dat komt natuurlijk ook in Brussel heel vreemd over, alsof wij iets doen wat tegen onze eigen belangen ingaan.  

Marloes: ja precies, dat lijkt mij ook heel lastig soms, omdat ze ook hun eigen belangen hebben. Omdat b.v. de netwerken van grote steden specifiek iets voor steden wil bereiken..terwijl de PV natuurlijk de algemene belangen van de Nederlandse positie (departementen) waarborgt. Dus dat botst natuurlijk soms wel..

Ruben: nee dat klopt, uiteindelijk is het de nationale overheid die altijd verantwoordelijk is. 

Als je b.v. kijkt in het kader van staatssteun, ook iets waar we iets mee doen. Staatssteun wordt meestal gegeven door decentrale overheden, al dan niet rechtmatige staatssteun, op het moment dat ze daarmee in de fout gaan is het wel de nationale overheid die daardoor wordt aangesproken door de Commissie. Dan is het ook weer heel belangrijk dat je goed met de decentrale overheden afstemt van wat kan en wat er niet kan, maar dat zijn dus de dubbele visie op deze vraag. Het is goed dat ze er zijn, maar hoe meer ze zijn, hoe groter de noodzaak tot goede coordinatie. Waarbij dan ook weer geldt dat wij, van BZK zijn wij (wij zijn een beetje het moeder departement van de decentrale overheden) dus wij zijn er ook wel specifiek om hun belangen in het oog te houden. Ook naar andere afdelingen van de PV. 

Marloes: Hoe is de samenwerking met de decentrale overheden te beschrijven?

Ruben: ja, uh die vind ik goed uhhh...

Marloes: en met wie werk je dan allemaal samen, welke partners?

Ruben: Wij hebben het HNP, de VNG en de G-4, die allemaal hun contacten hebben met de verschillende afdelingen van de PV. Als het gaat over een bodemrichtlijn, dan hebben ze direct contact met onze milieuafdeling, water idem dito. Dat hoeft niet altijd via onze afdeling te lopen. Toch hebben wij (door rol als moeder department) veel / meeste contact met ze. En dat gaat goed, we spreken ze vaak, zowel op formele als informele gelegenheden!

Marloes: oke, en worden er ook wel eens dossiers ‘uitgeleverd’ om zo maar te zeggen. In de zin van dat de PV bepaalde specifieke dossiers voor steden overlaat aan de G-4 of Eurocities, soort van uitbesteden, of wordt dat zo niet gezien? 

Ruben: Dat niet. Er zijn wel tegenwoordig interbestuurlijke beleidsteams in Den Haag. Dat zijn ze dan op grote dossiers, waarvan gezegd wordt: dat heeft ook echt grote een impact voor decentrale overheden’. Wordt de Nederlandse positie dan vastgesteld samen met de decentrale overheden, die hebben daar dan ook directe inspraak.

Marloes: en hoe uit zich dat, dat ze daar invloed in hebben?

Ruben: nou dat zit dus in die IBT, waarin zij vertegenwoordigd zijn, daarin wordt het overleg gevoerd. Dat zit ook wat in NL Coco wordt genoemd: Coordinatie Commissie, alle nieuwe voorstellen van de Commissie worden daar voorgelegd en daar wordt dan de Nederlandse positie gewoon bepaald. En daar zit het IPO ook aan tafel tegenwoordig!

Marloes: maar de rest niet, de G-4 niet?

Ruben: nee..IPO/VNG samen..

Marloes: En heeft dat nog een speciale reden? 

Ruben: Nee, dat is zo gegroeid. En het is zowieso nog redelijk nieuw, sinds een paar jaar dat ze daar toegang tot hebben. Om te proberen om die samenwerking te verbeteren. Maar dat is net allemaal vastgelegd in het Interbestuurlijke akoord, waarin dat allemaal geschreven staat. Heb je dat?

Marloes: nee, ik denk het niet..

Ruben: Oke, dan zal ik je dat even opsturen. Daarin staat het hele proces ook beschreven hoe formeel hun input wordt geregeld. 

Marloes: en in hoeverre denkt u dat (Nederlandse) regionale/ lokale overheden daadwerkelijk invloed hebben op de besluitvorming  in de EU?

Ruben: ja dat is een moeilijke vraag, dat is heel moeilijk anticipeerbaar. Dat geldt voor ons werk vaak al, omdat het zo vaak informeel is. En de beinvloeding is vaak moeilijk te meten, waarom een bepaald voorstel het uiteindelijk is geworden en ja je hoopt wel dat het beinvloeding heeft gehad, maar dat kun je nooit bewijzen. En wij zitten dan nog in de raadsfase, dus wij zitten concreet aan de tekst te onderhandelen, maar daar zitten de decentrale overheden niet aan tafel. Dus ik vind het heel moeilijk om te zeggen wat hun effectiviteit is. 

Marloes: oke, dat is al een hele discussie.

Ruben: Nou, dat zou best mooi zijn als dat eens goed meetbaar gemaakt wordt.

Marloes: en hoe komt een position paper/ stanpunt bepaling tot stand?

Ruben: Dat kan dus op veel verschillende manieren zijn. De decentrale overheden die hebben de vrijheid om zelf een position paper te schrijven natuurlijk, waarbij wij het wel op prijs stellen dat we die paper dan wel zien om het stroom te lijnen met de nationale positie. Dus die kunnen we zelf altijd nog aan de Commissie sturen. De formele Nederlandse positie wordt dus in Den Haag tussen de departementen uit onderhandeld. 

Marloes: Welke kanalen gebruikt de PV om te lobbyen of zijn positie bekend te maken?

In de raadsfase had je het over? Dus bij de raad van ministers? 

Ruben: Ons werk is wat dat betreft erg ongrijpbaar soms. Mensen moeten het je heel erg gunnen.  Het is dus soms van belang om informeel etentje te organiseren, om voor een vergadering steun te ontvangen. Dan weet je dat je op bepaalde punten niet te hard aangevallen wordt en dat je op andere punten steunt kunt verwachten. Het is heel belangrijk om te zorgen dat je je internationale collega’s goed kent. Ze moeten je wel mogen, het is nl allemaal heel erg afhankelijk van informele informatie. Het is een systeem van elkaar goed kennen en elkaar goed informeren. En daarbij zijn de netwerken erg van belang. 

Marloes: Wat is u beeld van de G-4? Ziet u het als een serieus kantoor, het zijn nl ook vier aparte steden die hun eigen belangen hebben, zijn ze kleinschalig etc?

Ruben: Ik denk dat het een vrij goede organisatie is, ook vrij professioneel. Ze moeten zich alleen wel goed focussen op de onderwerpen waar zij duidelijk belangen en meerwaarde hebben en dat ze intern proberen te zorgen dat ze ook niet te veel uit elkaar lopen en dat ze van elkaar op de hoogte zijn wat ze doen. Zodat je als gemeente en vervolgens als IPO (decentrale overheden) één geluid kan laten horen, zodat je dus ook sterker staat. Ze zijn soms erg goed in het agenderen en dingen op de rails zetten. De coordinator van het HNP zei dat het uitgangspunt moet zijn dat er zoveel  en zo goed mogelijk samengewerkt moet worden met de verschillende  decentrale overheden om te voorkomen dat we verschillende geluiden laten horen. Uiteindelijk kan het gebeuren op een bepaald dossier dat de decentrale overheden toch een andere visie hebben dan de rijksoverheid. Maar in dat geval is het alleen nog maar belangrijker dat je elkaar informeert wie wat gaat doen en waarom! 
Het is meestal ook niet in hun voordeel om zonder de PV naar de Europese Commissie te gaan. Ze kunnen beter via/ met iemand van de PV meegaan naar de Commissie. Dan kom je toch op een andere manier binnen; EC spreekt voornamelijk toch met nationale overheden en niet met die duizende regio’s. Het legt zo wat meer gewicht in de schaal vaak..

 Marloes: ziet u de G-4, of Eurocities als een serieuzere bron van informatie? Of is dat dossier afhankelijk?

Ruben: Nee, beiden zitten niet echt in mijn netwerk in termen van informatie halen. Die informatie halen we van collega’s uit andere landen, mensen die de nieuwe voorstellen schrijven, voorzitter van de Raad, de Commissie. Het is ook zo, omdat de nationale positie in DH wordt vastgesteld. PV proberen die nationale positie te beinvloeden. Maar als je de raadscircuit wilt beinvloeden, dan kun je beter in DH zijn. De departementen aanspreken, zodat dan al je belangen worden meegenomen (voor decentrale overheden)..

Marloes: Ik denk dat ik zo’n beetje alles heb gevraagd. Dan houden we het hierbij. Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking voor dit interview! 

Appendix 3: Transcript of Interview with Bernardo Rodriguez, policy officer on Governance at Eurocities

Marloes: First of all, what are you doing within the Eurocities?

Bernardo (B): Me personally?

Marloes: yes 

B: I’m a policy officer on governance, so I am responsible for supporting the working group which is called European Governance and Partnerships. Technically, this working group follows a little bit the Multi-Level Governance process and discussions here in Brussels; so how different levels of government are related to each other, in this respect the most interesting is local to Europe, but also National to a certain extent. And I’m also responsible for following a little bit the institutional relations between Eurocities and the parliament, the Commission and the CoR. I wouldn’t say the Council. There are some informal groups of Member States; they get together and discuss urban matters and I follow that as well. 

Marloes: Oke, and in general, how many cities does Eurocities represent?

B: Well, here I do have a map for you (factsheet), with all the information on objectives, the members, and the different fora etc. But we have around 135 or 137 members, from 34 countries. We also have Turkey, Croatia, Ukraine (beyond European Union).

Marloes: What is your opinion on the growing amount of decentralized governments in the EU? How will it have an impact on their effectivity (on the lobbies) in the EU?

B: Well, it depends; if we are all crossing the same things, I think it’s good obviously. The more people say the same thing, the bigger the impact. And we do a lot of coordination with CEMR on certain things. But this is not very often, because they have a different consituancy: they represent also small cities, so their message won’t be the same as ours. So we do our own thing, but on issues where there is an overlap, than of course we all think the same thing. The more people there are, the better it is. After obviously there are things that are disputing a very thing is for example the structural funds: if we should go to rural areas and cities we have opposing views. If there are different organizations I think it is because cities and local authorities feel that they have slightly different interests and they feel the need to get together and to represent those particular interests. 

Marloes: So you see this basically as a positive development? Or should it be stopped at some point?

B: I think that all these associations are funded by the Members. So if you have a city that is present in six or seven organizations, at a certain point they start to question why are we in five networks, and if they all doing the same thing. So basically, this is a little bit the law of competition, they will locate and say: well we only want to have 3 members. Let’s pick the ones that do the best job, and that we feel that we are represented there. 

So personally, I don’t think its’ a problem. Eventually, it will come down to a simple competition. The less efficient ones will finally disappear. 

Marloes: And in the eyes of the EC, do you think that is effective? As all those organizations are giving input in all the different position papers..?

B: It may be a bit confusing for the Commission; that they are saying two different things. But, if cities are doing their job right, they are trying to have the same message in the different platforms they are involved in. So, in that sense, it would be a good way to pass the messages. 

Marloes: oke, and does Eurocities has a lobby-capacity? Because Im not really sure whether this organization is more like a network, or that it is also lobbying often.

B: Well, you can see here, that one of our objectives basically is networking, lobbying and campaigning. So networking being the exchange of experiences. The campaigning is things such as the mobility week. Lobbying, is where cities agree on policies and recommendation for better policy to be made, and we help them then to deliver that message to the EU institutions. 

Marloes: Ok, so you help them. But what does that mean? How does it work?

B: Basically, we are situated in Brussels, which helps. The fact that you have an organization which represents 100 million people carries a little more weight and opens a few more doors, than if you are just one city; so that helps as well. It is also for the cities who don’t have a representation here (in Brussels) and want to have their voices heard. So in that sense, what we do is uh, to have their voices heard. There is a whole internal procedure depending how important the issue is, of involving the members to define a position. What we want to propose on urban mobility for example. There is a policy officer in the office who coordinates all this and has technical expertise on the subject and knows what is reasonable and what is not. When it is agreed, then it is adopted political by the Executive Committee, which is a group of 12 cities which are elected every year: a board of the network. Once the position is adopted, it is an official Eurocities position. The policy officer experts will use the best strategies to make sure that the documents and the policies are being delivered to the right people at the right time.

Marloes: Ok, so basically you’re just an intermediary, you have all the networks and the contacts. And you can open the doors and give the cities you represent access to the institutions..

Marloes: And how will you make your members know what is happening in the EU? Do you have information gatherings, newsletters etc?

B: So, we’re recognizing forums, so every cities joins the forums they want, according to their interests and EU policy. These fora consist of working groups..

There is a monthly newsletter, used for the whole organization which is called the ‘flash’, which comes out every month. 

Marloes: So the newsflash is a general newsletter for all these fora?

B: yes, and then certain forums have their own newsletters to give a bit more details to the members on certain issues. Or they just inform people by email to inform what happens. So, there is a lot of … Most of it is through email (mailinglists) to make people aware of what is happening and then of course during forum meetings (four times a year (forum)) or working group meeting (2-6 times a year).

Marloes: So they all arrange it by themselves basically?

B: yeah

Marloes: Thank you. Does Eurocities sometimes consults G-4 or other urban associations to lobby for certain urban issues?

B: We work only with cities. The cities are our members. If we need to put something together, a policy position on anything related to urban matters, than we base it on our expertise and in agreement and consultation with our members. Then, depending on the subject, you consult the different fora. If it’s something more general, we might consult all the forums. So, depending on the subject we will specifically try to have a discussion. 

Marloes: And what is the influence of Eurocities? Because it is quite a big network..

B: It varies in terms of subject of forums. For example, the social affairs is quite influential at the Commission (and an effective program). There is where we receiving structural funding from the Commission on social affairs. But basically the Commission looks at Eurocities to know what is happening at local level in Europe regarding social inclusion. So they have chosen Eurocities as a strategic partner and so whenever they want to know something about what is happening at local level in the sense of Social Inclusion; they ask us. In terms of mobility, the last few years it has been developing policy regarding urban mobility. And as well, Eurocities there was always very privileged stakeholder, and the Commission looked at us often for input. But then, it depends on the subjects. 

Marloes: And which channels does Eurocities use to lobby? Like the EP, or EC, or what is the best place to go for a local association?

B: Tricky. I mean, ideally obviously we have a network of contacts established that we do maintain. If we need something from the EC, and it’s related to DG regional, we have a few contacts that we know quite well, and they know us quite well, so the messages are quickly to pass. In that sense, the most privileged way is still meetings. Arranging meetings with key people inside the Commission or the Parliament. And depending on the discussion and the importance of the topic, either it’s us from the office who go there and have a chat with them, or if it’s something really important we try to organize a high-level meeting, try to get mayors from our members to come to Brussels and organize a meeting with some Commissioner, and/ or with a group of Members of Parliament. So, I think meetings and the dissemination of policy papers are probably the most effective ways to…. 

Be present at meetings and seminars that opens small doors for cooperation. 

Marloes: Ok, and is it difficult to reach a common position, or is it pretty easy because of the different working groups?

B: I think we never…I mean if we see from the beginning that it will be very complicated and we will never reach a joint position across the network, we usually don’t even start the discussion, because the working group realizes it will not be able to find a common position. So, whenever there is an initiative within Eurocities, it is usually because there is a considerable group of cities already behind it, and yes, that is usually not a problem. It’s sometimes a heavy process to make sure that everybody agrees.

Marloes: And what is then the time span? Between someone has a proposal, and finally you can do something with it, and offer it to the EC or EP?

B: It’s usually, can be something like three months. But it depends, sometimes if there is something that works quickly and we want to directly react on it, it could be a question of days, of putting the statement together. If it’s a question of researching and doing the research on a topic, then, developing a 20 page document, then it may take three months. It depends on how quickly you have to react and on how deep you going to analyse it. But if we want to make something like a policy paper, where every one needs to give its input, than it is gonna take at least three months. 

Marloes: What is in your eyes an effective lobby?

B: That is, anything you want, under the law, or decisions have been taking. It is very much case by case. I mean, effective lobby can also be something you cannot see right away. But it is part of the process. For example the fact that we were accepted as the partners of the EC on social inclusion at local level, in itself I don’t think it is something that cities can go back to their cities and say: ‘listen, we’ve been accepted by the Commission as only partners in Eurocities, and everybody will think wow..what does it really mean? That also a challenge for us as well: to sell our accomplishments, because it is all quite vague and abstract. But it will also mean that, if they have a problem, it will be a very quick channel to the Commission: to tell them: this is the problem, we have to deal with this, and this may mean that more money is given quickly to that kind of priority. So, I think successful lobbying is creating opportunities and opening channels and doors. It may not necessarily have a immediate effect, but it might create an opportunity for things in the future. It can be a bit abstract for us as well, sometimes to sell how important things work at European level for cities. It’s all part of a long process. It’s a long term investment. 

Marloes: yeah, and do you think that regional and local governments have a lot of influence in the EU?

B: Uhhh, some influence definitely. Than it varies most at Member State level. So, in Europe you can be very successful, but things also have to pass by member states. This could be a problem, as sometimes we (Eurocities) convince the Commission to do something, (implement policies), but the national governments do not agree to this. It depends on the subject, and who has the competence to do that. But often, on urban matters, it has to pass through the member States (structural funding), who have to implement it. If they chose to ignore local and regional authorities, even if you’re very successful in Europe, you have a problem at home again. What we usually do is; we convince the work with the Commission and the Parliament, and then put pressure on the Ms. And on the other hand, we also try to lobby at the Ms, which is often more complicated because it is more difficult to reach them. 

Marloes: yeah exactly yeah. But, Eurocities does also involves the national level?

B: We try, yes. It is usually related to the EU presidencies. We try to work with the presidents and to convince them on how important it is to have this specific topic on the agenda. So they put it on the agenda, and then it is a lot easier than lobbying each member state individually. 

Marloes: do you have any other partners you are cooperating with? Or networks Eurocities is mingling in?

B: Well, we cooperate with a lot of networks. With some environment networks. We cooperate with different organizations who have positions similar to ours, depending case to case. So we join powers on certain issues. 

Marloes: If there is something happening in the EU, how does Eurocities make its members aware of this?

B: This is usually done through the three ways (discussed above..): newsletter, mailing list of the different working groups/ forums for a quicker result.

Marloes: So the communication within Eurocities is pretty good?

B: yeah, we have a quite a good mailing lists; we have the technical people (experts) within a working group. So yeah, in general, we have good networks.

Marloes: and how would you describe the cooperation of Eurocities with other associations? Is there room for improvement?

B: We usually do it, like I said, on a case by case basis, whenever you feel there is an added-value. Because also coordinating things with other networks takes a lot of energy and then resources. And sometimes you have to think that it is nice to have a joint position, but considering you only have 2 weeks to put something together and it will take a lot of time, and you have lots of other things to do: is it worth it? Sometimes it is, sometimes it isn’t. So you have to think smart on how to commit your resources. So it’s all about negotiations..as sometimes you lose your initial position..

Marloes: Ok. And then the last section is actually on the G-4. What is actually your image of this association of the four big cities of the Netherlands?

B: They are quite active and quite influential. The Netherlands, including the G-4, are usually one of those Ms that cities say they don’t have much trouble with their national government. I think the G-4 has quite a good standing within the Netherlands and their voice is quite strong. On the other hand, in their work here in Brussels they are very present. Especially, the work from The Hague and Rotterdam. And yes, they are very present. They are always aware of what is happening, they have their own priorities and they know that for certain things we can contact them and they help us out often with information we couldn’t not get, so it’s quite complementary the work. 

Marloes: Ok, so you help each other out? They probably also go along with Eurocities for example if they want to go with the mass. 

B: You see for example that The Hague is quite present within the network of different forums and so they obviously found that in addition what they have in Brussels, they need to have something else. So, once again, I think they have a good presence here in Brussels. But obviously it’s not enough, you need to have enough people here.

Marloes: You said that they are quite influential, but based on what?

B: Influential may not be the right word, but it is to a certain extent, because you see the representatives of the G-4 at a lot of important meetings, that means that they receiving information that is important, they are aware of what is important and they are there. 

They obviously know what they are doing. 

Marloes: Ok, and does the G-4 also sometimes corporate its position into Eurocities (so merging)?

B: yeah of course, I mean like any other member they contribute to this process described before. They are represented not as G-4 office in Eurocities, but as 4 individual cities, who can obviously bring in their (G-4) point of view here..

So G-4 is not directly a member, but through the individual cities. 

Marloes: So finally, what do you think is the strength of the G-4 office?

B: Well, I think it helps the fact that it is the four main cities and it is not such a big number, so it is quite personal, because you know whom you talking to. With a network of 130 cities, it has its weight, but it sometimes also quite impersonal: who is actually there: it takes more time to see who relates and to whom you should talk to. With the G-4 it is quite obvious and straight forward. 

Marloes: Ok, I think I have asked all my questions, so thank you very much for this conversation. 

Appendix 4: Interview Annemiek Wissink, Europe director of VNG and

Interview with MEP Esther de Lange (CDA) 
VNG- Annemiek Wissink, The Hague, 27-02-2009
Annemiek Wissink is directeur van de sectie Europa/ Internationaal binnen de Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeenten (= VNG). 

Er werken 5 mensen aan de belangen behartiging, 1 persoon op internationaal gebied en 4 personen in Brussel. 

1) Wat vind u van het groeiend aantal lokale overheden/ associaties dat in de EU zijn belangen wil behartigen?

a. Ziet u dit als een positieve (negatieve) ontwikkeling?

b. Lopen ze de VNG niet voor de voeten?


Iedereen die nuttig werk wil doen, moet dat gewoon doen. Voor de VNG betekent dit dat ze verbinding zoekt met regionale kantoren. Ze moeten bovendien ook de prioriteiten op elkaar afstemmen, zodat ze effectief met elkaar kunnen samenwerken. Het is dus in principe geen probleem, zo lang je maar zoveel mogelijk met elkaar optrekt. Verder werkt de VNG veel via de Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR), waardoor ze een sterkere positie hebben in de Europese Unie.  Dus: op een eerlijke manier, samen dingen doen!

VNG:


2) Hoeveel gemeenten zijn vertegenwoordigd in de VNG?

a. Wat is het belang voor deze gemeenten om in een collectieve organisatie te zitten, die de belangen van alle gemeenten behartigt?


Er zijn 441 gemeenten vertegenwoordigt in de VNG. Het voordeel voor de gemeenten is daarom dat ze hun stem kunnen laten horen in Brussel, want samen (met de andere gemeenten) staan ze veel sterker. Zonder een overkoepelende organisatie zoals de VNG, zou één enkele gemeente (vooral een kleinere gemeente) geen vinger in de pap hebben in de Europese Unie. Bovendien is lidmaatschap ook soort van verplicht voor gemeenten. 

b. En wat is het belang voor de VNG?

De VNG krijgt geld voor het lidmaatschap van zijn leden = gemeenten! Dit als compensatie voor de dienstverlening aan zijn gemeenten, zoals informatie verstrekking en het beantwoorden van vragen, via Europa Decentraal. Daarnaast werkt VNG samen met service bureau Europa voor uitleg over de aanvraag van Europese subsidies voor gemeenten.  

3) Wat is het (hoofd)doel van de VNG?

a. Hoe probeert de VNG dit doel te bereiken, welke strategieën zet ze in? 


Het hoofddoel van de VNG is het behartigen van de belangen van zijn leden, oftewel de 441 Nederlandse gemeenten.  Zie bestuursstukken VNG van Annemiek Wissink.



4) Wat zijn de taken en activiteiten  van de VNG?

a. Wat doet de VNG zoal? 


De hoofdtaak van de VNG luidt als volgt: ‘ Verantwoordelijk voor de behartiging van de belangen van de VNG leden in Europa en internationaal, adequaat ondersteunen van de leden op het gebied van Europese regelgeving en subsidies, door middel van nieuwsvoorziening, informatieoverdracht en het beantwoorden van vragen en zo goed mogelijk ondersteuenen van Nederlandse delegaties naar internationale organisaties’ (Werkplan 2009, Directie Europa en internationaal, 2009) . Een andere taak van de VNG bevat het lobbyen bij (Nederlandse) departementen. 


5) Hoe groot zou u de invloed van de VNG in Brussel (EU) schatten, met een cijfer tussen de 1 en de 10?

De VNG probeert zo concreet mogelijk te analyseren wat het resultaat is van een bepaalde lobby, ondernomen door de VNG. 

Binnen de CEMR is het iets makkelijker in te schatten wat de invloed van de VNG is, want als de VNG binnen de CEMR zelf een positie mag schrijven, dan hebben ze ook meer invloed in de te bepalen posities bijvoorbeeld. 

Wat ook in VNG´s voordeel werkt, is het feit: ‘Kracht van de Massa’. Omdat ze dus veel gemeenten onder zich vertegenwoordigt. 

Lobbyen:

6) Op welke specifieke (beleids) terreinen lobbiet de VNG? 


De specifieke lobby dossiers betreffen de volgende thema´s:

· Witboek klimaatadaptaties en Richtlijn Energieprestaties gebouwen

· Toekomst van de Europese meerjarenbegroting na 2013

· Luchtkwaliteit

· Bodem

· Afval

· IPPC

· Diensten van algemeen economisch belang

· Lissabon agenda

· Stedelijke mobiliteit

· Territoriale cohesie

· Staatssteun

· Aanbesteden


Deze thema´s zijn ontwikkeld n.a.v. wat de Nederlandse gemeenten precies raakt. Er moet dus een raakvlak zijn voor alle gemeentes die de VNG representeert. Dit is natuurlijk lastig, omdat het zoveel gemeenten zijn die ze vertegenwoordigt.  

7) Welke kanalen gebruikt het VNG om effectief te lobbyen in de EU? 

a. Gebeurt dit ook via het nationale niveau? Kunt u dit uitleggen?


De lobby van de VNG is met name gericht op (via) de (Nederlandse) departementen; dus op nationaal niveau. Het is namelijk de raad van ministers die alles beslist; het is dus belangrijk om aan het begin van het traject met elkaar rond de tafel te zitten. Men moet in feite, al in een vroeg stadium het standpunt ( van het decentrale belang) formuleren, en samen optrekken met het Rijk m.b.t. bepaalde dossiers, zodat je nog wat te beïnvloeden hebt.  Verder lobbiet de VNG ook via het Parlement. 


8) Is het lastig om tot één standpunt te komen, aangezien de VNG zoveel (ook kleinere) gemeenten vertegenwoordigt?


Natuurlijk is het lastig om tot 1 standpunt te komen (omdat er zoveel verschillende gemeenten vertegenwoordigt zijn, klein/groot, economisch belang etc..), maar het is wel mogelijk door het zo goed mogelijk af te stemmen. Dit kan gedaan worden dmv kennis uitwisseling, wat gemeenten ervaren. In het algemeen kan de VNG makkelijker hun standpunt bepalen dan b.v. de IPO.   


9) Heeft de VNG (specifieke) lobbyisten in dienst?


De VNG heeft wel lobbyisten in dienst, maar die zijn niet permanent aanwezig in Brussel. Deze lobbyisten werken met name in Den Haag, om het decentrale belang bij ministers naar voren te brengen. Er is speciaal gekozen geen permanente lobbyisten in Brussel te stationeren, omdat de binding met de beleidsmedewerkers hier in Den Haag voorop staat. En aangezien de lobby van de VNG ook meer gericht is op de (Nlse) departementen, is het voor hen van belang om lobbyisten in Nederland, Den Haag te hebben zitten (daar zitten ze dan dichterbij, dan wanneer ze in Brussel zouden zitten). Hoewel er wel over gesproken is om 1 of meerdere mensen naar Brussel af te vaardigen. Toch is besloten om dat voorlopig nog niet te doen. 

Netwerken:


10) In welke netwerken begeeft de VNG zich?

Naast deelname aan internationale verenigingen van lokaal bestuur en aan intergouvernementele organisaties, participeert VNG-directiesook nog in internationale netwerken op hun eigen terrein. Hierna genoemd de drie netwerken van betekenis: 

· ELANET; een informeel netwerk in Europa: vereniging van lokale overheden. 

· Netwerk gezonde gemeenten; wat een nationaal onderdeel vormt van het Europese netwerk Healthy Cities, dat in het kader van het WHO opgericht is (VNG, deelname aan international organisaties en netwerken, ).  

· Netwerk Child Friendly Cities; dit is een platform van gemeentebestuurders, gemeenteambtenaren en andere geintresseerden voor het ontwikkelen en ondersteunen van  innovatief jeugdbeleid. 

11) Zijn dit de meer formele of informele netwerken?


Dit zijn dus formele, maar ook informele netwerken. 


12) Hoe kan de VNG door (contact met) diverse netwerken het beste de belangen (van zijn leden) behartigen

Dit kan het beste gerealiseerd worden door het zoeken naar meer formele structuren. 

Informatie voorziening:

13) Hoe houd de VNG zijn leden geïnformeerd over wat er gaande is in de Europese Unie?

a. Hoe communiceert zij dat? En hoe vaak?


Dit gebeurt via Europa Decentraal, die speciaal is ‘ingehuurd’ als informatieverstrekker voor zijn leden. Zij brengen wekelijks een nieuwsbrief uit, de ‘Europese Ster’. Verder hebben ze een internet site vol met relevante informatie voor gemeenten. Ook worden er zo nu en dan ledenbrieven rondgestuurd. De VNG wil verder elke netwerkstad laten zien wat ze doen, want belangen spelen een belangrijke rol. 


14) Hoe communiceert de VNG met zijn partners als de IPO, G-4 en CEMR?

a. En in hoeverre is en blijft de VNG op de hoogte van de activiteiten van deze associaties in Brussel? 


IPO: er is een gezamenlijk secretariaat, dus ze hebben dan ook dagelijks contact (zo blijven ze ook op de hoogte van wat ze doen). Ze werken hierbij samen op elk Europees dossier. 

CEMR: de communicatie verloopt via de verschillende werkgroepen, waar de VNG deel van uitmaakt. Verder zit de VNG ook in het bestuur van de CEMR.

G-4: met de G-4 vindt er regulier overleg plaats en wisselen ze informatie met elkaar uit. 

Verder wil de VNG bijvoorbeeld zijn kantoor in Brussel beschikbaar stellen voor gemeenten die een keer naar Brussel komen. Dus een beetje de rol op zich nemen om de gemeenten te faciliteren (in Brussel).

15) Wat is u ideaalbeeld van effectief samenwerken?

a. Gebeurt dit ook in de praktijk, met de partners waarmee de VNG samenwerkt (effectief)? (Cijfer, schaal van 1 tm 10)?

b. Verbeterpunt? 


Een ideaalbeeld van effectief samenwerken is natuurlijk dat je in alle openheid en eerlijkheid zou kunnen bespreken welke belangen er spelen en vervolgens werkafspraken maken. Dit gebeurt natuurlijk niet in de praktijd, want regelmatig komt het voor dat associaties en mensen dubbele agenda’s erop nahouden. Het ideale/ effectieve zou dus zijn, dat er niet alleen aan de belangen van de eigen (individuele associatie) gemeenten gedacht wordt, maar tegelijkertijd ook een beetje aan de VNG, die de algemene positie naar buiten brengt. 

16) De VNG is ook een lid van de overkoepelende organisatie CEMR. Wat is de invloed van deze organisatie? 

a. Wat is het voordeel voor de VNG om hier lid van te zijn?

De CEMR is de Europese associatie van VNG. Het is ook een lobby kantoor en daardoor aardig wat invloed op de Europese wet-en regelgeving. Hier geldt ook weer: hoe meer gemeenten/regio’s je vertegenwoordigt, hoe sterker je staat. Dus het voordeel voor de VNG om van deze associatie lid te zijn is dat ze samen nog meer kunnen bereiken. 


17) Worden er wel eens beleidsterreinen/dossiers uitbesteed aan andere associaties die betere kansen hebben op dit gebied, en die hier meer kennis van hebben, dan de VNG? Bijvoorbeeld Eurocities, waar het gaat om grootstedebeleid? Of is daar nog weinig sprake van?


Vooral Plattelandsbeleid wordt uitbesteed aan bijvoorbeeld de IPO, omdat dit toch meer speelt in de provincies. Verder wordt bijvoorbeeld het dossier ‘participatie’ aan Henk Kool overgelaten (ook lid van de G-4). Dus het is een goede zaak, zo kan hij voor de VNG én de G-4 praten. 

18) Wat is uw beeld van de G-4 (serieus, professioneel, effectief/ ineffectief)?


Het is duidelijk dat er wat verdeeldheid speelt tussen de vier gemeenten. Dat komt ook door het verschil in funcionarissen etc.


19) Hoe ervaart u de G-4 als lobbyist- kantoor in Brussel?

a. Ziet u deze als concurrenten of meer als partners?


De VNG ziet de G-4 met name als partners. Ze kunnen de G-4 ook veel meer inzetten (samenwerken), omdat het handig is dat zij in Brussel zitten met een kantoor en al. Natuurlijk gebeuren er ook altijd wel irritaties, dat je elkaar voor de voeten loopt enzo. 

20) Op welke manier werkt u samen met de G-4? 

a. Voor welke dossiers zou VNG de G-4 raadplegen, en voor welke zaken raadplegen zij de VNG?

Justitie, Binnenlandse Zaken, regionale ontwikkeling en energie zijn voorbeelden van dossiers waarbij de VNG de G-4 raadpleegt en informatie over uitwisselt, aangezien het speficieke problemen zijn voor (grote) steden. 


b. Welke beleidsterreinen overlappen met die van de G-4?

Zie de volgende lijst:


· Witboek klimaatadaptaties en Richtlijn Energieprestaties gebouwen

· Toekomst van de Europese meerjarenbegroting na 2013

· Luchtkwaliteit

· Bodem

· Afval

· IPPC

· Diensten van algemeen economisch belang

· Lissabon agenda

· Stedelijke mobiliteit

· Territoriale cohesie

· Staatssteun

· Aanbesteden

Deze onderwerpen komen niet direct overeen met de prioriteiten van de G-4. Hoewel, het op het onderwerp ‘Territoriale Cohesie’ werkt de VNG wel samen met IPO en de G-4. Ook het dossier Jeugd komt in bij allebei de associaties aan bod. Bij de G-4 als prioriteit, en bij de VNG als ‘VNG agenda-onderwerp’. 

c. Hoe zouden jullie de samenwerking op dit gebied kunnen verbeteren/ de taken kunnen verdelen, zodat er niet zaken dubbel gedaan worden?

Zorgen dat er regelmatig wordt bijgepraat over wie wat (en wanneer) doet. 
Annemiek Wissink is director of the Association of Dutch Municipalities, section Europe/ International. 

Within the VNG, there are five people working on the interest representation, of which 1 person in international affairs, and 4 people on European Affairs.  

Interview Esther de Lange, Member of European Parliament (CDA)
1) Hoe kijkt u aan tegen het toegenomen aantal lobby clubs/ vertegenwoordiging van decentrale overheden in Brussel?

Ik denk dat regionale overheden en Europa elkaar sneller vinden. Bijvoorbeeld op structuurfondsen. De Nederlandse overheid zou deze af willen schaffen, want die zien daar het voordeel voor Nederland niet van. Daarentegen is het wel van belang voor lokale en regionale overheden om geld uit de structuurfondsen te halen, want daar kunnen ze projecten van realiseren. Dus dan is het belangrijk voor regionale overheden om toegang te hebben tot de Europse instellingen. 

Je moet ook kijken naar de meerwaarde van zo’n regionaal kantoor: want alleen het openen van een kantoor in Brussel is niet genoeg; ze moeten ook actief bezig zijn. 

Dus het is zeker een positieve ontwikkeling. Zo hebben grote steden het voortouw genomen, toen zij speciale belangen voor grotesteden zag, zoals de G-4. Vooral Rotterdam en Den Haag zijn erg actief. 

Het lastige voor een Europarlementarier is dan wel, dat de G-4 apart met een positie komt, en dat belang van de grote steden staat meestal tegenover de provincies; althans, het is goed voor MEP’s te weten waarin ze een gezamenlijk belang (positie) hebben, waar ze samen mee optrekken, en waar ze verschillen. Dus met het voorsorteren moeten ze samen optrekken; dan sta je sterker en heb je een beter verhaal. Terug in NL kun je het dan uitvechten naar wie wat gaat. Maar soms is het natuurlijk duidelijk een grotesteden verhaal, dan kunnen ze het beste aanhaken met Eurocities (vooral bij de Europese Commissie geldt namelijk: ze luisteren niet alleen naar de Nederlandse positie, maar juist naar het groter geheel: naar het Europees verhaal (dan sta je dus bij Eurocities sterker!). 


2) Is er veel concurrentie tussen de verschillende associaties zoals VNG, Eurocities en G-4 bijvoorbeeld?

De IPO is actiever dan VNG..maar ik krijg op zich niet zoveel mee van concurrentie. Dat wordt alleen gezien in de budgetaire discussie (verdeling van het geld). Ook het plattelandsverhaal: steden willen dan weer speciaal voor steden; dit levert natuurlijk spanningen op. 

De noordelijke provincies trekken goed samen op.



3) Hoe hoog schat u de invloed van lokale en regionale overheden in Brussel?

a. in hoeverre zijn steden, of een netwerk van steden zoals de G-4, in staat om de Europese besluitvorming te beinvloeden?

b. Waar is dat van afhankelijk?

c. Wat is de daadwerkelijke invloed van de G-4 in Brussel?  

De PV vertegenwoordigt natuurlijk het algemene Nederlandse standpunt, dus dat belang komt niet altijd overeen met de politieke partij. De PV heeft natuurlijk wel veel invloed, en met name via formele kanalen. De invloed van de lokale en regionale overheden; zij hechten veel waarde aan het CoR, maar weinig waarde aan het lobby-traject. Maar het CoR geeft alleen maar advies aan het EP en de Raad, dus als je alleen via deze route je belangen vertegenwoordigt, dan doe je jezelf tekort. Je moet dus alle wegen bewandelen; zeer actief zijn! De invloed van het HNP is gekend. Maar de invloed van de grote steden hangt van het thema af, soms benaderen ze het EP een periode heel veel, en soms heb je jaren geen signaal van de G-4. Esther had wel veel meer van de grote steden verwacht: vooral bij de begrotingszaken. Het lijkt alsof de G-4 weinig of te laat in dit proces van mid-term review van de begroting (= tussentijdse balans voordat de discussie weer geopend wordt) aanwezig zijn/ deelnemen. Dus ze moeten er echt vanaf het begin bij zijn en actief deelnemen, anders zijn ze te laat en krijgen ze niets meer!  

4) Provincieen hebben vaak minder macht dan bepaalde (sterke) en grote steden/ gemeenten. Kunt u dit beamen nav u werk als Europarlementarier? Of klopt dit beeld niet?

De bekendheid van de P-4 is minder dan het HNP/ G-4. Het is duidelijk dat de randstad provincies en –steden niet met elkaar als eenheid optrekken. Ik heb ze in ieder geval nog nooit als eenheid op zien trekken. Het zou dus wel een goed idee zijn om één kantoor te hebben voor de Randstad: de grote steden + provincies bij elkaar brengen. Als er namelijk zoveel verschillende partijen bij de EP aankloppen, dan kost het veel tijd voor de MEP’ers om de nuances te bepalen, en daarom is het aan de lokale- en regionale overheden de taak om met één verhaal naar buiten te komen. Laten we zeggen alleen op de thema’s waar dat mogelijk is (8 vd 10 keer!). Regio’s met dezelfde belangen en ideen kunnen beter in één kantoor/ pand zitten, omdat dat effectiever is, zodat ze sneller en makkelijker met elkaar kunnen samenwerken. 

Lobbyen:


5) Als regio’s en b.v. steden/gemeenten het EU besluitvormings proces willen beinvloeden, wat is de meest effectieve fase? 

Het voordeel van permanente lobbyisten in Brussel is dat ze weten wat er aan zit te komen, je hoort alles op tijd (vanwege informele diners en borrels). De lobbyisten die vanuit Den Haag lobbyen komen pas in actie wanneer er al een voorstel van de EC uitgekomen is, maar dan kun je er dus weinig meer aan doen. Je moet er juist voor zorgen dat je in de voorbereidende fase zit: voor de EC zijn voorstel uitbrengt. Je moet dan dus weten wat er komt, hierop inspelen, en zelf ook al een positie geformuleerd hebben hierover. Na de publicatie van het voorstel, is het van belang om een strategie te bepalen: het aanpassen van je punten en zorgen dat ze meegenomen worden door de EC. Daarna komt de politieke fase: bij wie kun je terecht/ voor wat. Dus; wat haal je uit je verhaal en leg je neer bij de verschillende instellingen en associaties? 

De juiste strategie zou zijn: aansluiting vinden bij bedrijven, Eurocities etc. Je moet dus alliancies sluiten (grens/sector overschrijdend). 


6) Krijgt u vaak position papers direct van decentrale overheden, of gaat dat via een formeel proces? Komen deze papers van associaties, bedrijven, steden, of provincies?

Ja, en dan met name van de IPO, of standpunten van de IPO over hervorming van het landbouwgebied. 



7) Wat zijn u ervaringen mbt lobbyen in de EU? 

a. Bent u wel eens benaderd door steden individueel, of alleen door assocaties?

b. Is het landgebonden? Dus wordt u alleen benaderd door Nlse associaties of ook door buitenlandse vertegenwoordigers?

Brussel kan helemaal niet meer zonder lobbyisten. Als Europarlementarier luister je naar alle partijen, maar vervolgens neem je een besluit welke input je gebruikt of welke het meest relevant is. Een lobbykantoor in het algemeen is te vaag en onduidelijk voor wie ze lobbyen, wat ze willen bereiken etc. Dan maar liever een lobbyist in dienst van de organisatie zelf (de G-4 b.v.). Meestal zijn deze lobbyisten alleen maar op hun eigen MEP’s gericht. Maar dat is natuurlijk niet slim, want dan bevat je maar 27 Europarlementariers (in geval van EP), terwijl, als je alliances vormt, je je verhaal beter naar voren kunt brengen! 

G-4:


8) Wat is uw beeld van de G-4? (serieus, effectief, onbekend, niet invloedrijk, ineffectief etc)

Het is een heel actieve club, ze zijn vroeg betrokken bij grotestedenbeleid; een goede verankering. Verder is de G-4 een sterk merk, sterker dan de P-4 . Binnen Nederland en de Europarlementariers is de naam G-4 wel bekend, maar zodra je verder kijkt dan Nederland, maar naar andere Member states, dan is absoluut niet duidelijk waar deze naam voor staat. Het zou dus beter zijn om een Engelse term te gebruiken, zoals Delta Metropole, dan zou zelfs alleen ‘Randstad’ nog niet voldoende zijn en veelzeggend zijn. Soms zijn ze heel actief voor de benadering naar het EP toe. 

Vanuit extern wordt er naar G-4 gekeken als zijnde; zij zijn weggetrokken uit het HNP en naar Eurocities getrokken, dit geeft dus een vertekend beeld van de grote steden tegenover de provincies. Ze kunnen dus beter samen optrekken op het moment dat ze dezelfde belangen hebben= bewust samenwerking opzoeken(8 vd 10 keer hebben ze gezamenlijke belangen..). 

9) Ziet u de G-4, of Eurocities als een serieuzere bron van informatie?

Als het gaat om een vraag/ probleem over steden, dan zal het EP zich naar Eurocities wenden, want daar zijn alle Europese steden vertegenwoordigt. Maar als ze speciaal iets willen weten over Nederlandse steden, dan wordt de G-4 benaderd. Op regionaal gebied zijn de provincies weer de voornaamste partners. 


Het is ook de vraag in hoeverre de positie van de G-4 zich onderscheidt van het Eurocities standpunt. In hoeverre is de G-4 anders dan Eurocities, wat zijn de aandachtspunten voor de G-4? Wat voor belang heeft de G-4, dat afwijkt van Eurocities? Wie zijn de partners van de G-4; zij weten dat nl al, en voor de MEP’s is het lastig om die allemaal een voor een te benaderen als de G-4 deze contacten toch al gelegd heeft. 

10) In hoeverre raadplegen jullie de G-4 of andere decentrale overheden?

a. Voor wat voor soort informatie/ dossiers zou u naar de G-4 stappen, en voor welke zou u naar andere regionale/ lokale vertegenwoordigers gaan?

Nee, sneller met de HNP; “wat speelt er in die bepaalde regio?” Het gevaar van actief lobbyen is dat de ambtenaren (raadsleden) er niet veel van merken..er mist dus een vertaalslag van Brussel naar de gemeente toe. Een persoon in Brussel moet dus standaard rapporteren wat er speelt in Europa 

Appendix 5: Interview civil servant from municipality of The Hague, Theo Strijers
Interview Theo Strijers, dinsdag 10 maart 2009

1) What comprises your tasks at the Municipality of The Hague? 


Theo is project director of Major City Policy. This Major city policy means that 31 cities work together with the national government on special urban issues. Theo specially coordinates the Municipality of the Hague. Therefore, Theo works closely together with the G-4. Addittionally, he is a member of the G-4 ‘agenda group’. This group is composed of 7 members, 2 from each city. They discuss the bigger lobby dossiers, as the Mayor of each city are involved in this agenda group.  


2) What is your opinion on the representation of local governments in the EU? 


This is a good question. On the one hand, it could be confusing for the official EU institutions in Brussels. On the other hand, urban interests differ from common interests represented by the VNG (Association of Dutch Municipalities) ,for instance, and thus there are special needs and interests to be represented in the European Union. Furthermore, you need a good cooperation between different associations, because together you could have a stronger position. The G-4 as an example is a unity, they will lobby primarily for G-4 issues. However, it is difficult to see what other representatives of the G-4 are performing; you just trust them with the dossiers at hand, that they will carry out the best task for a succesfull lobby, which is beneficial to all the G-4 members. Naturally, through the plan of action of the G-4 (created in september), you easily know what is happening. Besides, the deputy mayor Henk Kool and Frits Huffnagel are actively involved in Eurocities and the Committee of the Regions, thus one will know it quickly when something is done which is against the agreements. 



3) What is your image of the G-4 (invloedrijk, serieus, effectief, ineffectief, professioneel etc)? 

They are barely influential, because they’re relatively small. Thus, they must be modest on their influence. For that reason, they work closely together with Eurocities, because they are also focused on Urban (interest) representation and because the G-4 alone is just too small (as mentioned above). 

As a last remark, there exist rivalty among the G-4 and the (Randstad) Provinces, as they think they represent the whole region, hence, including the 4 major cities as well. Of course, this is not always appreciated by the G-4. Their cooperation means now; working together when it suits both parties.

4) What is your opinion on the communication between lobbyists and the back office in the Hague?  


The communication overall is not bad, however the newsletter ‘Brussel vooruit’ which the G-4 publishes every month. According to Mr. Strijers, the value of this newsletter (content) is restricted. There is namely not so much on the content, only on who they spoke with and when. 

It would be more interesting, naturally, to find out what is going on in Brussels/ the EU, and to what extent the Municipality of the Hague can play an important role in the outcome of the news and developments at the EU-level. So, as to where the Municipality can step in ( and what it means for The Hague etc). The G-4 used to publish a so-called ‘Glossy’ with in-depth interviews and so on. This was more interesting and had more value for its readers. 

At the question whether the newsletter of the G-4 could best be merged with the newsletter of the Association of Dutch Municipalities (made by Europa Decentraal), de Europese Ster, was the answer no. The reason for his answer was the level of expertise and technical linguistic usage. This is no problem, as this newsletter is targeted for specialists, which can of course more easily read the information in this newsletter. In the eyes of Theo, you need to separate the different target groups and so the newsletters/ information supply for these different target groups. 

However, there are several possiblities for the G-4 to enhance their information supply. For example, their could cooperate with NICIS institute for their information provision. It would be, futhermore, important to provide a good and clear web site, with references to the several newsletters and information. Moreover, clear factsheets are recommendable, as to explain rather abstract terms etc. This kind of factsheet is already provided for by Europa Decentraal. But it could be a good way for the G-4 to present itself to its back office (the public servants) and the outside world (EU institutions etc). 

As an example, Theo Strijers was occupied with the Lissbon Agenda. For this, he needed some more information, which he could find on the Europa Decentraal Web site. 

In conclusion, there is an overkill on information, but the main point is, that you need to be active and bring it to your audience/ target group. One of the ideas is to make the Web site more accessible. Here, (also as an example for the G-4) you could explain what is Territorial Cohesion, what share is for the Netherlands, thus to give some background information on these and many more issues. The G-4 don’t have to do it by itself, it can work together with the VNG/IPO, by sending email-attentions to its members (audience). Overall, one needs to take up an active position on the information supply, or else it wouldn’t work!  

5) Finally, what is the added value of the G-4 Europe office in Brussels? 

There are two reasons which explains the surplus value of the office:

· The possibiltiy of influencing the European policies, in an early stage. 

· The information supply; they can easily/ quickly forward the important news and information on what is going on in the European Union. So, the G-4 office can timely (vroegtijdig) support the urban policies, in their home cities (back office).  


The Municipality of The Hague should give input more systematically. Not as is the case now, that only a few people are working on it without engagement. 

One of the other tasks of the G-4 is to maintain (in) formal networks. Beforehand, they need to organise meetings and informal receptions, in order to be able to contact them, when they need them. If they did not establish a network yet, they will be too late to appeal to the concerned person/ organisation/ association. Therefore, they need to establish the contacts at an early stage as well. 

The G-4 has an active lobby towards the national government (2nd chamber and departments). Sometimes this could be too much. This can be explained to the fact that the G-4 has many separate lobby circuits, through which it lobbies their interests directly at the departments. They can become tired of them, or even have disagreements with one lobby circuit, which affects good relations with another lobby circuit of the G-4. Thus, there is no common direction on the lobby activities of the several circuits. 


The relations with the PV are overall good. However, there are differences in the interests they represent. The PV, for instance, represents interests of all of the Netherlands, whereas the G-4 focusses on specific Urban issues. Therefore, they do not succeed in cooperating on these issues very much. 

Appendix 6: Powerpoint presentation G-4 office
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