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MINUTESOF THE MEETING OF THE HL G ON 8 APRIL 2011

Venue: Brussels, 8 April, from 10.00 to 17.00
Present: See presence list

Excused: Mr Berger, Ms Jongerius, Mr Ludewig, Mr Pesonen (afternoon), Mr Telieka (as
of 15.00)

1) Presentation by Commissioner Cioloe
The chair welcomes members and opens mesting.

The chair welcomes Commissioner Ciolos and informs members that the formal points
such as the adoption of the minutes will be treated after this point to alow the Commis-
sioner to leave on time. He refers to a conference on cutting red tape in the CAP he at-
tended together with the Commissioner in March and to the work of the HLG as regards
agriculture and agricultural subsidies. It adopted an opinion in March 2009 and held sev-
eral interesting discussions with DG AGRI, in particular Deputy Director General Mdgele.
He refers in detail to a number of suggestions of the HLG and gives the floor to the
Commissioner.

Commissioner Cioloe thanks the chair for the opportunity to present his views to the
HLG. For the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) smplification is essential because it isa
policy for approximately 13 million beneficiaries which has an effect for the whole of the
European population. This is why the impact is seen by many more than just the farmers.
Even positive elements and actions of this policy may be affected by the negative percep-
tion people may have of it. Policy action needs rules because the CAP offersalot to farm-
ers but requests also something in return. The same goes for other parties such as the food
industry. The fact that the European and the national level share responsbility in this area
contributes to its complexity. The different levelsthat are involved can contribute to sim-
plification or render things more complicated. He has the impression that smplification as
a concept has found its place in agricultural policy and is a political priority. At this mo-
ment simplification work is mainly directed at cross-compliance issues. There is quite
some criticism from farmers in this context. It is therefore important that the cost-benefit
equation shows a positive result. DG AGRI, together with the Secretariat-Generdl, is at
this moment busy with an evaluation of the programme aimed at providing fruit, vegeta-
bles and milk to schools. The Commissioner announces his intention to launch a public
consultation on the promotion of agricultural products before the summer. The idea is to
make this promotional activity more effective but also more smple. In more genera terms
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the reform of the CAP should lead to comprehensive, clear and un-ambiguous rules. Ad-
ministrative cost must be in reasonable relation to policy objectives and regulation must
respect the principle of proportionality. All rules have to be accompanied by detailed im-
pact assessments and evaluations. Finally, control has to be risk-based, i.e. concentration
on problematic areas and less control in areas that have efficient control systemsin place.
In general 1T-systems should be used wherever possible. The CAP-Reform is accompa-
nied by a working group composed of experts independent of Member States. This group
is consulted by DG AGRI whenever it tries to smplify legidation. Once the CAP re-
formed the Commissioner intends to transform this group into a network of experts that
help identifying best practices. He intends also to continue the so-called "harvest experi-
ence". He thanks the HL G for its work and for the suggestions it made.

The chair thanks for this presentation and refers to his own experience with the CAP. For
a long time farmers have mainly been seen asfilling in forms. This has changed to the bet-
ter. He underlines that the Commissioner for Agriculture plays an important role in
Europe that goes clearly beyond the CAP. He invites Mr Pesonen to make a statement.

Mr Pesonen reports from the joint presidia meeting of his organisation during which the
wish was clearly formulated that the reduction of administrative burdens needs to arrive to
a higher degree on the farms. He thanks the Commission for its work in this context. Fo-
cus has to remain on farmers who are mainly small or, to a much lesser degree, medium
sized enterprises. The CAP has become complicated because of its impact on other areas
than agriculture in the narrow sense. Bringing forward the specific values and qualities of
European agricultural produce is the main challenge. Standardisation is one issue within
the CAP-Reform. Farmers are not against it and neither are most other operators. How-
ever, farmers see the way how it is organised sometimes as quite burdensome. A wider
participation from the farming community would make the reform process easier and
more transparent. He underlines that cooperation with DG AGRI has been much better
than with DG SANCO.

The chair was happy to hear that the Commissioner admitted that the CAP demands a lot
from farmers. It is important that the 13 million European farmers see the administration
as their partner and not as someone who keeps them in leading-strings.

Mr Telieka feels encouraged by what he heard today. The CAP reform is a key opportu-
nity because it is areview of awhole policy field. The overall result should be a reduction
in administrative burdens. The installation of a working group that accompanies the CAP-
Reform is an encouraging sign that the Commission is willing to listen to external advice.
He thinks that the HLG would be ready to be involved in future reform steps and could
offer its know-how.

The chair agrees with Mr Telieka's suggestion. The HLG can give advice if its offer is be-
ing picked up.

Mr Lambertz (Observer from the Committee of the Regions) underlines the importance of
the agricultural policy. Farmers are particularly affected by bureaucracy and all bureauc-
racy is for the farmer of European origin.

Mr Hontelez wonders whether the administrative burdens would not even be more if there
would be no common agriculture policy but 27 different agricultural policies. Rules gov-
erning agriculture are aso difficult because of a number of reasons for which the EU is
not responsible. If one would divide the overal administrative burden by the number of
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farmers each farmer would have to face cost of approximately 400 to 500 EUR. It seems
thereisalot of irritation felt by farmersin relation to cross-compliance.

Mr Gibbons appreciates the presence of the Commissioner. The agricultural legidative
framework has a bad reputation when it comes to administrative burden. The question is
whether within DG AGRI the most effective way of communicating with those that are
subject to regulation takes place and could therefore contribute to solutions. Mr Gibbons
would like to know whether roadmaps and the communication about them are useful for
stakeholders. He furthermore would be interested to know whether he would think that
informing stakeholders about impact assessments before they are discussed by the Com-
mission would helpful.

Commissioner Cioloe agrees with Mr Pesonen that it is important that simplification &-
forts are being felt by the farmers. This is the single most important element of any at-
tempt to reduce burdens and simplify rules. He underlines the importance of the dialogue
between farmers, payment authorities and DG AGRI to identify problems and find solu-
tions. He would also like to advance now with smplification efforts in the area of rural
development. "Private” certification activities should be accepted as official certification to
the degree possible. This would avoid double control. He wonders why comments on ad-
ministrative burdens in relation to "Greening" are aready made now without having seen
the proposals that are about to be made. It seems important to him that farmers are en-
abled to show to the citizen that their actions contribute to the environment. Overall it is
important to keep in mind that agriculture plays a hugely important role in society beyond
the mere growing of agricultural produce. He reminds also that directives such as Natura
2000 are to a large degree the responsibility of Member States. He recalls that quite a
number of important responsibilities in the area of agriculture remain with Member States
on national, regional and local level. The Commissioner insists that he keeps close contact
with farmers, MEP's and the Council to make sure that the proposals of the Commission
are kept simple and adopted so that they don't create unnecessary additional burden.

Mr Telieka agrees with the Commissioner in particular regarding the legisative process
after the adoption of the Commission proposal. He thinks that the HLG could offer the
necessary independent advice.

The chair thanks very much for this detailed presentation and for the time the Commis-
sioner had for the HLG. In particular in times of crisis it is good to know that the Com-
mission is committed to Smart Regulation.

The Commissioner thanks the chair and the group for the invitation and good discussion.
He is open to a continuation of the dialogue.

2) Agenda and minutes of the last meeting

The agenda and the minutes of the last meeting are adopted unanimously, the latter sub-
ject to modifications by Ms Fritsch.

The chair reports from his meeting with Mr Richelle, Director Genera of EMPL. During
this meeting he tried to make clear that it is not the intention of the HLG to reduce em-
ployees rights; in this context he regrets that Ms Jongerius could not be present today. He
refers to the letter of PM Cameron et al and the Council Conclusions. The letter from PM
Cameron and a number of other heads of state and government will be subject of a discus-
sion a the next HLG meeting, as suggested by Mr Gibbons. He renews his criticism di-
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rected at the duration of the legislative procedure in view of the continuing problems re-
garding the exemption of micro-entities. He thanks Mr Gibbons for his help with the
preparation of the visit in Oxford and London later in May.

Mr Gibbons briefs members on the letter by PM Cameron et al in summing up its main
content. Four points are essential: 1) make the Single Market work, 2) the need to de-
velop more targets, not necessarily limited to administrative burdens, 3) to provide real
and radical pressure the balance has be at least neutra in relation to burden (one-in / one-
out) and 4) do something in particular for SME's.

The chair thanks for this short presentation and suggests that Mr Gibbons leads on this
point.

3) Best practicereport

The chair thanks Mr Mollerup for the time table that was prepared and invites him to up-
date members.

Mr Mollerup refers to the draft outline members received and gives a detailed description
of the various chapters foreseen for the report.

Mr Murray insists that clarity is needed as to whether the HLG and therefore the report
deal with unnecessary administrative burden or with regulations that are politically not
anymore wanted or not anymore appropriate for achieving the result originally intended.

Mr Lambertz (Observer from the CoR) informs members that a report about the examples
collected by the CoR could be with members at the beginning of May. He offers that the
CoR could also feed the results back to the regional and local authorities to help prolifer-
ating them.

Mr Hontelez wonders whether the background part of the report is not too long. It isim-
portant to look first at inefficient implementation. In this context he underlines the need to
use the same terminology throughout the report. He also reminds members that one-in/
one-out is in his view not a fit-for-all policy; it should also not be forgotten that in some
areas Member States can go further, such regulatory activity cannot be called gold-
plating. He would like to receive information on all examples so that he can consult his
stakeholders.

Ms Fritsch thanks for the impressive work. She agrees that grouping examples rather by
type than by priority area is a good idea. This would also alow showing how best prac-
tices can be proliferated. The source of each example should be clearly spelled out.

Mr Gibbons appreciates the work done. He agrees, however, with Mr Hontelez that the
presentation of gold-plating has to be exact. This issue should be presented in a differenti-
ated way to avoid giving the impression that all Member States are equally bad. He is till
of the view that the institutional part will be at least as important as the individual exam-
ples.

Mr Mollerup thanks Mr Lambertz for the hard work of CoR staff and the regions. He will
also take on board comments from Mr Hontelez on gold-plating and the length of the in-
troductory part. He would feel however very comfortable when mentioning ideas like
"zero goldplating” or "one-in one-out"; not necessarily because he agrees with these con-
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cepts but because they are worth mentioning as the bold attempts by governments to
tackle the issue.

Mr Telieka underlines the importance of the chapter on the institutional setup which
should be quite detailed. He agrees with Mr Hontelez on the need of a debate over the
overarching ideas such as "zero goldplating” but advocates having this debate relatively
late in the process so not to block the open-minded collection and processing of examples.

Mr Potdevin informs members of a conference on administrative simplification. He sug-
gests regrouping the examples under various headings.

Mr Mollerup reports that over 140 examples have been received from Member States out
of atotal of 250 examples but insists that the list is work in progress. Reporting members
will be involved in particular for their respective areas but are for sure free to look into
other examples. Evauation should be done according to guidelines that have been pre-
pared.

The chair thanks for the good work done so far. He invites Mr Mollerup to report to the
European Parliament together with him.

Mr Murray points out that there are a number of rules that oblige to have one-stop-shops
and that this concept is not in itself the best idea; one-stop-shops that have been presented
as best practice examples will therefore have to be looked into carefully.

Mr Telieka agrees with Mr Murray regarding one-stop-shops. He would like to ask fro
more detailed information on quite a number of examples that have been described in very
little detail. He finally argues for the report be written in non-bureaucratic language.

Mr Mollerup reassures members that a lot more information will over time be available
regarding the examples.

4) Presentation of DG REGIO and the Welsh Assembly on the clearing house
principles

The chair invites Mr Telieka to kick off the presentation.

Mr Telieka gives an outline of the clearing house principles applied to regiona support
schemes.

Mr Delassus, DG REGIO, and Mr Hunter, Welsh Assembly Government, present to-
gether with the consultant the clearing house (members have been provided with copies of
the presentations).

Mr Telieka sees the clearing house as a result of the HLG's work. He suggests preparing a
short opinion that would wrap up this work and would be willing to draft it. Some of what
has been presented should be integrated into the best practice report.

The chair thanks for this offer and suggests discussing this in the next meeting. The chair
informs members at this occasion that a number of members have approached him regard-
ing their availability at the June meeting. He therefore decided to cancel this meeting, also
because members will be busy with the preparation of the best practice report.



Mr Gibbons is very impressed by the presentations. He would like to know how the pro-
tection of public money is ensured when the whole process is electronic.

Mr Hunter explains that beneficiaries have to present a transaction list and scan there re-
ceiptsinto the system. A sample risk-related audit is carried out on the basis of thislist.

5) Discussion on roadmaps (follow-up to the discussion on 24 January)
The chair explains the background and asks Mr Gibbons to lead the discussion.

Mr Gibbons briefly recalls the historic reasons for looking into roadmaps based on the in-
vitation of the Commission to look into them together with the respective services. Upon
reflection he finds this suggestion quite logical because it is not the IAB that has the own-
ership of the proposals but the Commission services. A typical problem in roadmaps
seems to be the description of the problem. He is of the view that there would have to be
an even earlier step with a problem description before the way to a solution is set in stone.
Such an early description of the problem does not seem to exist. He suggests however
that members receive links to those roadmaps that concern their respective areas of inter-
est. Secondly, members should have alook at the roadmaps and form a view whether the
envisaged solution is likely to generate considerable administrative burdens. Following
that meetings can be set up with the services concerned. He wraps up the discussion that
took place with DG ENER and offers that the minutes of that meeting are made available
to interested members.

The chair announces that Ms Klingbell had to leave the HLG due to unexpected other
obligations. Her presentation on the work of the IAB will be given on 5 May. He thanks
Mr Gibbons for his presentation. He doesn't wish to reopen the ex-ante / ex-post debate.
He would however offer to services that the HLG could take an independent look at up-
coming proposals with the intention to avoid new unnecessary administrative burdens.

Mr Hontelez refers to the annual policy strategies, normally published by the Commission.
Looking at these might be a way forward. As regards the discussion with DG ENER he
doubts whether different DG's will work in different ways with the HLG.

Ms Pons (SG) recalls that the offer that Ms Klingbeil made as regards the roadmaps is
valid for al stakeholders. She mentions that as a complement, the ex-post evaluation and
fitness checks sites can be helpful to convey stakeholder's messages on existing legidlation.

The chair thanks for this information. The HLG has to be aware of its limitations when it
comes to any ex-ante activity. He asks Mr Gibbons to have a look at the annua policy
strategy without changing the approach to contact Commission services as suggested by
Ms Klingbeil.

Mr Mollerup thinks that with a number of roadmaps the debate can be entered early
enough and quotes the ongoing VAT discussion as an example.

Mr Murray is opposed to the way the HLG might go. He is of the view that what Mr Gib-
bons is suggesting goes beyond the existing mandate. He is also of the view that the HLG
would not have the resources to involve itself in al these subjects. He would also like to
point out that roadmaps "don't come out of the blue"; they are the fruit of along prepara-
tion into which stakeholder comments, some public, some not, have been fed into. Finally,
the HLG should in his view not have privileged access to information.
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The chair does not share Mr Murray's view. He recalls why this group was put in place
and what its role. He is of the view that the group's role is a small contribution to the im-
provement of the public view of the EU. It isthe HLG's obligation to make whatever con-
tribution it can.

Mr Gibbons agrees with the chair that the HLG comes together trying to reduce existing
and avoid future unnecessary administrative burden. The group heard about digitalization
and one-stop-shops as well as institutional measure to reduce burden. It is important that
unnecessary burden are stopped being imposed in the first place. The group was invited by
the Commission to look into the roadmaps and this is therefore the way to go. The ideais
that the over 100 roadmaps are screened to identify those that look likely to be of interest
from an administrative burden point of view. He sees as the biggest problem the lack of
proper analyses regarding the potential bureaucracy created by a new piece of legidation.
He underlines that there should be no formality in the contacts with Commission services.

The chair is of the impression that the different positions are not so far from each other.
He asks Ms Pons to clarify the situation regarding the strategic documents.

Ms Pons (SG) explains that the strategic planning is multi-annual. Every year the Com-
mission Work Programme — CWP is established in line with this strategic planning.

The chair thanks for this clarification. He is of the view that the HLG could offer in indi-
vidual cases its know-how to Commissioners that come to the group. It will depend on
them and their services whether the offer is picked up or not.

6) AOB

The chair invites Mr Goucha to say a few words regarding the next offline batch that is
planned for adoption at the May meeting.

Mr Goucha briefly presents the preliminary draft opinion that has been handed out to
members. Commission services have not yet commented on the suggestions.

Adopted by the HLG in Brusselson 5 May 2011.



