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The European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs)

Effectiveness and efficiency of the ESAs in accomplishing their tasks

How do you assess the impact of the creation of the ESAs on the financial system in general
and on (i) financial stability, (ii) the functioning of the internal market, (iii) the quality and 
consistency of supervision, and (iv) consumer and investor protection in particular?

Prof. Dr. Mirko Kraft – Hochschule für angewandte Wissenschaften - University of Applied Sciences 
and Arts Coburg, Friedrich-Streib-Str. 2, D-96450 Coburg, mirkokraft@hs-coburg.de, +49 9561 317-
601 in general: The general impact of the creation of the ESAs on the financial system at EU level is 
at least not negative. However, it is difficult to separate the effects of different influencing factors 
on financial systems. To mention two: regulation and supervision. National, European and global
changes in regulation affected the financial system. Supervision at national level also in-fluenced of 
course financial systems. It seems far from straightforward to allocate parts of total effects to the 
creation of the ESAs in 2010. Additionally, it is important to differentiate between the different 
sectors of the financial system, i. e. at least between the banking, the securities and the insurance 
sector (see The Joint Forum [2010], Review of the Differentiated Nature and Scope of Financial 
Regulation - Key Issues and Recommendations, Basel 2010, http://www.bis.org/publ/joint24.pdf). 
This will be done in the following where effects on more specific aspects of the financial system at 
EU level will be analysed. The focus is on the insurance sector. (i) on financial stability: Compared 
to the banking sector the insurance sector was much more stable in the past years. Of course, 
insurers were hit by volatility in capital markets and the low interest environnement, too. The 
impact of EIOPA on financial stability in the insurance sector is not easy to assess, because capital 
markets are driven by many factors and EIOPA is not allowed and not able to directly or indirectly 
intervene in capital markets like the ECB. (ii) on functioning of the internal market: The European 
insurance market is still fragmented and mainly nationally dominated. The reasons for this are 
manifold. For example insurance products depend heavily on national laws and legal practice (e. g. 
liability insurance). Selling insurance in another Member State could be impeded by the access to
local distribution channels. These examples show that the effect of EIOPA is limited. It is important 
to note that the Solvency II Directive is the legal framework for insurance and reinsurance 
undertakings to conduct insurance business throughout the internal market (see Recital 2 of S2). 
The Solvency II regime is still not in place at national level. Therefore, it was difficult for EIOPA to 
enhance the functioning of the internal market in regard of insurance based on the current regime, 
Solvency I. A main enhancement will be the Solvency II group supervision regime (Art. 212 ff. of S2). 
Even though cooperation of national supervisory (insurance) authorities [In the following the term 
„(national) [insurance] supervisory authority (NSA)” will be used in the sense of Art. 13 (10) of S2 (= 
the national authority or the national authorities empowered by law or regulation to supervise 
insurance or reinsurance undertakings). In the EIOPA regulation the term “(national) competent 
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authority” is used.] and EIOPA within supervisory colleges started, the legal basis for a harmonised 
group supervision is still missing (depending on the Omnibus 2 Directive under negotiation). 
Coherent supervision of international insurance groups at EU level will strengthen the functioning of 
the internal market in the future. EIOPA will play an important role in coordinating coherent group 
supervision across international groups at EU level. (iii) on the quality and consistency of 
supervision The quality and consistency of supervision in the insurance sector today sticks to the 
Solvency I regime. The Solvency I regime allows for fragmented national supervision. Against the
background of Solvency II starting in the future, quality and consistency of supervision should be 
aimed at under the new system. Information requests and stress testing which can be done already 
in advance should not be seen as instruments to introduce indirectly the new system. These are 
interim measure with a lack of legal embedding (e. g. sanctions). The colleges with the contribution 
of EIOPA staff can make transparent inconsistencies of supervision of international groups and
therefore, can enhance more harmonised supervision of international insurance groups in the future 
(under Solvency II). It is important to highlight that EIOPA is not responsible for the day-to-day 
supervision of in-surance undertakings and insurance groups which is still the task of NSAs. (iv) on 
consumer and investor protection In case of EIOPA consumer protection is part of the general 
protection of policy holders and beneficiaries, the main objective of (insurance) supervision in 
accordance with Art. 28 of S2. The Solvency II regime and its consistent application will contribute 
to the consumer protection in accordance with EIOPA regulation Art. 9. Financial soundness of 
insurers is the best way to protect insurance clients against losses. It is important to keep this in 
mind: complaint handling or good practices for comparison websites should not be regarded as
substitute for financial soundness. The protection of policy holders and beneficiaries should be 
integrated part of all supervisory actions. The right balance between individual interests of policy 
holders and the collective good should be strived at. Insurance core principle is to balance 
premiums and claims provided by the community of insureds (“equilibrium in the collective body of 
the policyholders”). 

Do the ESAs’ mandates cover all necessary tasks and powers to contribute to the stability 
and effectiveness of the financial system? Are there elements which should be added or 
removed from the mandate? Please explain?
The EIOPA mandate seems broad enough. A stronger mandate for cooperation with NSAs could be
introduced. 

In your view, do the ESAs face any obstacles in meeting their mandates? If yes, what do you
consider to be the main obstacles? Please explain.
The main obstacle in the insurance sector for EIOPA to really act in its mandate is the hold-up of 
Solvency II/Omnibus II. A theoretical obstacle in the pensions sector of EIOPA meeting its mandate 
could be Art. 1 (4) of the EIOPA regulation (“With regard to institutions for occupational retirement 
provision, the Authority shall act without prejudice to national social and labour law.”). The 
mentioning of national social and labour law should not be read as exemption of the pensions 
sectors as a whole from the powers of EIOPA. In order to align the EIOPA regulation with the EBA 
and ESMA regulation it is suggested to reformulate the paragraph making it applicable for all
financial institutions and clarifying that ESAs powers will be not stopped by national social, labour 
or other relevant law when the ESAs fulfil their objective to protect the public interest by 
contributing to the short, medium and long-term stability and effectiveness of the financial system, 
for the Union economy, its citizens and businesses (Art. 1 (6) of EIOPA regulation).

Work towards achieving a single rulebook  - regulatory activities

Do you consider that the technical standards and guidelines/recommendations 
developed by the ESAs have contributed to further harmonise a core set of standards in 
the area of supervision (the single rulebook)? If you have identified shortcomings, 
please specify how these could be addressed.
In the insurance sector the legal empowerment of EIOPA to develop regulatory or 
implementing technical standards is still pending due to the Omnibus II negotiations. It is 
important that technical standards do not involve policy choices and stay technical. Policy 
choices need democratic backing which EIOPA is lacking. 

What is your assessment of the work undertaken by the ESAs as regards providing 
opinions (e.g. technical advice) to the EU institutions?

Common supervisory culture/convergence of supervisory practices

In your view, did the ESAs contribute to promoting a supervisory culture and 
convergence of supervisory practices? If you have identified shortcomings how could 
these be addressed?
EIOPA contributes to promote a supervisory culture in the insurance sector at European level, 
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in particular in the area of group supervision. Convergence of supervisory practices in the 
current Solvency I regime is limited. The Solvency II regime will allow for more convergence of 
supervisory practices by NSAs.

Consistent application of EU law

In your view, do the procedures on breaches of EU law (Article 17 ESAs Regulations) 
and binding mediation (Article 19 ESAs Regulations) ensure the consistent application 
of EU law? If you have identified shortcomings how could these be addressed?
In the insurance sector the procedures on breaches of EU law (EIOPA Regulation Art. 17) and 
binding mediation (EIOPA Regulation Art. 19) couldn’t be used because the Solvency II 
Directive is still not amended by the Omnibus II Directive. The concrete procedures have to be 
defined taking into account the exceptional character of these powers. EIOPA’s power to 
adopt decisions in the case of a breach of EU law should apply only as a last resort and then 
only to ensure the correct and consistent application of EU law. In cases where the relevant 
EU legislation confers discretion on NSAs, decisions taken by the EIOPA should not replace the 
exercise in compliance with EU law of that discretion. In the case disagreements between 
NSAs a sufficient conciliation phase taking into account the complexity and urgency of the 
matter should be provided for during which the NSAs may reach an agreement without EIOPA.

Emergency situations

Do you consider the ESAs' role in emergency situations appropriate? Please explain.
EIOPA’s role in emergency situations is set down in Art. 18 of the EIOPA regulation. In the case 
of adverse developments which may seriously jeopardise the orderly functioning and integrity 
of financial markets or the stability of the whole or part of the financial system in the EU, 
EIOPA should actively facilitate and, where deemed necessary, coordinate any actions 
undertaken by the relevant NSAs (Art. 18 (1) of the EIOPA regulation). This is an appropriate 
role of EIOPA where the situation has a cross-border dimension. It is important that powers of 
EIOPA in accordance with Art. 18 are linked to a Council decision determining the existence of 
an emergency situation for the purposes of the EIOPA regulation.

Coordination function (Art 31 ESAs Regulations)

Do you think that the coordination role of the ESAs is appropriate? If you have
identified shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
The coordination role of EIOPA between NSAs in the insurance sector needs information 
sharing in both directions: from NSAs to EIOPA but also from EIOPA to NSAs (see Art. 31 (f)) of 
EIOPA regulation).

In your experience, to what extent have coordination activities carried out by the ESAs
contributed to promoting a coordinated EU response to adverse market conditions? 
Please explain.

Tasks related to consumer protection and financial activities

How do you assess the role and achievements by the ESAs in the field of consumer 
protection? Please specify the main achievements by each ESA.
EIOPA dealt with complaint handling. It is doubted that consumer protection will be really 
enhanced by focussing on bureaucratic procedures.

Are you aware of the warnings that were issued by the ESAs so far? If yes, please 
specify which ones and whether they have contributed to improve consumer protection 
or any other objective of the ESAs.

What are the main strengths and weaknesses of the current framework on consumer 
protection (Article 9 ESAs Regulations) and what would you suggest to address any 
possible shortcomings?

Direct supervisory powers

How do you assess ESMA’s direct supervisory powers? If you have identified 
shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
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How do you assess ESMA’s performance for the registration and supervision of credit
rating agencies (CRAs)?

Do you consider that further responsibilities of direct supervision should be entrusted 
on one or more of the ESAs, particularly with regard to institutions or infrastructures of 
pan-European reach? Please explain.
In the insurance sector further responsibilities of direct supervision should be not yet 
entrusted to EIOPA. It is necessary to test the foreseen mechanism before expanding them 
without any practical experience. A step-by-step approach is much more appropriate when 
just transfering or doubling national competencies at European level. In particular entrusting 
EIOPA with the Solvency II day-to-day supervision of international groups seems much too 
early.

Governance of the  ESAs

General governance issues

Are the governance requirements sufficient to ensure impartiality, objectivity and 
autonomy of the ESAs?
It is unclear how to ensure that “the voting members of the Board of Supervisors […] act 
independently and objectively in the sole interest of the Union as a whole and […] neither 
seek nor take instructions from Union institutions or bodies, from any government of a 
Member State or from any other public or private body” (Art. 42 of EIOPA regulation). 
Normally NSAs are not independent from the government in their Member States or from 
democratic control. This also holds true for national central banks acting as supervisory 
authority in Member States. Therefore, the independence suggested could be not as stable as 
expected, in particular in crisis situations. It is important to acknowledge that political 
pressure could be exerted on EIOPA. The solution is not just claiming independency. It is 
necessary to establish mechanism in advance to deal with pressure or influence on EIOPA. In 
some cases it might be necessary to withdraw responsibility or powers from EIOPA and give to 
other more democratic institutions or institutions that can be made liable for decisions.

How do you assess the accountability requirements? If you have identified
shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
EIOPA’s accountability to the European Parliament and the Council (in accordance with Art. 3 
of EIOPA regulation) should be strengthened. The decision making mechanism within EIOPA, i.
e. in the Board of Supervisors (BOS), which is dependent from Member States has to be 
balanced by control mechanism of European Parliament to ensure democratic legitimation. It 
is clear that the abstract balance of institutions needs the necessary resources to make the 
balance realistic. The European Parliament needs adequate resources to play the role.
Transparency is important, however reporting could overburden the MEPs.

Decision-making bodies and voting modalities

Does the current composition of the Board of Supervisors (BoS) ensure that it acts
efficiently? If you have identified shortcomings, please specify how these could be 
addressed.
The idea that decisions of the Board of Supervisors should be taken by a simple majority of its
members where each member has one vote is problematic. National insurance markets in the 
EU are quite different in size and other characteristics. The problem is that many votes could 
be exercised by NSAs with are not directly affected by the decision (for example because of a 
very small insurance sector within their Member State).

Does the composition of the Management Board ensure that the ESAs are run 
effectively and perform the tasks conferred on them? If you have identified
shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
The Management Board of EIOPA is important to prepare the BOS.

Does the mandate of the Management Board ensure that the ESAs are run effectively 
and perform the tasks conferred on them? If you have identified shortcomings, please 
specify how these could be addressed.

Financing and resources
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How do you assess the arrangements on financing and resources? If you have identified
shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
National funding of EIOPA is regarded as important. Funding by the supervised financial 
institutions could be envisaged for the future (as in the case of NSAs). 

Involvement and role of relevant stakeholders

How would you assess the impact of the relevant stakeholder groups within the ESAs on 
the overall work and achievements of the ESAs?
The work of the two stakeholder groups of EIOPA is important for the achievements of EIOPA. 
It should be reviewed if the separate pensions stakeholder group could be unified with the 
insurance stakeholder group. It seems essential that supervision in the insurance and the 
pensions sector is coherent to avoid supervisory arbitrage.

Are you satisfied with the quality and timeliness of consultations carried out by the
ESAs?
EIOPA’s timelines for consultations are challenging. It is crucial that the starting date of 
consultations is communicated early. This ensures that stakeholders can plan resources that 
are needed for participating in the consultation, in particular when much calculations have to 
be done like in the Long-Term Guarantee Assessment (LTGA).

Are you satisfied with the appointment procedures for the stakeholder groups?

In your experience, does the composition of stakeholder groups ensure a sufficiently
balanced representation of stakeholders in the relevant sectors? If not, which areas 
appear to be insufficiently/overly represented?

Is the work undertaken by the stakeholder groups sufficiently transparent? Do you see 
areas where the approach towards transparency needs to be revisited?

In your experience, are the ESAs, and in particular the ESAs stakeholder groups,
sufficiently accessible for stakeholders not directly represented in these stakeholder 
groups?

Joint bodies of the ESAs

How do you assess the functioning of the Board of Appeal (BoA)?
If you have identified shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.

What is your assessment of having one joined BoA for all ESAs as compared to a 
dedicated BoA for each ESA respectively? 
A dedicated Board of Appeal for the insurance sector is preferable. It would ensure that more 
sector specific knowledge is available within the Board of Appeal.

How do you assess the functioning of the Joint Committee (JC)?
If you have identified shortcomings, please specify how these could be addressed.
The Joint Committee (JC) is important to ensure cross-sector consistency, where it makes 
sense, and to ensure that the different nature of the banking, securities and insurance sector 
is recognised. A main area where the JC could contribute was about supervision of financial 
conglomerates.

Does the JC ensure cross-sectoral cooperation and consistent approaches between the 
three ESAs? If you have identified shortcomings, please specify how these could be
addressed.
see 1.2.5.c 

ESRB

ESRB's mandate and experience

Risk identification and prioritisation
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What are your views on the ESRB mandate? If you think it should be amended please 
specify how.
The ESRB mandate is macro-prudential oversight of risks stemming from developments within 
the financial system. This includes risks which arise from the banking sector and other sectors 
as well. It is necessary to oversee risks from one sector which affects the stability of another 
sector. In particular risks within and from the pensions sector should be addressed as well. 
The relevant expertise might be not sufficient in central banks and, therefore, relevant ESAs 
or NSAs should be involved, e. g. insurance supervisors. The mandate could be amended by
explicitly mentioning that systemic risks coming from outside the EU should be monitored as 
well. In particular, attention should be drawn to the of supervisory arbitrage and to
jurisdictions where parts of financial markets less or even non-regulated.

What are your views on the definition of systemic risk, as provided by the ESRB
Regulation? If you think it should be amended, please specify how.
In general the definition of systemic risk is appropriate. However, the public debate focussed 
too much systemic relevant financial institutions (“entity approach”), even though the 
definition itself is much broader. In particular in the insurance sector the determination of 
systemic relevant insurers might distract attention from real dangers arising from markets 
structures or developments (“holistic approach”). The determination of systemic relevant 
institutions might imply systemic risks because of market participants believing in bail-out or
state-aid for such financial institutions. Without clarifying what consequences in supervision 
systemic relevant financial institutions will face, the pure determination of systemic
relevance does not make sense: It would be more appropriate to develop concrete measures 
against systemic risk and then ask for the financial institutions to which these measures should
apply to reduce systemic risk. Size of financial institutions is only one indication to which 
additional supervisory measure, e. g. reporting, might apply.

Do you think that the ESRB has developed a sufficiently preventive and forward-looking
approach?  Please comment on the successes and shortcomings and how they could be, 
respectively strengthened or addressed.

What aspects of EU financial stability should be addressed by the ESRB as a priority?

What is your assessment of the ESRB's coordination with other economic or financial 
policy areas or economic governance procedures, for example on macroeconomic 
imbalances?

Please outline and comment on the areas in which the ESRB has been most effective.

Should the ESRB specific mandate be adapted in light of the Single Supervisory 
Mechanism? If yes, how?

Timeliness and appropriateness of warnings and recommendations

What are your views on the powers conferred to the ESRB by the ESRB Regulation (i.e. 
the power to issue warnings and recommendations)? Are they sufficient? Please 
explain.What are your views on the use the ESRB has made of these powers in practice?

What is your assessment of the ESRB's public recommendations in terms of content and
timeliness? What is their impact on the direct addressees, and indirectly on the 
relevant market/market participants? If you identify any potential improvements, 
please specify how these could be delivered.

Did the recommendations adequately address the relevant policy makers in alerting 
them to, and advising them on, the necessary measures for risk mitigation?

Were the recommendations specific enough and did they address the main specific 
risks that could be identified in the period under review? If not, where would you 
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identify the shortcomings and how could these be improved?

Implementation of warnings and recommendations

How do you assess the non-binding character of warnings and recommendations? Could
such tools be strengthened? If yes, please specify how.

What is your assessment of the 'act or explain' mechanism chosen by the Regulation? If 
you identify any room for improvement please specify how this could be addressed.

What impact did public recommendations have on the market or public in general?
Please outline your experience.

Institutional framework and governance of ESRB

General governance issues

Key principles for good governance

Do the regulations provide ESRB with the right structures to follow the good 
governance model in terms of openness, participation, accountability,
effectiveness and coherence and to promote a common supervisory culture? 
Please explain your answer.

Has ESRB contributed to establishing a common macro-prudential policy 
framework and convergence of macro-prudential supervisory practices within EU? 
Please explain your answer.

Has the ESRB acted as an impartial body in the interests of EU as a whole? Please
explain your answer. 

Accountability and transparency

Are the ESRB's accountability and reporting obligations, (including the frequency), 
to the European Parliament and the Council sufficient and transparent enough? If 
not, please explain how they should be improved.

What is your assessment of the nature of these public hearings?

Decision-making bodies and voting arrangements

Voting arrangements for the designation or election of the Chair of 
the ESRB

What are your views on the fact that the President of the ECB is by rule the Chair 
of the ESRB? If you think this rule should be amended, please specify how the 
ESRB Chair should be appointed. For example, should it be defined in the 
Regulation or should she/he be appointed by an EU institution or the ESRB itself?
If by an EU institution, by which one and how?
The President of the ECB should not by rule the Chair of the ESRB. The appointing
process should involve the European Parliament.

Do the governance arrangements ensure that the Chair carries out his tasks with 
sufficient independence? If not, please specify where there is room for
improvement and how this could be addressed.
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Composition, mandate and functioning of the General Board

What is your assessment of the composition, size and mandate of the General 
Board? If you identify any shortcomings please specify how these could be
addressed. 

What is your assessment of the relative representation of central banks on the 
General Board?
The dominance of central banks should be reduced. 

What is your assessment of the participation of the European Supervisory 
Authorities (EBA, EIOPA, ESMA)?
The participation of EIOPA should be strenghtened to ensure that the insurance sector is 
appropriately represented. 

What is your assessment of the presence of non-voting members at General Board
meetings?

Internal organisation

What is your assessment of the supporting activities of the ECB to the ESRB, 
according to the relevant regulation (Council Regulation 1096/2010)? What are
the key advantages and disadvantages of this set-up? If you identify any room for 
improvement, please specify how this could be addressed.

Access to data

In your view, has the ESRB had adequate access to relevant data and financial information 
for the fulfilment of its mandate?

For the analysis of systemic risk, what is the balance needed between, on the one hand,
data in summary or aggregate form and, on the other hand, firm-specific data?
As mentioned above systemic risk is not always linked to financial institutions ("entity approach"). 
Therefore, firm-specific data won't be the best way to detect systemic risks. 

How do you assess the data access procedures foreseen in the ESRB Regulation? If you
identify any room for improvement, please specify how this could be addressed.

ESRB external relations and communication

Positioning of ESRB as an authoritative policy institution focused on 
monitoring and preventing systemic risks

What is your assessment of ESRB communications?

What is your assessment of the ESRB's reputation as the body responsible for 
identifying and helping to mitigate systemic risk?

Interaction with other international bodies (e.g. G20/FSB)

What is your assessment of the ESRB interactions with the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF); the Financial Stability Board (FSB); the G20 Group; macro-prudential authorities 
in any other relevant non-EU countries? If you identify any room for improvement, 
please specify how this could the addressed.

Cooperation and interaction between the ESAs (micro level) and ESRB (macro
level)
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Assessment of market developments

What is your assessment of the past stress test exercises that were initiated and coordinated
by EIOPA and EBA? If you have identified any shortcomings, please specify how these could 
the addressed.
The EIOPA stress test was not based on the current regime (Solvency I), however because of the 
missing Level 2 measures for Solvency II, the stress test was not Solvency II-based, but something in
between.

Did the stress tests and EBA’s recapitalization exercise contribute to increase confidence in
the stability of the financial system and increase the resilience of financial institutions? 
Please explain.

Aspects of macro-micro interaction

What is your assessment of the cooperation between ESRB and the ESAs?   
In which areas has cooperation been successful? If you identify room for improvement, 
please specify how this could be addressed.

What is your assessment of the ESAs’ follow-up actions on the ESRB recommendations? 
Please explain.

Has ESRB contributed to the work of the ESAs by bringing a macro-prudential perspective 
into micro-prudential activities? If so, please comment on key successes and/or 
shortcomings.

Structure of the ESFS

What is your assessment of the structure of the ESFS?
The structure of the ESFS is sector-specific. This allows to monitor the different sectors differently.

Does the structure of the ESFS facilitate the identification, monitoring and mitigation of systemic 
risk in the EU financial sector? Please explain.

Do you consider that the ESFS can be further simplified in order to tangibly enhance coherence 
between the ESAs and the ESRB? Please explain and add concrete suggestions, where possible.
The ESFS should not be further simplified to ensure sector-specific monitoring. 

Do you consider that the structure of the ESFS, in particular the roles of EBA and ESRB, will need 
to be revisited in light of the establishment of the Single Supervisory Mechanism (SSM) and the 
new role of the ECB within the ESFS? Please explain and add concrete suggestions, where 
possible. How should synergies in terms of supervision within ESFS including ECB be exploited? 
Please explain.   

From your experience, do you think that the ESAs and ESRB attract a sufficient number of diverse 
and excellent staff? If not, why not? If you identify room for improvement, please specify how 
this could be addressed.
A human resources development is essential to guarantee the necessary qualifications of EIOPA staff.

Miscellanea

Do you have any other comment on the effectiveness and efficiency of the ESAs and ESRB 
within ESFS and on ESFS in general? Please indicate whether the Commission may contact you 
for further details on the information submitted, if required.
Suggestions: 1) More public awareness of EIOPA EIOPA is still unknown to normal cititzen (as ESRB and 
ESFS in general). However, it would be desirable to have more public awareness. This could be down by 
non-technical brochures, posters, etc. explaining tasks and structures. Other means to make EIOPA more 
known could be to allow visits of students, interested citizens, etc. In general (informal) communication
with all relevant stakeholders should be intensified. 2) More supervisory trainings Supervisors should be 
trained at European level. This would trigger a common supervisory culture. 3) Link between accounting 
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and supervision More attention should be paid to the interaction of accounting, e. g. IFRS, and 
supervisory provisions. Insurance companies are management of course with a view to accounting figures.
Supervisory valuation and accounting could differ. 4) More academic involvement The academic 
involvement via the person in the stakeholder groups could be extended. Scientific Conferences and 
studies put out to tender could enhance input from research into the current discussions. Contact: yes. 
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