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1. Opening remarks

According to the rotation schedule determined by the members of the Regional Steering 
Committee (RSC) in its 1st meeting in Skopje, the 2nd RSC meeting was chaired by the 
Representative of the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina - Mrs. Šerifa Godinjak. 
She opened the meeting by welcoming the participants. The annotated Agenda of the 
meeting and the List of participants appear in Annex I and III respectively. In the absence 
of Mrs. Mijusković, deputy RSC member from Serbia and Montenegro, it was agreed that 
Mrs. Krivokapić, assistant Minister of Health of Montenegro, would replace her on an ad 
hoc basis.  Two representatives from Kosovo, Mr. Ramiz Fazliu and Mr. Lah Nitaj, 
showed up unannounced on the meeting; their participation as observers was accepted 
without objections. 

The agenda for the second RSC meeting was accepted with a slight change in respect of 
the order of discussion of the items.

2. Invitation to International Labour Organisation (ILO) representative to attend 
the RSC meetings as an observer

The admission of Mrs. Fultz, International Labour Organisation, Budapest Regional 
Office, as an observer was accepted without discussion.

3. Adoption of the minutes of the  1st  RSC Meeting (Skopje, 18 March 2005)

The minutes from the 1st meeting of the RSC (Annex VI) were accepted without 
discussion and the representatives agreed that the minutes can be published for the use of 
the Council of Europe.

4. 1st Regional Summer School on Social Security: report of activities and 
participants evaluations; focus and location of next summer school

Mrs. Godinjak recalled that that day was the last day of the 1st Regional Summer School 
on Social Security and that all the representatives from the countries in the region were
proud and grateful for the opportunity to bring young and motivated people to this type of 
training programmes.

The Social Institutions Support Programme (SISP) team leader, Mr. Heimo Heringa,
informed the representatives that the Summer School was successfully conducted (the 
annotated Agenda of the 1st Regional Summer School on social security is in Annex V), 
and that, according to the evaluation forms received, the participants generally 
appreciated the school’s academic contents and general organisation. Some modifications 
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of the school’s organisation and academics, however, appear to be necessary for the 2nd

Summer School.  

The academic director of the Summer School, Prof. Paul Schoukens, gave an overview of 
the Summer School’s programme and also stated that the Summer School was a big 
success. All the participants passed the final examination, 3 with Magna cum laude, 8 
with Cum laude. 

Mrs. Godinjak stated that it was good to hear the Summer School was a success and
pointed out that for the countries it had not been easy to select the participants, the 
biggest problem being the lack of English language proficiency. She emphasised that it is 
important to provide follow-up activities to the people trained in the Summer School.

Mr. Sixto Molina, SISP Programme Manager, stated that at the 3rd RSC Meeting a clear 
proposal in respect of the location of the 2nd Summer School would be needed. He 
stressed that due to budgetary constraints inherent of the programme, the choice of 
possible venues is limited; at the same time, he indicated that the chosen place should be 
easy to reach for all the participants and academics. 

He reminded the representatives that the 1st RSC meeting proposed that local experts be 
included as professors for the 2nd Summer School. Therefore he invited the countries to 
propose national experts well in advance the organisation of the 2nd Summer School.

Mr. Molina suggested that a few months before the next Summer School, information 
about it should be published in the region’s daily newspapers to raise interest within
potential participants.

He also informed the representatives of his intention to speak with the Council of Europe 
directors, as well as with the European Union Commission, about follow-up activities to 
be offered to the best students such as a one week internship in the headquarters in 
Strasbourg or the invitation to participate in the Social Security Training Course 
organised, on a yearly basis, by the Directorate General for Social Cohesion.

Mr. Nafi Saracini, from the EU Commission delegation in Skopje, agreed that this idea is 
worth exploring.

The State Secretary of “The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, Mr. Aco 
Janevski, expressed his gratitude for the activities of the SISP team and supported the 
idea of engaging local experts. He pointed out that this is one of the first regional projects 
in the field of social security and that the countries in the region need support towards the 
adoption of EU legislation and practices.

Mr. Molina reminded the representatives that every year the Council of Europe, in 
particular the Directorate General for Social Cohesion organises a seminars on social 
security co-ordination. The seminar next year will take place in Prague; he emphasised 
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that participation will not be opened to persons already presents in a previous such 
seminar so as to train as many civil servants as possible. 

The Local Project Officer for Albania, Mrs. Mirela Selita, congratulated the SISP team 
on the organisation and expressed her gratitude for the opportunity to learn about 
different areas of social security.

Mrs. Godinjak pointed out that because of the turbulent past, the trust between the people 
in the Balkan region is still very fragile and many connections have been broken, but 
events like this one, where people from different countries are working together and are 
part of a team is helping the healing process. 

5. Action plan

5.1 Clearing house

Mr. Heringa reminded the representatives that on the 1st RSC Meeting in Skopje the idea 
of a clearing house was briefly mentioned: an office in the region through which 
countries can exchange social security information. However, when working out this idea 
it rapidly became clear that the original idea of a central computer facility has to be 
narrowed down, for financial as well as practical reasons. He invited the expert Mr. 
Steven Segaert to introduce the new concept, to replace the clearing house.

Mr. Segaert stated that all the details from the presentation are in the concept paper 
(Annex VI) distributed before the meeting. The goal now is to have a set of rules and 
agreed standards, to be used by all administrations in the exchange of social security 
information. The regional technical co-ordination framework can be in function before 
August 2007; after the conclusion of SISP the countries themselves should manage it. 
This will require some funding and the political will to continue to co-operate. The gains 
will be a more efficient and less costly way of information exchange between countries’ 
social security institutions. Mr. Segaert stressed that, once established, the maintenance 
of the system of standards will only require very limited financial inputs. 

Mr. Heringa put forward that this proposal requires the political support of the countries 
in the region.

Mr. Janevski approved the idea and said that the Macedonian government will reflect on 
this issue.

Mrs. Godinjak’s opinion was that probably there will be no problem in receiving political 
support for standardisation.

It was agreed that the SISP Regional office in Skopje will send letters to the Ministries 
regarding this issue and discuss with the Governments how to achieve the common 
standards. The Ministries will probably have to appoint one or two persons per country 
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who will further discuss this issue. If that group of experts needs additional training or 
workshops, than the SISP Regional Office should try to organise them.

Mrs. Elaine Fultz stated that the idea is rational and there should not be objections, but it
can be compromised or at least difficult to realise due to the constant changes in the 
governments. She recommended to Mr. Segaert that, in order for the countries to accept 
this proposal, it would be useful to present concrete examples showing that this co-
ordination framework will increase the efficiency by certain percentage. 

Mr. Heringa stated that the RSC can decide what kind of standards to set and that this is 
could be seen as a step towards accepting EU standards therefore, those standards do not 
have to be adopted now, the standardisation can initially be on a lower level. He proposed 
to involve the Local Project Officers in collecting the information necessary for drafting 
the standards.

At the request of some representatives the discussion of the Summer School was 
reopened.

The representative of Serbia and Montenegro, Mrs. Slobodanka Radojko, expressed her 
appreciation of the School, and suggested to have more practical lessons in future 
summer schools, especially regarding the important EC Regulations 1408 and 574, the 
details of which are little known in the region. 

Mr. Heringa thanked Mrs. Radojko for her proposal and informed the representatives that 
in 2006 several large scale regional conferences are planned and that these EU
regulations can be one of the topics.

Prof. Schoukens proposed to include the regulations as mandatory for the next summer 
school, and to organise events in the national languages, focused on the regulations, with 
the support of the Local Project Officers.

Mrs. Godinjak encouraged the countries to show initiative in asking the Council of 
Europe and the European Union for training, also in their own language.

Prof. Schoukens indicated that the region has potential and that national experts (like the 
Summer School participants), backed up by other experts, can be trainers. He proposed to 
include Prof. Grega Strban from the University of Ljubljana who was evaluated very high 
(9/10)  for his lectures during the Summer School.

5.2 Virtual library

Mr. Heringa informed the representatives that there are still some technical matters to 
discuss with Strasbourg regarding the virtual library, so it will probably take another two 
to three months to set up the library. He underlined the need for discussion whether there 
is a guarantee that the virtual library will continue after August 2007. Another issue to 
discuss is whether access to all the documents contained in the library should be opened 
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to every one, or whether access to some parts should only be granted to certain categories 
of people. He emphasised the importance of the virtual library because so far the 
programme had very little visibility for outsiders. 

Mr. Molina reminded the representatives that the creation of a web site is not a problem
in itself, but due to the fact that the information contained in the site would be linked to 
the Council of Europe as an organisation, special attention is needed to avoid any legal 
complaint against the CoE and/or the EU by those visiting the website. 

Professors Paul Schoukens and Danny Pietrs reminded the representatives that the Local 
Project Officers have finished gathering information about the social security system in 
their countries. Besides putting this information on the web-site, the reports will be 
published, thus facilitating access to information in respect of all contracting parties. 
They concluded that before publishing, the countries should give their approval of the 
final version of the reports.

5.3 Regional-political co-ordination framework

Mr. Heringa referred to the explanatory notes in which the Interim agreements are 
proposed (Annex II), underlying their importance for the future of the project. 

Mr. Molina stated that besides the technical ahievements, it is very important to have 
political results as well. He proposed the possibility of organising a Ministerial 
Conference in view of adopting a declaration of intention in respect of social security 
coordination in the region. Depending on the outcome of the SISP programme, and if the 
conctracting parties so decide, further steps towards reaching EU standards in the 
coordination of social security could be discussed and eventually adopted by August 
2007.

The representatives agreed to discuss the issue with their respective Governments.

5.4 Speaking days

Mr. Heringa reminded the RSC meeting of the idea to organise ‘speaking days’ to solve 
practical co-ordination problems. This is a “best practice” developed and already 
successfully applied in the region. It was proposed to organise the 1st ‘speaking days’ 
between Serbia and Montenegro and “The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”. 
Details yet have to be worked out, but these first speaking days may be held towards the
end of 2005, or early in 2006. The participants will be informed about the results during
the 3rd RSC Meeting, and the possibility to replicate the activity in other countries will be 
explored. “Speaking days” are a relatively cheap and easy way of providing direct 
services to the potential beneficiaries, by solving practical individual cases.
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6. Date and location of the next RSC Meeting

It was agreed that the next meeting of the RSC will take place in Zagreb in March 2006. 
The participants will be informed about the date in due time. 

7. Other issues

There were no other issues raised.

8. Closing remarks

Mrs. Godinjak concluded the meeting by expressing her gratitude to the Macedonian 
government for hosting not only this meeting but also the Summer School. She also 
reminded the newcomers that each state has officially appointed representatives and 
deputies so this practice should be kept in the future. In this respect, newcomers should 
contact the Secretariat to officially request their participation in the Steering Committee 
meetings.
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ANNEX I

2ND MEETING OF THE REGIONAL STEERING COMMITTEE

2nd September 2005
14:00 – 18:00 h

Hotel Granit, Ohrid 
“The Former Yugoslav Republic of  Macedonia”

AGENDA

1. Opening remarks.

2. Invitation to ILO representative to attend the Regional Steering Committee (RSC) 
meetings as an observer.

3. Adoption of the minutes of the first meeting of the RS Committee (Skopje, 18 March 
2005).

4. 1st Regional Summer School on Social Security: report of activities and participants' 
evaluations; focus and location of next summer school.

5. SISP Action Plan: 
1.  "clearing house" to be replaced by "Regional Technical Co-ordination 

Framework" (RTCF) - activities to be undertaken;
2. Virtual Library - progress, activities in the coming period;
3. "Regional political co-ordination framework" - activities to be undertaken to 

establish and to operate a political co-ordination framework;
4. "Speaking Days" for the settlement of individual claimants' cases involving 

two or more countries.

6. Date and location of next (3rd) Regional Steering Committee meeting.

7. Other business.

8. Closing remarks.
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ANNEX II

Explanatory notes of the Draft Agenda

1. Opening and welcoming remarks:
According to the rotation schedule determined by the RSC in its first meeting in 
Skopje, the second RSC meeting, will be chaired by the Representative of the 
Government of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

2. Invitation to ILO representative to attend the RSC meetings as an observer:
After consultation with the RSC members, no objections were received regarding the 
proposal to invite a representative of the International Labour Organisation to attend 
the meetings of the RSC as an observer.

3. Adoption of the minutes of the first meeting of the Regional Steering    
Committee (Skopje, 18 March 2005): see documentation provided.

4. SISP Action Plan: 

4.1  Clearing house: 

4.1.1 The SISP Action Plan emphatically mentions a “clearing house” to be 
established under SISP, in its component B. In its original conception the 
“clearing house” would be an “office” to facilitate and speed up the exchange of 
social security information between the states in the region. 

4.1.2 In physical and organisational terms a “clearing house” would mainly consist of 
a computer, linked to the social security administrations in all SISP countries, 
plus a set of rules, protocols, forms, definitions, procedures, etc. to facilitate and 
speed up information exchanges, whilst maintaining the required 
confidentiality.

The “clearing house” would receive and verify requests for information, and 
send those on to the responsible administration(s) in the relevant SISP country/-
tries.
The requests would be in a standard form, depending on the type of benefit they 
refer to. The clearing house would receive the answer(s), note the answers’ 
arrival(s), and send the answers on to the requesting agency “as received”. The 
clearing house is, in principle, not interested in the contents of any answer, only 
in a rapid, and hassle-free, information exchange as such.

4.1.3 When discussing the “clearing house” with different – especially IT – experts, 
and with the governments of the SISP countries, it soon turned out that:
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a.the budget of SISP was not made up, and appears utterly insufficient to 
accommodate substantial investments in a central computer centre, the 
software and the staff to operate that centre, or the data and other links it 
requires;

b.the social security administrations and archives of the period before 1990 
typically exist only in the form of handwritten files. It is unlikely that those 
files will ever be transcribed to an electronic format;

c.Data exchanges between the former Yugosalav Republics function reasonably 
well. Where such exchanges encounter problems, such problems – reportedly 
– mostly originate in the imperfections of the administration from which 
information is requested, rather than in an unwillingness or inability (e.g. for 
formal reasons) to provide information to one’s colleagues “across the 
border”.

4.1.4 If only for the first reason (a.), it is clear that the plans with respect to a 
“clearing house”, to be established under SISP, need further clarification: at the 
very least it should be clear, to all the parties involved, what cannot be achieved 
with the means available under SISP. A properly set-up, staffed, and equiped 
computer centre would – according to different educated guesses - at least 
require the entire now available budget for SISP.  

For the second reason (b.) it appears that a computer centre would only speed up 
the exchange of some information, namely the information already in an 
electronic form. It would not omit the time consuming tasks of leafing though 
piles of paper documents, to find the specific piece of paper that contains the 
requested information. 

A computer centre would, therefore, consitute a technical “solution” of a 
problem that either largely doesn’t exist (reason b.), or is caused by factors that 
cannot be changed by the availability of a computer centre (reason c.).

4.1.5 What does appear to make sense is to develop, and to agree region-wide about, 
a standardisation of exchanges of information re. different social security 
schemes: uniform lay-out of forms requesting information, re. terms within 
which answers will be provided, re. common definitions of terms, commonly 
agreed items of information to request in certain cases (e.g. health care costs of 
migrant workers in country of work, or: widows’ and orphans’ rights to a 
pensions (partly) earned outside their country of residence).

The E-forms, now current in the EU, may serve as examples to be (immediately 
or ultimately) followed (or even adopted) in and by the SISP countries.

4.1.6 Abandoning the idea of a computer centre, but admitting that standardisation of 
information exchanges is a worthwile pursuit in the framework of SISP, leads 
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one to propose to replace the term “clearing house” in the Action Plan by the 
term “Regional Technical Co-ordination Framework” (RTCF).

4.1.7 The RTCF may be organised, and operate, as follows:

- the ministers, in each SISP country, responsible for social security and for 
health, agree in principle to adopt a common technical framework for the 
exchange of social security information with other countries in the region (or: 
with other Council of Europe member states, or: …);

- this Framework will consist of a common set of: standard forms, standard 
definitions, standard verification procedures, standard practices, etc. to facilitate 
and speed up the exchange of social security information between countries in 
the SISP region (and others);

- the responsible ministers each appoint a high-level civil servant to represent 
their government in any meeting, conference, discussion, etc. re. the technical 
co-ordination framework, and to keep him aware of developments;

- the high-level civil servant appoints an “information analyst” to participate in 
“working meetings”, to be held several times per year, to propose and discuss 
lay-outs of forms, common definitions of terms, practices, etc.

- as soon as a workable, and ‘prima facie’ acceptable, framework has been 
agreed between the experts, and its political acceptability has been verified, the 
Ministers may meet again and sign an agreement to adopt the technical co-
ordination framework, and to commonly maintain and update it.

- the framework will need “maintenance” in the form of an annual meeting to 
update and expand it as necessary, after it is formally adopted.

Mr. Steven Segaert will be available during the RSC meeting, to further clarify 
the concept of the common technical co-ordination platform, and its IT, legal, 
operational and other requirements.

4.2. Virtual library:

4.2.1 The term “Virtual Library” appears in the Action Plan, under activities no.’s A4, 
A5, and  A14.

The Virtual Library is meant as a collection of documents (legislation, 
conventions, EU regulations, case law, …) relevant for those professionally 
and/or personally interested in social security issues, and accessible via Internet.
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The Virtual Library will be accessible through the CARDS-SISP web site, itself 
a “web page” yet to be established under the Council of Europe’s Web Site. 
Other web site owners (ILO, UNDP, governments, etc.) may link their pages to 
the SISP Virtual Library.

The set-up of a SISP web site and of a Virtual Library has been intensively and 
extensively discussed between the staff at the SISP regional office, with the 
local programme officers, various experts, and others. A communis opinio is 
forming, but important matters remain to be settled, such as:

• Should the virtual library be only a collection of documents, for its users 
to consult? or
• Should the virtual library make it possible to submit, and then to receive 
an answer to, specific questions about people’s rights, and how to exercise 
those?
• Should the virtual library provide for on-line discussions of smaller groups 
of people (experts working in a specific field, policy makers, members of 
parliament, …)?
• Should the Virtual Library provide other services; if so: which, to whom, 
how to ensure its sustainability?
• What is the purpose of the little hand library to be kept in each country 
(A3, B4), and how do these hand libraries relate to the Virtual Library? Where, 
under which conditions, to domicile the national hand libraries?
• What happens with the Virutal Library, and the hand libraries, after the 
closure of SISP?

4.2.2 In the reporting period the core elements of the information to be offered 
through the Virtual Library have been collected, resp. written, thanks to the 
efforts of the local programme officers. For each SISP country a concise text is 
now in its last stages of editing, comprehensively decribing social security 
legislation, giving sources of social security law, describing administrative 
organisation, eligibility criteria, and legal recourse & appeal, providing an 
overview of conventions ratified, bi-lateral agreements concluded, and other 
international co-ordination instruments used.

In accordance with the provisions of the Action Plan (activity A9) these texts 
will only be made public in their entirety, in the Virtual Library or otherwise, 
“following the agreement of the beneficiary governments”.

Two members of the central SISP office’s staff received a training, in 
Strasbourg, in the “Transit” system of publishing (and linking) electronic 
documents in Web pages. Transit is the system used by the Council of Europe to 
‘upload’ documents into their web site. 

4.2.3 In the coming period the attention will be focussed on getting a SISP web site 
operational and “on line”. Additional training will be required, if only to make 
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sure that the SISP Web Site, and the Virtual Library, do not stop operating in 
case one team member is not available.

4.3 Political co-ordination framework:

4.3.1 At present the formal relationships between the countries in the SISP region are 
governed by bi-lateral agreements concluded between most of the SISP 
countries: the now independent former Yugoslav Republics.

4.3.2 All SISP countries aspire to EU membership. A prerequisite of accession to EU 
membership is adoption of the “Acquis Communeautaire” in the national 
legislation and in national administrative pratices. In matters of social security 
this means  the Adoption of the European Convention on Social Security, and 
the relevant EU regulations 1408, 572, and satisfying the requirements of these.

4.3.3 A network of bilateral relationships across the SISP region is not the most 
efficient or the most convenient way of ensuring co-ordination across the 
region. From states not yet in the network of bilateral treaties it requires a 
disproportional effort to conclude largely similar agreements with an array of 
states. Any change in the present make-up of any of the states in the region 
necessitates a cascade of issues of legal succession, nationality of some groups 
or categories of people, etc., and therefore requires the rewriting of  bilateral 
treaties, resp. the adding of substantial additional protocols to all of the bilateral 
treaties of the effected countries.

4.3.4 It therefore appears that a political framework for co-ordination between states 
in the SISP region is required. In this respect it may be pointed out that in 
Western Europe, in the aftermath of the Second World War, two ‘interim 
agreements on social security schemes’ were concluded1.

These interim agreements, no.’s 012 and 013 in the Council of Europe’s list of 
conventions & treaties, deal, respectively, with: “schemes relating to old age, 
invalidity and survivors” and “other than schemes for old age, invalidity and 
survivors” i.e. long term and short term benefits schemes. 

It is interesting to note that many of the states that joined the EU after the 
“original six”, have chosen to join the interim agreements in their process 
towards EU membership accession. 

For the Governments of the SISP region it therefore appears worthwile to have a 
close look at the interim agreements no.’s 012 and 013, to see whether these 
agreements provide answers to their co-ordination requirements, or whether a 

1 “European Interim Agreement on Social Security Schemes relating to old age, invalidity and survivors, and protocol 
thereto” initially by: Germany, Belgium, France, Greece, Ireland, Island, Italie, Luxembourg, Norway, the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom, Sweden, and Turkey; later also signed (s) and ratified by: Cyprus (s 1972), Denmark (s 1965), Spain (s 
1981), Estonia (s 1999), Letland (s 2000), Lithuania (s 1997), Portugal (s 1977), and the Czech Republic (s 1998).
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modified version of the existing agreements no.’s 012 and 013 might provide 
the required legal framework.

4.3.5 The interim agreements are concluded between states that are members of the 
Council of Europe. The agreements can be additionally signed and ratified, as a 
contracting party, by any other state that is a member of the Council of Europe, 
or even – by invitation – to non CoE member states.

This extends the validity of the agreement to include all bilateral relations 
between the new signatory state, and each of the other, older signatory, states. In 
this way a new signatory does not have to conclude agreements with each of the 
other states in the region separately: by the unilateral acts of signing and 
ratifying the agreements a legal situation is created as if bilateral treaties with 
each of these countries were signed.

4.3.6  Some key provisions (of agreement no. 012) are:

Article 2:
“1.Subject to the provisions of Article 9, a national of any one of the 
Contracting Parties shall be entitled to receive the benefits of the laws and 
regulations of any other of the Contracting Parties under the same conditions 
as if he were a national of the latter …”

Article 3:
“1.Any agreement relating to the laws and regulations referred to in Article 1 
which has been or may be concluded by any two of more of the Contracting 
Parties shall, subject to the provisions of Article 9, apply to a national of any 
other of the Contracting Parties as if he were a national of the former Parties 
…”

Article 9:
“Contracting Governments may submit and withdraw reservations as to the 
applicability of certain provisions of the interim agreement.”

4.3.7 In the present situation in the Balkan region, the ‘template’ of an interim-
agreement  appears to offer a number of advantages to the SISP countries:

• existing bi-lateral agreements remain in force;
• new states can join by a unilateral act of ratification;
• the social security protection offered to nationals of all participating 

countries is standardised in all participating countries, except in the case of 
a state expressing a  “reservation”;

• because each state undertakes to treat nationals of any of the other states, 
residing in its territory for whatever reason, as if those foreigners were its 
own nationals, no extensive re-writing of national legislation is required: 
those national laws are not (to be) changed, only their validity is extended. 
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4.3.8 The text of the interim agreements is available in English and French. It is 
presently being translated into the SISP countries’ languages, and will be made 
available to the SISP countries’ governments in those languages.

4.3.9  In the coming period the following activities towards the establishment of a 
political co-ordination framework will be undertaken:
• meetings between representatives of the Council of Europe and 

representatives of SISP countries to sound out preferences and ideas with 
respect to a common political framework for co-ordination of social 
policies;

• a ministerial conference at which the SISP countries agree on the adoption 
of common political and technical co-ordination frameworks;

• conferences and workshops (on-line if possible, physical if necessary) to 
work out the texts of one or more interim or other agreements;

• a second ministerial conference to agree on, and sign, one or more interim 
or other agreements.  

4.4 “Speaking Days”:

4.4.1 To underline the fact that social security co-ordination across old and new 
national borders of some states already proceeds quite adequately, it may be 
pointed out that between officials of some of the SISP countries information 
exchanges take place routinely and regularly. In most such cases officials from 
the two (or more) sides involved meet for one or two days, during which time

(a) each side “updates” the other as to new laws, eligibility criteria, durations 
of benefits, and other matters relevant for bilateral co-ordination;

(b) ‘pending’ individual cases with a bearing on two of more countries are 
resolved.

4.4.2 In the set-up proposed, above, under 3. (clearing house, resp. technical co-
ordination  framework) the exchange of information on new laws, regulations 
and practices, with a   possible bearing on co-ordination, can take place as a part 
of a “technical co-ordination framework”, as indicated above.

4.4.3 To resolve yet “pending” individual claimants’ cases involving two or more c
countries or territories the idea of meetings “across borders” to examine and 
adjudicate such cases may be workable. 

According to commitments already made a meeting will be organised in 
September to discuss the organisation of “speaking days” between Serbia and 
Montenegro and “The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, paying also 
particular attention to co-ordination issues within the Federation of Serbia and 
Montenegro, to discuss and adjudicate outstanding cases.
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Depending on the success of these ‘speaking days”, and on the interest of 
claimants, further “speaking days” may be organised to also involve other 
countries in the region.

4.5 Aims to be pursued by SISP, without activities being specified in the Action 
Plan, or funding being provided for in the programme’s budget.

4.5.1 The SISP Action Plan (page 5, component A, second caption) mentions, as a 
programme objective: 

“outline models of financing and administrative procedures … of social 
protection (efficiency, stability and robustness against inflation and 
demographic development, flexibility in responding to change, 
sustainability, client orientation and justification)”.

The Action Plan, in its enumeration of activities, does not specify any 
activities to be undertaken towards this objective, not does the SISP budget 
provide funding for such activities.

It is stressed, here, that the funding of sustainable systems of e.g. health care 
and pension insurance is a problem in all EU member states, and that no 
adequate and satisfactory solution of this problem has yet been achieved in 
any of those member states. It therefore appears (over?)ambitious to expect 
a programme of limited size and capacity such as SISP, operating in a 
region where the funding of social security systems is problematic anyway, 
to develop a solution of the problem of an efficient, stable, robust, 
sustainable, etc. financing basis of social insurance in the Balkan region. 

In case the Regional Steering Committee insists that SISP develop such 
systems, it will be necessary:
(a) in close co-operation between the Council of Europe and the SISP 

countries to specify which activities shall be undertaken, in which 
sequence, to arrive at the required solution(s);

(b) additional financial expertise to be available in the SISP programme, and 
additional regional co-ordination/co-operation platforms to be set up and 
operated;

(c) additional funds to be available in the SISP budget to cover the required 
expenditure.

In case the Regional Steering Committee does not insist that SISP deploy 
activities towards the objectives mentioned above, it is proposed that the 
Council of Europe – with the RSC’s consent - notify the EU Commission 
that the programme is insufficiently equipped and empowered to achieve the 
objectives mentioned on page 5, under Component A, second caption, of the 
SISP Action Plan, and proposes to omit or disregard those objectives.
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An expression of the Regional Steering Committee’s opinion in this matter 
will be gratefully appreciated.

4.5.2 The SISP Action Plan (page 7, Component B, fourth caption) mentions as a 
SISP objective:

“support developing specific co-ordination techniques between regional 
social security systems in federal states.”

In its enumeration of activities to be undertaken under SISP the Action Plan 
does not specify any activities to be undertaken towards this aim, nor does 
the SISP budget provide specific funding for any such activities.  

In its operations to date SISP has not deployed any activities to specifically 
support the development of co-ordination techniques within federal states. 

In case the Regional Steering Committee considers the development of such 
co-ordination techniques within federal states a matter in which SISP can 
play a useful supporting role, then it will be necessary for the Council of 
Europe, and/or the management of the SISP programme, to confer with the 
Governments of the concerned souvereign States to determine:

(a) whether those States appreciate any support from SISP for the 
development of internal co-ordination techniques;

(b) if yes, what supporting role SISP could usefully play towards the 
development of such techniques, and what activities SISP can, may, or 
should deploy towards that aim, in which sequence, according to which 
time table.

The deployment of such activities will depend on the EU Commission’s 
willingness and ability to approve of the proposed additional SISP activities, 
and to additionally fund those activities.

From the side of the Council of Europe, and of SISP, it is hereby put 
forward that:

(a) any support that SISP may usefully provide to enhance the internal co-
ordination of social security systems within federal states in the SISP 
region, inasmuch as fundable from the SISP budget, will be gladly 
provided;

(b) the willingness of the Governments concerned to accept such support 
from the Council, resp. SISP, towards the aim of an enhanced internal 
co-ordination of their social security systems, cannot be taken for 
granted and must be established, before any activities towards that aim 
can be planned and deployed.
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In this respect it is relevant to remind the Regional Steering Committee that, 
in the inception phase of SISP, it has been remarked, from the side of 
several of the SISP countries, that their governments were not at all, or at 
least insufficiently, consulted about the contents of the SISP Action Plan, 
prior to its adoption. It can, therefore, not be assumed as a matter of course 
that the Governments of souvereign States
appreciate any activities from a third party regarding issues under their 
jurisdiction, or will in fact apply any outcomes of such activities.

Inasmuch as the States concerned appreciate SISP support towards the 
stated objective, it will be necessary to determine, in consultation between 
the government of each of those States and the Council of Europe and/or 
SISP, what supporting activities can, may, or should be deployed towards 
that aim, in which sequence, according to which time table. The activities (if 
any) to be deployed for the support of one State, in this respect, need not be 
the same as those correspondingly deployed for the support of any other 
State. 

The ability of SISP to deploy any activities towards the aim of supporting 
the development of specific co-ordination mechanisms in federal states will 
depend, moreover, on the EU Commission’s ability and willingness to fund 
the thereto required activities.

An opinion of the Regional Steering Committee’s opinion in this matter will 
be gratefully appreciated.

5. First Regional Summer School on Social Security: report of activities and 
participants' evaluations; focus and location of next summer school.

An overview of participants’ evaluations of aspects of the summer school will be 
provided to the RSC; the academic director of the School will be available to 
submit his conclusions and recommendations with respect to next summer schools.

6. Date and location of next (3rd) Regional Steering Committee meeting.

According to the schedule agreed during the first RSC meeting the next meeting 
(no. 3) is to take place in March 2006. No venue has yet been decided.

7. Other business.

8. Closing remarks.
Skopje, 19 August 2005, hh.
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ANNEX  IV

1st MEETING OF THE REGIONAL STEERING COMMITTEE 
18 March 2005  Skopje

MEETING REPORT 

1.  Opening of the meeting

Mr. John Murray, Head of the Social Policy Department, Directorate General for Social 
Cohesion (DGIII), opened the first meeting of the regional Steering Committee (SC) of 
the CARDS Social Institutions Support Programme (SISP) by welcoming the 
participants. The annotated Agenda of the meeting and the List of participants appear in 
Appendix I and II. He informed the Committee that Mrs. Radojko, representative from 
Serbia and Montenegro could not be present due to travel problems.

As far as the management of the SISP is concerned, Mr. Murray informed the SC 
members that an internal transfer of responsibilities is presently taking place in both the 
Council of Europe and the European Commission. Within DGIII, Mr. Sixto Molina has 
taken over the responsibility from Mr. Adrian Evtuhovici. The Secretariat will inform the 
SC members as soon as the successor of Mr. Joaquim Silva Rodrigues is appointed 
within the Enlargement Division of the EC. Mr. Murray welcomed the presence of Mr. 
Nafi Saracini, representative of the EU Delegation in “The former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia”.

Mr. Murray highlighted the importance of the Programme by pointing out that the 
CARDS office in Skopje constitutes the first “field office” of the Directorate General for 
Social Cohesion (DG III) of the Council of Europe.

He recalled that the contribution of the Steering Committee members is essential for the 
success of the Programme.  He therefore invited the participants to: 

• provide the Local Project Officers with information that will enable detailed 
description of the social security system in their countries, as specified in the 
Action Plan;

• concentrate on concrete results to be achieved by the Programme.

2.  Schedule of rotation of chair of Steering Committee meetings
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Mr. Murray proposed a rotating chair of the Steering Committee’s meetings. The 
Committee adopted the criteria followed by other Committees of the Council of Europe, 
namely English alphabetic order of the countries concerned. The representative from the 
Republic of Albania, Mr. Spartak Mersini, was thus appointed chairman of the first 
meeting of the Steering Committee, and led the meeting from this point onward.

3. Terms of Reference of the Regional Steering Committee

Mr. Mersini requested the participants to adopt the Terms of Reference as set out in the 
Programme’s Action Plan. The Terms of Reference were adopted without discussion. It 
was also agreed that the Steering Committee will decide by simple majority of the votes 
of the members present at each meeting.

Mrs. Serifa Godinjak, representative of Bosnia and Herzegovina,  thanked the  Council of 
Europe Secretariat for the work done so far and expressed her hope that the Programme’s 
goals will be achieved. She also expressed her hope that the Programme will successfully 
address the specific issues and problems facing her country, Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Mr. Aco Jovanovski, representative of “The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”,
welcomed the guests and highlighted the importance of this Programme, especially since 
there are very few projects on regional level.

4. CARDS-SISP Action Plan

Mr. Heimo Heringa, CARDS Team Leader, introduced the work plan to the participants 
stressing the three main objectives to be achieved:

• Clarity - clarifying the social rights of  the citizens of the countries involved in the 
Programme;

• Improving access to information about both rights to social security, and to the 
benefits themselves;

• Broaden the involvement of the beneficiary countries’ citizens in social policy 
and social security issues. 

He underlined that due to the Programme’s limited resources, as well as because of the 
involvement of other international organisations in certain social security areas, some 
issues cannot or will not be tackled, such as automation and computerisation of social 
security administrations.

Regarding pension reform, which is part of the Programme’s objectives, duplication of 
activities undertaken by other agencies must be avoided. The Programme’s activities in 
this area must therefore be carefully planned and aligned with projects funded by other 
international and bilateral agencies.
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Mr. Heringa informed that the Secretariat took note that one of the main issues raised 
during the preliminary contacts with the stakeholders of the Region was decentralisation. 
Nevertheless, due to its limited resources, the Programme cannot undertake 
decentralisation-oriented activities (e.g. training of municipalities’ social security staff). 
Bearing this in mind, the Secretariat is presently evaluating the possibility to involve 
other agencies. As a result of the decentralisation process, responsibilities for social 
security issues will be transferred from central level to regional and local authorities. This 
necessitates training and other support to the local administration. Activities to that effect 
will require additional funding.

He underlined  that the enhancement of social dialogue should be one of the main focuses 
of the Programme, in particular by involving social security ‘stakeholders’ in regional
networks, and by mobilising experts from the European Union, or from the region.

Mr. Heringa indicated that all the governments of the CARDS countries are committed, 
as Council of Europe member states, to produce MISSCEO tables. The latter tables 
provide answers for specific issues but do not provide an over-all picture of the social 
security system in each country. The support of the SC members will therefore be 
required to allow the Local Project Officers to collect the information necessary for such 
a comprehensive overview.

Mr. Heringa concluded by emphasising that the Steering Committee constitutes the body 
through which the participating countries may ensure that the Programme address the 
issues of importance to each of them.

5. Proposal summer school 

The key experts Mr. Danny Pieters and Mr. Paul Schoukens, European Institute of Social 
Security (EISS), pointed out that one of the vital activities for enhancing regional 
coordination and creating networks of social security actors is the summer school, which 
will be organised every year during the Programme. Five to six people per country would 
be invited to participate, of whom roughly 50% will be civil servants and 50% 
representatives of ‘stakeholders’ in social security. Every year new people will be 
attending the school. At the end of the Programme, each country will have around 15 
experts trained in the major areas and issues of social security,

Mr. Nino Zganec, representative of Croatia, proposed experts from the Region to be 
included as trainers. Mr. Paul Schoukens and Mr. Danny Pieters supported the idea of 
including local experts, however they underlined that the selection and preparation of 
local trainers is a quite time consuming exercise which can hardly be performed before 
the first summer school. They therefore recommended that in the second summer school 
roughly 1/3 of the teachers could be from the region, and in the third summer school up 
to 1/2 of the teachers could be regional experts. This does not mean, however, that all 
countries will be expected to contribute equal numbers of experts as trainers. 
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Mr. Heringa invited the participants to propose experts as possible summer school 
teachers for the second and third year’s summer schools.

Mr. Schoukens and Mr. Pieters underlined the importance of the final examination 
(which would be in oral and written form). The aim of the exam is to test whether and if 
so to what extend the participants have understood and assimilated the information given 
by the experts during the school. Each successful participant in the school will receive a 
certificate, signed by the faculty involved, as well as by the SISP Team Leader and by a 
representative of the Council of Europe in Strasbourg. 

The committee adopted the principle of an exam to conclude the summer school.

Mr. Schoukens and Mr. Pieters explained the three different options for the summer 
school’s set out in the Action plan.

Option 1

Compulsory units (4) 1)History and basic concepts of social security
2) Social security comparison and social security systems in 
Europe
3)European integration and social security
4/5 ) Aspects of Social security economics and social policy

Optional units (3 out of 4) 6)Social Security Management
7)IT and social security 
8)European co-ordination law
9)Social protection philosophy

Seminar
Exam

Option 2

Compulsory units 1)History and basic concepts of social security
2) Social security comparison and social security systems in 
Europe
3)European integration and social security
4)Social security economics
5)Social policy
6/7)Aspects of Social Security Management and Informatics

Seminar 1
Seminar 2
Exam

Option 3 

Compulsory units 1)History and basic concepts of social security
2) Social security comparison and social security systems in 
Europe
3)European integration and social security
4)Social security economics
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5)Social policy
Optional unit (1 out of 2) 2 units to be determined by Steering Committee out of following 4:

- 6)Social Security Management
- 7)IT and social security 
- 8)European co-ordination law
- 9)Social protection philosophy

Seminar
Test/ Examination

The participants were asked to state which option they prefer for the first summer school. 

The representatives from Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo preferred option 
1, while the representatives from Croatia and “The former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia” were more interested in option 3. The ensuing discussion focused on the 
questions (1) how many seminars will be held during the summer school, in order to give 
participants more opportunities to discuss and compare their experience, and (2) how 
many topics participants may choose from, out of a list of optional topics. During the 
discussion, Mr. Danny Pieters proposed an option 4, which combines elements of the first 
and the third option, meaning that 5 compulsory courses are given (economics and policy 
given in separate units and not in a combined one) and that 4 courses are given as option 
out of which participants have to choose. This proposal appeared to meet general 
approval.

No decision about this point was taken, however, it was agreed that the Steering 
Committee members will inform the Secretariat about their preference by 2nd of April at 
the latest.

Mr. Heringa informed the participants that the first summer school would take place from 
22 August until 2 September, most likely in Ohrid. The regional office of the Council of 
Europe in Skopje will send out registration forms to the candidates. The SISP Local 
Project Officers will be expected to attend the first summer school.  Regarding the other 
participants roughly half will be civil servants and the other half will be representatives of 
‘stakeholders’, such as trade unions, employers’ associations, law faculties, etc. Specific
information will be needed in order to select the most appropriate candidates, such as 
present function and language capacity, together with a CV and a letter of motivation.

6. Further activities to be undertaken under the CARDS-SISP programme

Mr. John Murray emphasised the importance of data collection and the virtual library in 
the SISP programme, and requested the members of the SC to submit their written 
comments, a/o with the respect to the form and content of the first summer school, to the 
SISP office in Skopje within the following two weeks.

The participants were informed about the Social Security Co-ordination training seminar, 
organised by Mr. Sixto Molina (Administrator – Social Policy Department, Directorate 
General Social Cohesion, Council of Europe), which is taking place in Sarajevo, 23-25 
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June. In the framework, and from the budget, of the CARDS-SISP programme, the Local 
Project Officers will be invited to attend this training, as well an extra representative of 
each SISP country, in addition to the one representative from each CoE member country 
already invited by the Directorate General for Social Cohesion – DG III. A draft 
programme of this training as well as the registration form will be sent out as soon as 
possible.

7. Other matters raised by Steering Committee members

There were no other issues raised.

8. Calendar of future SC meetings

It was agreed that the next Steering Committee meeting will take place on 2 September, 
most likely in Ohrid.

9. Closure. 

The chairman, Mr. Mersini, concluded the meeting, thanking the Steering Committee 
members for their participation and their contributions to the discussion. He finally stated 
that the members of the SC would take an active role in the Programme and fully support 
the Local Project Officers.
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ANNEX  V

PROGRAMME

1st REGIONAL SUMMER SCHOOL ON SOCIAL SECURITY

22 August - 02 September 2005

Hotel Granit
v. Sveti Stefan - 6000 Ohrid

“The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”

SUNDAY 21 AUGUST 2005

17:00 – 18:00 Registration of Participants

18:00 – 20:00 OPENING

20:00 Dinner

MONDAY 22 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 Social security comparison and social security systems in Europe 
by Danny Pieters

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 History and basic concepts of social security 
by Jos Berghman

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 History and basic concepts of social security 
by Jos Berghman

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

16:10 – 18:00 European integration and social security 
by Paul Schoukens

20:00 Dinner
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TUESDAY 23 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 Social security comparison and social security systems in Europe 
by Danny Pieters

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 History and basic concepts of social security 
by Jos Berghman

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 Social policy by 
Jos Berghman 

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

16:00 – 17:00 Introduction to the optional courses
Introduction to the seminar

20:00 Dinner

WEDNESDAY 24 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 Social policy 
by Jos Berghman 

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 Social security comparison and social security systems in Europe 
by Danny Pieters

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 Social security economics
 by Virginie Suzor

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

16:10 – 18 :00 European integration and social security 
by Paul Schoukens

20:00 Dinner
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THURSDAY 25 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 European integration and social security 
by Paul Schoukens

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 Social security economics 
by Virginie Suzor

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

16:00 Ohrid – Sightseeing  tour & dinner at restaurant “Vila Sofija”

FRIDAY 26 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 Social security economics
 by Virginie Suzor

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 European co-ordination law 
by Grega Strban

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 Social protection philosophy 
by Gijs Vonk

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

20:00 Dinner

SATURDAY 27 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 European co-ordination law 
by Grega Strban

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 Social protection philosophy 
by Gijs Vonk

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break
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16:00 Boat trip to St. Naum & dinner at restaurant “St. Naum”

SUNDAY 28 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch

18:00 Visit to the festival “Struga poetry evenings” and dinner at the 
restaurant “ Makpetrol”, Struga

MONDAY 29 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 IT and social security 
by Steven Segaert

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 IT and social security 
by Steven Segaert

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 Social security management 
by Theodore Tsekos, Xenophon Condiates and Maria Mousmouti

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

16:10 – 18:00 Social security management 
by Theodore Tsekos, Xenophon Condiates and Maria Mousmouti

20:00 Dinner

TUESDAY 30 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 Social protection philosophy 
by Gijs Vonk

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 Social security management 
by Theodore Tsekos, Xenophon Condiates and Maria Mousmouti

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 European co-ordination law 
by Grega Strban
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15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

16:10 – 18:00 IT and social security
 by Steven Segaert

20:00 Dinner

WEDNESDAY 31 AUGUST 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 10:50 SEMINAR

10:50 – 11:10 Coffee break

11:10 – 13:00 SEMINAR

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch break

14:00 – 15:50 Social policy 
by Danny Pieters

15:50 – 16:10 Coffee break

20:00 Dinner

THURSDAY 01 SEPTEMBER 2005

--------------- Breakfast

---------- Free activities

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch

---------- Free activities

20:00 Dinner at restaurant “St. Sofija”, Ohrid

FRIDAY 02 SEPTEMBER 2005

--------------- Breakfast

09:00 – 11:00 TEST

11:00- 11:20 Coffee break

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch

14:00 – 16:00 Second Steering Committee Meeting
- only for Steering Committee members and Local Project Officers

16:00 – 16:20 Coffee break
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16:20 – 18:00 Continuation of the Second Steering Committee Meeting

19:30 Closing ceremony- Night cruise & dinner

SATURDAY 03 SEPTEMBER 2005

--------- Departure of participants
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ANNEX  VI

COMPONENT B
TECHNICAL COORDINATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY SCHEMES FOR 

MIGRATING AND MOVING PERSONS

SUBACTIVITY : REGIONAL TECHNICAL COORDINATION FRAMEWORK FOR 
SOCIAL SECURITY COORDINATION

CONCEPT PAPER

GOAL OF THIS DOCUMENT

This paper describes the concept of building a regional technical coordination framework 
(RTCF) for social security (previously referred to as “clearing house”). It aims to provide 
the core information needed to formulate a detailed plan for realising the concept.

SUMMARY

As the term “clearing house” is potentially misleading, the concept will from now on be 
referred to as “regional technical coordination framework” or RTCF. 

The regional technical coordination framework is an activity, not an organisation or 
agency.

It aims at formulating standards and procedures that are used when exchanging 
information between different organisations concerned with coordination social security. 
Even if it is hoped that once in place, a regional technical coordination framework will 
have a positive impact on the overall internal administration of social security in the 
countries involved, interfering in this internal administration is explicitly not the goal of 
this activity.

Setting up a regional technical coordination framework will be done following an 
incremental approach. In a first phase, covered by this programme, standards and 
procedures will be built that allow for an easier implementation of the coordination 
agreements that exist between the countries involved. 
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The regional technical coordination framework will be built by the countries involved, 
working together in a network of which the Council of Europe will carry the 
administration. 

After the completion of the CARDS-SISP programme, the framework will be handed 
over to the countries concerned and. According to their wishes and agenda, an agency can 
then be set up to guard these built-up standards and procedures. This agency will then 
possess all the instruments needed to extend its activities to facilitate further information 
exchange, including a move towards comprehensive electronic information exchange, 
should the countries involved desire such a move.

1. The issue: facilitating the coordination of social security 

1. The CARDS-countries (Albania, Bosnia Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, 
and “the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”) have agreed amongst themselves to 
coordinate certain aspects of their social security systems. This means that the content 
and build-up of the systems themselves remains the exclusive competency of the country 
involved, but that mechanisms are set into place to make sure that a person, moving from 
one country to another, does not experience adverse effects concerning his social security 
rights. In other words: by coordinating their respective social security schemes, the 
countries involved have created a common international scope of application of their own 
systems. 

Coordination of social security is based upon four principles: equal treatment and non-
discrimination, the setting of rules that determine which legislation is to be applied in 
which situation, the taking into account of periods and events that have been taking place 
under another system, and the exportability of benefits. 

While the first two principles are mostly a matter of legislation, the latter two have a 
great impact on the administration of social security. 

Equally important in the setting in which this project takes place is the coordination of 
the old social security provisions with the new systems.

The coordination of social security necessarily requires that the different institutions and 
administering organisations involved, exchange information concerning individual cases 
to which the coordination rules apply. Information exchange between more than two 
partners is more complicated than between only two partners, and has to be organised in 
order to be effective, transparent and efficient. 

2. Legacy and terminology

2. This document covers the concept of a “Regional Technical Coordination Framework”. It 
describes aspects of what, in the action plan and in subsequent documents, has been 
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called a “clearing house”. In this context, however, the term “clearing house” can be 
misleading. Originating from the financial world, it does not reflect the activities of a 
coordination centre as it is proposed here. The term “clearing house” will therefore no 
longer be used hereunder. 

The idea of creating a regional technical coordination framework finds its bases in the 
internationally recognised best practice of administration on the basis of a network 
philosophy, rather than on the basis of centralised data pools. Successful network 
architectures have been set up in several countries, with the Belgian “cross-roads bank of 
social security” and the Estonian “x-road” being amongst the best documented. 

There are, however, many factors that prevent these examples from being directly 
transposable to the challenges at hand (the non-availability of electronic data, the 
international setting, etc). The concept of a coordination framework is therefore an 
adaptation of existing solutions and experiences, taking into account the specific setting 
in which it will operate.

3. Concept 

3. The goal and function of a “regional technical coordination framework” is to facilitate 
and guide the necessary information exchanges, by formulating guidelines and 
administrative procedures and by setting standards. 

Having a technical coordination framework makes it possible that the same formats and 
standards can be used, not just in the communication between two national 
administrations, but between all national administrations of the countries involved. 

As the coordination of social security discussed in this project is being arranged on the 
basis of bilateral agreements, the exchange of information is, at the moment, also 
organised bilaterally. This means that flows of data existing between country A and 
country B are not necessarily of the same format and according to the same standards as 
flows of information set up between country A and country C, B and C, etc (as these 
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demonstrated by using a similar type of line in figure 2. In doing so, the communication 
with respect to a certain coordinated social security risk will look the same regardless of 
the countries involved – the same formats will then be used between all countries 
involved.

Note that the information is still being exchanged between competent institutions 
directly2. They will do so, however, following the rules set out in the technical 
coordination framework. 

Two administrations exchanging information about periods of insurance, for example, 
should do so following the structure and rules that are agreed with all other 
administrations and are documented in the technical coordination framework. Following 
these rules, administrations are however free to use the means of communication that is 
best suited to their needs (paper forms, excel files, structured messaging, …). 

In a later stage – i.e. when information becomes more widely available in an electronic 
format – activities can go beyond building a technical coordination framework and can be 
extended to offering an interoperability framework and a point through which all 
communication passes.  

4. Building the regional technical coordination framework will encompass all such activities 
as are needed to facilitate and systemise the communication between national social 
security institutions: 

- list the situations in which information exchange is required, and list the 
information needed;

- construct forms and formats that should be used when asking for information, and 
when sending information;

- set procedures according to which information can be asked;
- set rules concerning availability of information, including rules that lead to the 

single collection and re-use of information3;
- set rules concerning data protection (including guidelines concerning physical 

and procedural security) and proportionality;
- define a functional task sharing as to the gathering, storage and management of 

information;
- engage in all other activity that is needed to reach these goals. 

2 The regional technical coordination framework can work irrespective of the question whether or not 
information is available electronically, is exchanged electronically or is physically routed through a central 
point. The framework contains standards that are of value in a paper and electronic environment alike, 
irrespective of the technical methods of communication that are being used. When information is 
electronically available and exchangeable via telecommunication, however, a structure can be agreed upon 
which can act as a passageway through which all information must pass. In such a scenario, specifications 
for central services such as authentication of information and of access rights can be included in the 
framework.
3 Single collection and re-use require that the information is stored in such a way that it is accessible and 
useable by every administration concerned. 
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5. It is of the utmost importance that the guidelines, standards, procedures, … set in the 
regional technical coordination framework are binding to all administrations concerned 
and are effectively used by all these administrations. That means they have to be 
followed in all communication regarding coordination cases. This also implies that, when 
these institutions want to adapt the rules to fit their needs or want to develop new 
information exchanges, this can only be done with respect of the framework – suitable 
solutions to new problems should first and foremost be sought within the framework. 
Rules set in the regional technical coordination framework are therefore changeable, but 
should not be bypassed using (new) bilateral arrangements. 

An agreement on this principle and strong political back up is crucial for the regional 
technical coordination framework to function properly and meaningfully. 

6. Next to binding rules and procedures concerning international information exchange, the 
regional technical coordination framework can offer guidance to national administrations, 
without binding them to the rules that are set out for international information exchange. 
Recommendations can encompass the method and structure of internal information 
management, methods of information gathering, information exchange within a national 
setting, access management and the development of “government-to-citizen” services.

7. It is equally important to know what the regional technical coordination framework will 
not be. 

• The regional technical coordination framework is the result of an activity by the 
administrations of the countries involved, aided by the Council of Europe; it is not 
an office or a physical centre.

• It is not envisaged for the framework to solve problems concerning the 
determination of the legislation to be applied (rules on choice of law)4. 

• The framework will contain rules for standard application of the coordination 
agreements. It will not be called upon to solve individual cases. Individual cases 
have to be handled by the social security administration that is competent 
according to the determination rules.

• The framework is an instrument that helps to implement existing agreements. 
While it should be used when assessing the impact and administrative 
consequences of any new agreements proposed, the activity of building the 
regional technical coordination framework does not include designing new 
coordination rules. 

4. An incremental approach

4 However, the forum created while building the regional technical coordination framework might help 
solving individual cases.
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Designing and implementing a regional technical coordination framework can 
functionally and conceptually be seen as a work in phases. To enable a correct view on 
the role and activities of the centre and on the costs involved, two phases need to be 
distinguished:

1111 Phase one: building 

8. The regional technical coordination framework is to be constructed by the 
administrations of the countries involved. To reach this goal, the following method of 
working is proposed: 

• the administrations involved share information and views via a network, enabling 
them to work from a distance and to integrate this activity in their daily work;

• the network will be administratively supported and coordinated by the Council of 
Europe, via the office in Skopje; 

• the progress and direction of the regional technical coordination framework will 
be governed by representatives of the respective governments, via the SISP 
Steering Committee. 

This approach allows for a flexible organisation of activities. As most of the work can be 
done from a distance and no separate meetings will be called, the costs can be minimised. 
The representatives of the governments of the countries involved, to whom the views and 
advice of their respective administrations are available, will approve the final result, 
which in turn ensures the further cooperation of these administrations in the day-to-day 
implementation of the framework. 

9. The activities in building the framework will more specifically:

- Identifying the existing needs for information exchange, looking at the current 
coordination agreements from an administrative perspective: which information 
should be exchanged and which cooperation should exist for the coordination 
agreements to be executable? 5

Parallel to this, the reality “in the field” has to be examined – what information is 
actually being exchanged, and according to which procedures. This requires input 
from the administrations that really handle the cases, to identify problems and 
best practices where they exist. 

This research should result in a chart, outlining “flows” of data being exchanged 
between different authorities and situating them against the background of what 
flows are objectively necessary.

5 Note that this activity requires a sufficient knowledge of the content of systems that are being 
coordinated, as well as of the administrations that deal with the coordination. This knowledge can either be 
secured via reporting by the Local Project Officers (preferable from a methodological perspective), and/or 
by representatives of the administrations concerned. 
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- On the basis of the knowledge gained, information flows can be standardised, 
making them usable in all cases in which the specific type of information is 
needed. Given the limited timeframe and resources, inspiration can be sought in 
the E-forms, used for the administration of social security in the European Union, 
and in the instruments that are developed for the implementation of the COE 
coordination instruments6. 

- Once a set of information flows, standards and procedures has been defined, the 
usability in the field needs to be tested and evaluated. This evaluated should be 
performed by at least three social security administrations, using the new 
standards in their communication in a number of test cases, and reporting their 
findings back to the coordination centre. 

- Once evaluated and – if needed – adapted, the agreed standards are implemented.

All these activities can be grouped according to the social security schemes that are being 
coordinated. As technical coordination in the field of pension coordination is bound to be 
more difficult and tedious than, for example, in the field of family benefits, the work 
should be organised in such a way that delays in one field do not hold back developments 
in another.

10. The first “building” phase should ideally be completed at the end of the project duration 
(August 2007), for as many of the coordinated social security schemes as possible. In 
planning the work, sufficient attention and resources should be given to consolidation and 
documentation of the result during the last months of the project.

2222 Phase two: maintaining and extending after August 2007 

11. What can and needs to be done in a second phase depends largely on three determining 
factors: the comprehensiveness of the results achieved in phase one (assessed taking into 
account the administrative reality that exists at the end of that phase), the political 
engagement of the parties to maintain and extend the regional technical coordination 
framework, and the budget that backs up these engagements.

12. In a minimal scenario, the regional technical coordination framework is completed to a 
point where a complete set of rules and standards is in place for all social security 
schemes. 

Effectively the continuation of the activities started in phase 1, but without the 
administrative support and coordination offered by the COE office in that phase, this 
would require a minimum budget and engagement. 

6 While much of the work that has been done designing the E-forms can be re-used, the opportunity should 
be taken to solve as many of the problems related to the E-forms (and the communication that surrounds 
them) as possible. 
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13. In a second, more desirable scenario, the regional technical coordination framework is 
further developed to provide standards, procedures and practices that further help 
information exchange in an international and in a national context. 

In such a scenario, an organisation should be created to consolidate and extend the 
framework in an organised way and to offer support to the administrations involved. Such 
an organisation can be pro-active and could, for instance, develop rules and standards 
concerning digital signatures, or concerning access to information by all actors involved 
in administering social security. It could be staffed by a skeleton crew monitoring 
information flows and developing new standards and formats. Associated to the 
organisation would be national “liaisons”, appointed by the national administrations 
involved and aiding the centre on a fixed (but not full time7) basis. Such an organisation 
would work independently, but would be governed and directed by the countries 
involved.

As digitised information becomes more available and electronic and automated data 
exchange comes into reach, such an organisation could extend its role to that of an 
interoperability facilitator8. 

5. Future activities - planning

14. If the approach described above is approved, a more detailed action plan can be 
developed, starting with concrete research as to the flows concerning a selected 
coordinated social security scheme. 

To start building the regional technical coordination framework, the engagement of the 
coordination centre has an immediate need of national “liaisons” who ensure access to 
the national administrations has to be secured (to be provided by the countries involved). 

7 The national “liaisons” should provide access to the national administrations and to practical knowledge 
concerning the concrete national setting. The extent of their tasks depends mostly on the scope of activities 
that are developed by this organisation in this phase. However, being only a limited responsibility, they can 
combine this work with their tasks within their own administration, or with other missions. 
8 In a situation where information is electronically 
available, figure 3 would represent the ideal situation: an 
organisation acts as a “gateway” through which request for 
information and the information itself passes. In such a 
system, a social security administration formulates a 
question following an agreed format and sends it to the 
organisation, which then checks the question as to logical 
format, and checks whether or not the questioning 
administration has the right to the information requested.  
If all is well, the organisation routes the question and the 
answer, after checking both as to logical format. In doing 
so, the organisation offers interoperability, ensuring that all 
information is transferred safely, securely and with 
guaranteed integrity. 
In a fully electronic environment, this process can be automated, reducing time and effort in administration.
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Figure 3 - eletronic data-exchange
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