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THE NETWORK OF NATIONAL CONTACT POINTS – EVALUATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

1. Background 

The National Contact Points Network (NCP) was created as a forum of discussion and sharing of experiences on the questions of mobility. It is constituted by experts of regulations and/or legislation concerning mobility in the Public Administrations of each Member State (MS) and it was assigned with the tasks of exchanging experience and mutual information between its members, answering the requests of the national administrations of all MS related to all basic issues concerning the exchange of public servants and their secondment, places and form of publications - including use of Internet -, existing EU-wide exchange programmes and bilateral agreements, and assistance to other administrations involved in case of detachments.

In order to secure an optimal function and to uncover possible needs for improvement, the NCP was also assigned with the mission of summing up the number, character and scope of the enquiries as well as the possible problems and needs for improvement. This information was to be given to the Human Resources Working Group (HRWG), for assessment, before the end of February of each year.
Furthermore, the access to NCP has been clearly limited to the Public Administrations of the Member States, always excluding the direct access of the citizens - otherwise, it would be necessary to provide the NCP with a permanent administrative structure that has not been foreseen.

The Directors General responsible for Public Administrations, in their 48th meeting, in Berlin, in the Resolution concerning the Human Resources Working Group, agreed to “review the added value of the Network of National Contact Points closely associated with the group”.

Therefore, the Portuguese Presidency believed it was essential to collect the opinion from all the members of the HRWG and the NCP Network regarding the state of play of the group. For this purpose, a small questionnaire was prepared and sent to the members of both groups (Appendix 1).
2. Outline of the questionnaire results
As said, the questionnaire was sent both to the HRWG members and to the NCP members.
The questionnaire form consisted of two parts: part one was meant to be answered only by the HRWG members and part two, by the NCP.
The presented structure intended to confront the opinions of the different group members regarding the fulfilment of tasks by the NCP Network and the necessity of rethinking the NCP sub-group as such.
Twenty one replies were received from the following MS: Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Spain and The Netherlands.
Even though there are several MS whose representatives are the same for HRWG and NCP, the number of replies that were received has to be considered very low.
For instance, it was not possible to confront the opinions of the HRWG members and the NCP. Nevertheless, some tendencies and evidences can be highlighted from the questionnaire replies, allowing the outline of conclusions.
3. Evaluation of the replies 
3.1 Level of activity 
Eight out of the twenty one MS that have replied to the questionnaire requested information from other MS. Details concerning the number of queries is as follows:
Queries presented since January 2007 (Question 1)
	Member State
	Number

	Austria
	1

	Cyprus
	1

	Finland
	1

	France
	1

	Hungary
	4

	Latvia
	2

	Portugal
	1

	Total
	11


Some MS like Bulgaria and Romania didn’t present any questions because they are not familiar at all with the functions of the NCP Network and, in consequence, have no representatives in this sub-group.

Others, like Luxembourg, besides never having presented any questions, never have been contacted for any question or problem.
As a result, it is possible to say that some requests are sent to certain receivers and not to the Network as a whole. 
Despite this fact, 44% of the respondent MS feel that the number of answers received is not significant (Question 3).
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When compared to the questions presented to the HRWG members (Question 1.1), the results are as follows:
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As a result, it’s possible to say that, besides the low activity of the NCP, questions are raised both to the NCP and to the HRWG, nearly in the same number and in an average of 1 per month (even if not to all the group members as seen above). According to the answers received (Question 1.2), the questions addressed to the NCP Network and to the HRWG are coincident in 57% of the times.
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3.2 Level of expertise 

The level of expertise is not seen as a problem (Question 4). In fact, 78% of the respondent MS consider that the answers provide the necessary information, which suggests a high level of knowledge on the issues or the promptness in gathering it.
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3.3 Issues

The questions presented by the MS to the NCP are related to the following issues (Question 2):
· Remuneration systems;
· Reference date for advancement on pay scale;
· Loss of official position;
· Recognition of periods of service in the Swiss PA to periods of service in the Austrian PA;
· Working hours in the public sector and the police of other Member States
· Housing and living costs;
· Retirement;
· Eventual compulsory administrational holidays during the summer or winter time;
· Dismissals in the European PA;
· Public Servants Ethics Code.
None of the issues described was identified in a mobility context or related to a mobility question.
3.4 Fulfilment of tasks: summary

The NCP tasks were clearly defined by the Directors-General (DG), in 2001, under the Belgian Presidency.
Those tasks are:

· To provide information in all basic issues concerning the exchange of public servants and their secondment.

· To provide information on place and form of publications, including use of Internet.

· To refer the requesting administrations to the national, regional and local points in charge of personnel matters.

· To provide information on existing EU-wide exchange programmes and bilateral agreements.

· To endow assistance to other administrations involved in case of detachments, without doing the administrative work itself.

Bearing this in mind, the members of the HRWG and NCP were questioned about the fulfilment of these tasks (Question 7). The results are the following:
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The main reasons for a positive answer are:
· The NCP Network encourages the sharing of experience, good practice and views among EU MS and others who are interested in the field of public administration;
· The NCP Network can be an open and informal forum to share information about HR topics and it contributes to a better understanding of the European public administrations models;

· The right contact person can be found and contacted immediately and questions are efficiently answered.

On the other hand, the main reasons for a negative answer are, in short:
· Inactivity of the Network: it doesn’t provide information among NCP nor regularly to national authorities. It exists only on paper;
· Lack of awareness of the NCP Network and it work;
· Lack of information provided by NCP due to the lack of communication and contacts between NCP members;
· There are no questions that NCP might answer; a lot of questions have a broader nature as only mobility, so the HRWG contacts seems to be more appropriate forum for cooperation;
· The Network has not proven to have practical use so far. Requests on mobility are rarely received. This maybe a result of the Networks’ low visibility, or simply because interest on mobility is low across MS. 

· The Networks’ modest activity; most NCP have never received information requests or questions. Since a number of HRWG members are also NCP for their country, the questions are often sent to the HRWG list, instead of NCP.
3.5 Need to rethink the group
A clear majority of the respondent MS (63%) considers that this sub-group should be reviewed, not only in what concerns its working methods but also its organisation (Question 7), as showed in the table below:
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The suggestions received regarding the improvement of the Network were not consensual; on the contrary, some of them point out opposite solutions for the NCP Network.

Suggestions for improvement involving organizational and methodological changes:

· To increase the visibility of the Network;
· To update the members list more frequently;
· To review the Networks’ mandate in order to include more issues rather then mobility;
· To review the role and added value of the NCP Network in addition to HRWG, identifying the activities and the outcomes it should produce. It could be further developed as a network of people, sharing information via electronic means and holding meetings as and when necessary;
· To encourage regional twinning projects/regular thematic debates;
· To promote combined meetings of HRWG and NCP;

· To promote a common meeting with the NCP that are willing to develop and improve the function of the Network, what requires a clear target for the group;
· To appoint one of the NCP to play “the leading role”, as to remind periodically other NCP about news and interesting information to be sent, according to their tasks. In the future it should be analysed all kinds of mobility existing between EU MS Public Administrations and what is being done in the mobility field.
Suggestions for improvement involving structural changes:

· To reconsider the need of existence of such a Network. Only if the answer is positive, the ways of improvement of the group should be discussed. Taking into account previous activity of the Network, such answer is not so obvious;

· To review whether or not the existence of the Network should be continued: if the answer is positive, the NCP should exchange information regularly among each other and with the Commissions’ representatives. Additionally it should be discussed if the NCP could be addressed by the public and provide information to it. It might also be useful to explore, if and how the NCP activities could be linked with websites such as Your Europe;
· To merge the NCP sub-group with the HRWG group in order to have the same contact point for both groups;
· To joint up the competencies of the NCP in the HRWG representatives, as it already happens in several MS, justified by the low work load and by the low involvement and interaction of NCP with the group. This would avoid a duplication of work when NCP and HRWG representatives have to answer to the same questions.
4. Conclusions

The conclusions regarding the feed-back to the questionnaire are that the MS participation was low and incomplete. The questionnaire had two addressees in each MS, and only 21 replies were received. Even taking into account that some HRWG members assume also the NCP functions, this is a weak result. Nevertheless, it is possible to present some conclusions regarding the results obtained.
The answers received confirmed the perceptions of the Portuguese Presidency regarding the low activity of the Network. From the 21 respondents only eight had used the Network to obtain information from other MS. Since January, only 11 questions were raised to some MS regarding Public Administration general issues and 44% of the respondents considered that an unreasonable number of answers were given. 
One positive aspect revealed by the questionnaire results refers to the expertise of the answers received as it was considered that the information needed was contemplated.
Regarding the NCP tasks and its fulfilment during this year the majority of the respondents recognizes that they weren’t accomplished.

This fact is not justifiable by a need of further clarification of the goals or competences given to NCP - as some respondents believe - as these are well defined in DGs resolutions.
The negative answers reveal that the lack of fulfilment of NCP tasks is due to the lack of activity, lack of visibility and lack of communication in the Network. All these elements appear to be connected, as the low activity of the Network may substantiate its low visibility and of course the low rate of communication between NCP. On the other hand the mobility issue seems not to be of major importance for MS.
The positive answers show that the lack of fulfilment of NCP tasks come also from the unfamiliarity of MS regarding them. The Network is manly seen as a forum for exchanging information regarding all issues connected to public administrations in MS. 
All of this explains why the mobility issue wasn’t directly comprised in the 11 questions raised to MS. 
Another aspect to consider, in close connection with the above mentioned, is the fact that no report was presented to the Human Resources Working Group (HRWG), related to the number, character and scope of the enquiries as well as the possible problems and needs for improvement of the Network. This information is to be given before the end of February of each year.
The last point in the questionnaire is related to the need of rethinking this sub-group. The majority of respondents believe the group has to be restructured. The set of answers reveal two different approaches for this restructuring. 

One of these approaches points out only organizational and methodological changes in order to improve the Network performance. Interesting suggestions are presented that should be taken into consideration for future improvements, nevertheless the redefinition of the mandate of NCP should not represent a overlapping of competences with the HRWG members, unless the latter assume the NCP functions. 
The second approach goes further and points out structural changes such as the extinction of the Network by merging it with the HRWG. It is considered that the NCP exist only on paper with no practical relevance. This is partly justified by the fact that in 2004, under Irish Presidency, a report was presented contemplating several suggestions to improve this Network that were never implemented.

Thus, as final conclusion it’s possible to say that the Network is nowadays mostly inactive.  
5. Next steps
The conclusions of this questionnaire as well as the results of the second HRWG Meeting will be presented to Directors-General in December. 
PAGE  
3

[image: image7.jpg]